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CONFIRMATIONS.

Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 29 (legis-
tative day of July 27), 191}.

MINISTZR.

Boaz W. Long to be envoy extraordinary and minister pleni-
petentiary to Salvador.
COoNSUL GENERAL.

Julean H. Arnold to be consul general at Hankow, China.
CoMMISSIONER OF IMMIGRATION.

Henry J. Skeflington to be commissioner of immigration at the
port of Boston.

AssisTANT CHIEF oF BUREAU oF ForeigN AND Domestic CoM-
MERCE,

Edward A. Brand to be (First) Assistant Chief of Bureau
of Foreign and Domestic Commerce in the Department of Com-
merce. :

PoSTMASTERS,
ILLINOIS,
Frank G. Pierski, La Salle.
PENNSYLVANIA,

Walter K. Ashton, Fairchance.

J. Thomas Butler, Coraopolis.

George N. Coryell, Darby.

Thomas P. Delaney, Castle Shannon.

Lewis Dilliner, Point Marion.

Charles L. Fox, Daisytown,

William H. Hartman, Bentleyville.

H. R. Hummel, Watsontown.

James W. Hutchinson, Springdale.

Edmond Jeffries, Monessen.

Joseph A. McLain, Fredericktown.

Joseph Rodgers, jr., Lansdale.

James P. Van Etten, Milford.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WebNEspay, July 29, 191},

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer :

Our Father in heaven, incline Thine ear and hear our peti-
tion. Open Thon our spiritual eyes, that we may discern be-
neath the rough exterior in every human being the image of
his Maker; that a profounder love, a broader charity may pre-
vail in the hearts of all mankind; that the ties of fraternity
may have a broader scope, a deeper significance; that the
genius of the Christian religion may find its full fruition in
every heart, and Thy kingdom come and Thy will be done in
earth as it is in heaven, to the glory and horor of Thy holy
name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was 1ead and
approved.

INDIAN APPROPRIATIONS.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Specker, I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of the conference report
on the Indian appropriation bill (H. R. 12579), which was
printed in yesterday's proceedings of the House.

The SPEAKER. TrLis is Calendar Wednesday, and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STepHENS] asks unanimons consent
for the present consideration of the eonference report on the
Indian appropriation bill. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, T ask unanimous
consent to dispense with the reading of the conference report,
and that the statement be read in liev of it.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to
dispense with the reading of the ccaference renort, and to read
the statement in lieu of it. Is there oljection?

Mr. MANN. The report is short. I object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois ohjects,
Clerk will read the conference veport.

The Clerk read the conference report.

The

CONFERENCE REPORT (No. 1031).

. The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
12579) making appropriations for the current and contingent

LI—=&15

expenses of the Bureaun of Indian Affairs, for fulfilling treaty
stipulations with various Indian tribes, and for other purposes,
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1915, having met, after full
and free conference have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from ifs amendment numbered 37.

Amendment pumbered 81: That the House recede from its
disagreemeént to the amendment of the Senate numbered 81,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu
of the sum proposed insert * $£200,000.”

Also, in lieu of the sum proposed in the amendment of the

Senate numbered 98 as agreed toin conference, insert “ $40,700” ;
and the Senate agree to the same.
« Amendment numbered 139: That the House recede from Its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 139,
and agree to the same with an amendnent as follows: In liea
of the matter proposed insert:

“That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby,
authorized to make a per eapita payment to the enrolled. mem-
bers of the Chickasaw and Cherokee tribes of Indians of Okla-
homa entitled under existing law to share in the funds of their
respective tribzs, or to their lawful heirs, out of any moneys
belonging to said tribes in the United States Treasury or depos-
ited in any bank or held by any official under the jarisdiction
of the Secretary of the Interior, said payment not to exceed, in
the case of the Chickasaws, $100 per capita, and in the case of
the Cherokees, not to exceed $15 per capita, and all said pay-
ments to be made under such rules and regulations as the Secre-
tary of the Interior may preseribe: Provided, That in cases
where such enrolled members, or their heirs, are Indians who
by reason of their degree of Indian blood belong to the restricted
class, the Secretary of the Interior may, in his diseretion, with-
hold such payments and nse the same for the benefit of such
restricted Indians: Provided further, That the monzy paid to
the enrolled members as provided herein, shall be exempt from
any lien for attorneys' fees or other debt contracted prior to the
passage of this act.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 155: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 155,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu
of -the matter proposed insert:

“ It appearing by the report of the Joint Congressional Com-
mission created under section 23 of the Indian appropriation
act approved June 30, 1913 (Senate Document No. 337, Sixty-.
third Congress, second sesgion), that the Indians of the Yakima
Reservation in the State of Washington, have been unjustly de-
prived of the portion of the natural flow of the Yakima River to
which they are equitably entitled for the purposes of irrigation,
having only been allowed 147 cubic feet per second, the Secre-
tary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to furnish
at the northern boundary of said Yakima Indian Reservation in
perpetuity enough water, in addition to the 147 cubic feet per
second heretofore allotted to said Indians, so that there shall
be during the low water irrigation season at least T20 cubie
feet per second of water available when needed for irrigation;
this quantity being considered as equivalent to and in satisfac-
tion of the rights of the Indians in the low water flow of
Yakima River and adequate for the Irrigation of 40 acres on
each Indian allotment; the apportionment of this water to
be made under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior,
and there is hercby authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$635.000 to pay for said water to be covered into the reclama-
tion fund; the amount to be appropriated annually in install-
ments upon estimates certified to Congress by the Seeretary of
the Treasury. One hundred thousand dellars is hereby appro-
priated to pay the first installment of the amount herein author-
ized to be expended, and the Secretary of the Interior is hereby
directed to prepare and submit to Congress the most feasible
and economical plan for the distribution of said water upon the
lands of said Yoskima Reservation, in connection with the
present system and with a view to reimbursing the Government
for any sum it may have expended or may expend for a com-
plete irrigation system for said reservation.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

JNo. H. STEPHENS,

C. D. CARTER,

Cuas. H. BURKE.
Managers on the part of the House.

HENRY F. ASHURST,

Moses IE. Crarp,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,
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STATEMENT.
The Senate conferees have receded on amendment No. 87.
On the following amendments the House conferees
with gualifying or substitute amendments:
No. 81: Decreases from $250.000 to $200,000 the amount ap-
propriated for continuing the construction of the irrigation sys-

tem on the Flathead Indian Reservation, in Montana. Also cor-

rects an error in Senate amendment No. 98,
No. 139: Provides for a per capita payment of §15 to the en-
rolled members of the Cherokee Tribe of Indians and a $100

per capita payment for each enrolled Chickasaw Indian in the

State of Oklahoma, and exempts such payments from liability
for attorneys’ fees and other debts contracted prior to the pas-
sage of this act. Also provides that the Secretary of the In-
terior may. in his discretion, withhold such payments from re-
stricted Indians and vse the same for their benefit.

No. 155: Provides a certain specified amount of water in per-
petuity for irrigation purposes on the Yakima Indian Reserva-
tion. authorizes a certain sum for such purpose to be paid in
annual installments, and appropriates $100,000 as the first in-
stallment.

Jxo. H. STEPHENS,

C. D. CARTER,

CHas. H. BURKE,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of order on the
conference report.

Mr. STEPHEXS of Texas. To what particular item does
the gentleman refer? There are four or five items.

Mr. MANN. I have reserved a point of orde- to the -confer-
ence report. I think it is subject to a point of order, but I do
not know whetber 1 shall Insist upon it.

AMr. STEPHENS of Texas. Is there any particular item
about which the gentleman desires information?

Mr. MAXNN. I want to ask in reference to two items, one
in. reference to the Choctaws and the other in reference to the
Yakima reclamation plant. y,

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The Choctaw matter is amend-
ment 139. The trouble over that amendment arose from the
fact that the Mississippi Choctaws were involved. That has
been entirely eliminated from the bill. We give the Cherokees
$15 per capita and the Chickasaws $100 per capita, and omit
the Choctaws, so there is no controversy in either House now as
to amendment 139.

Mr. MANN. I was not aware that both Houses had agreed
to that item, and as the House has twice rejected it, I would
like to know about it.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The conferees of the House and
Senate have both agreed to this.

Mr. MANN. That is an entirely different proposition.

Mr. STEPHEXS of Texas. The Senate adopted the confer-
ence report last evening, which is now before the House for
final action.

Mr. MANN. It was stated on the floor, during the discussion
of amendment 139, that the Choctaw fund in the Treasary
and the Chickasaw fund in the Treasury were one—both one
fund. Is that true?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. That is not correct. Originally
the land belonged to all the Indians, that is, the two tribes
were granted the land togetlier by the United States; but
afterwards they were separated, and a dividing line run be-
tween the two nations, and now the lands have been separated
for 40 or 50 years.

Mr. MANN. As I understand the counference report, the
guestion in reference to the disposition of the Chociaw fund
renmins in abeyance until further action by Cengress.

Mr., STEPHENS of Texas. Yes; without being interfered
with in any way by this bill. It remains in statu quo.

Mr. HARRISON. I want to say, with respect to the gues-
tion asked by the gentleman from Illinois about the fund being
a common fund between the Chickasaws and Choctaws, that I
inquired of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs whether or not
any complications would arise in the event the Chickasaws
should receive their per capita payment out of this fund, and
the commissioner informed me that it wonld not cause any com-
plication, that it was merely a matter of bookkeeping and would
be charged against the account of the Chickasaw Indians.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr, Speaker, before that item
is passed. I want to suggest that whatever may be paid to the
Chickasaws will be charged to them and there will still be due
them something like §1.500.,000 to be paid at some future time
after the payment that this authorizes. Conseguently, ‘if there
ghould be any money paid out on account of claims that may

be paid to Mississippl or other Choctaws the matter can still
be adjusted.

I want to ecall attention to one provision in the amendment
that has been incorporated in conference that was not in the
Senate amendment, and that is the last proviso. which was put
in after we struck out the so-called Williams amendment.

It is as follows:

Provided further, That the money pald te the enrolled members aa
provided herein shall be exempt from any llens for attorneys’ fees or
other debts contracted prior to the passage of this act.

I think the House will recognize that that is a wise provision,
and that it will insure this money going to the Indians in the
first instance, at least, even if it gets away from them very soon
after they receive it.

Mr, MILLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MILLER. From a statement made by the gentleman from
Mississippl [Mr. Hagrrison] just now, I understood that he had
been advised by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs that it
would make no legal difference in the status of the Indians and
their property rights if the Chickasaws should at this time
receive a payment of $100 per capita and the Choctaws not.

Mr, STEPHENS of Texas. I think the gentleman is correct
in that statement.

Mr. MILLER. Was any farther attempt made by the con-
ferees to ascertain the legal effect of this action, other than to
secure the opinion of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. What information we received
was from the departinent, and Mr. Meritt, Assistant Commis-
sioner, was present,

Mr. MILLER. I will say to the gentleman that I have
given some thought to the matter, as it has been up for consid-
eration on several occasions, and I am far from being persuaded
that the position taken by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs
is correct, although it is likely that it shades a little that way.
The fact is that every Chickasaw and every Choctaw is a joint
owner of every blade of grass, every grain of sand, eve:rv rock,
every bit of asphalt, every pound of coal, and every ncre of
land possessed by these two great tribes. That is in the law
and in the agreement. They own it jointly—together. Now,
at various times in distributing the proceeds we have roughly
given one-fourth to the Chickasaws and three-fourths to the
Choctaws, but that has not been exact justice. 1 think there
is very grave danger in making a payment of $100 per capita
to the Chickasaws now.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Is the gentleman aware that
they have in the Treasury about $265 per capita?

Mr. MILLER. I uonderstand, and I understand that the
courts might view that as liquidated assets, subject to be dis-
tributed; but this is a guardian administrating the affairs of
people who own jointly. Now, have we any expression from
the Choctaws that they are willing that this payment be made
notwithstanding they are denied any payment? To my mind
that is a very serious proposition.: We do not want to create
a claim running into the millions on the part of the Choctaws
against the United States.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. It was their money, and we are
acting under the treaty.

Mr. MILLER. That is true. It is not only the Chickasaws'
money but the Choctaws'.

Mr. CAMI'BELI. Mr. Speaker, will fhe gentleman yield?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas, Yes.

Mr. CAMIPBELL. While it is troe that the property is jointly
owned by the Choctaws and the Chickasnws—that is. the coal,
the asphalt, and the land—in the ratio of 3 to 1, ronghly spenk-
ing, yet when money is received for land or conl, or anything
else, it is placed in the Treasury to the credit of the Choctaws
and to the credit of the Chickasaws, as their interest may
appear.

Mr. MILLER. As their joint fund.

Mr. CAMPBELL. No; it is not placed in a joint fund. It is
placed in separate funds.

Mr. MILLER. I beg the gentleman's pardon, but I under-
stand it is placed in a joint fund.

Mr, STEPHENS of Texas. 'I will state to the gentleman from
Minnesota that they are carried as separate items on the books.

Mr. CAMPBELIL. The money is not deposited in a joint fund,
but in separate funds.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. That is correct. ;

Mr. CAMPBELL. One-fourth of the proceeds arising from
the sale of nny property belonging to the Choctaws and Chicka-
saws is placed to the credit of the Chickasaws, and three-fourths
to the credit of the Choctaws.
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I will say that that is very doubt-
ful bookkeeping, and may result in a very good-sized claim
against the United States, and I do think it is serious whether
we should out and out appropriate this money. It does not
matter what kind of bookkeeping we follow, the fact remains
that the Choctaws own a .part of that fund in about the pro-
portion of 3 to 1.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota.
man yield?

Mr., STEPHENS of Texas, Yes.

My, BURKE of South Dakota. Will the gentleman permit me
to ask the gentleman from Minnesota a question? Does the
gentleman think that there would be any injustice to the Chicka-
saws if we authorized a per capita payment of $25 or $50 to
the Choctaws? Would that not be charged to the Choetaws, and
when a fuoture payment was authorized, would we not take into
consideration that they had received a per capita payment of
$25 or $50, which the Chickasaws had not received, and we
would therefore direct that the Chickasaws be paid an amount
to equal what the Choctaws had received?

Mr. MILLER. Unguestionably that is the theory upon which
this provision is drawn. There is no doubt about that.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. If there is still in the Treas-
ury, after this $100 payment is made to the Chickasaws, a
million and a balf dollars in round numbers, does not the
gentleman think, if there should be any injustice done to the
Choctaws, there will be an opportunity of correcting it and
equalizing the matter. so that the Chickasaws will bear any
share that they cught to pay of claims that may be presented
that ought to be paid out of the common fund?

Mr. MILLER. If after paying $100 apiece to the Chickasaws
they still have a million and a half dollars, that may be a
sufficient guaranty, a gold bond in our possession, upon which
we can take a chance; but I think nevertheless it is an ex-
tremely dubious procedure, and if it were proposed to pay out
all of the amount due the Chickasaws in this way, I think it
would be a very critical thing. b

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Is the gentleman aware that they
have an immense amount of coal and oil and asphalt?

Mr. MILLER. Ob, yes; I understand that.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. And timberlands?

Mr, MILLER. That was worth a whole lot more before
certain theories of government that now prevail existed.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, I want to say that it is to
avoid that very complication that the gentleman from Minne-
sota has asserted might arise that prompted me to go to the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs and ascertain from him his
opinion. I talked with three of the attorneys in the office,
and they told me, as did the commissioner, that they did not
believe that this per capita payment to the Chickasaws would
cause any difficulty. I want to say in that connection that
while we made a fight in behalf of the Mississippi Choctaws
against the distribution of this fund, until the Mississippi
Choectaws could be taken care of, I do not believe it is a matter
of right and justice to the Chickasaws or any other tribes that
their per capita payment of distribution should be tied up
pending the settlement of the question.

Mr. MILLER. Let us assume a hypothetical and perhaps
extravagant case. Let us assnme that 20,000 people should be
added to the rolls of the Choctaws and the Chickasaws.

Mr. FERRIS. The gentleman need not assume that, for
that will never happen.

Mr. MILLER. I say that it is an extravagant proposition.
There are a good many times that many seeking to gef on and
have been for a number of years, but assuming that, then what
Dosition would the Government be in, having paid this out?

Mr. HARRISON. I think this amount that is paid to the
Chickasaws will be charged up against them and i: the final
distribution it will be merely a matter of bookkeeping, to be
charged back against them.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma.
man from Texas yield?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Yes.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Pursuing further the statement
of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. MirLEr], the hypotheti-
cal proposition, suppose that a large number of Mississippi
Choctaws are placed on the rolls, the gentleman will concede
that that immediately changes the ratio between the Choe-
taws as they now are in numbers and the Chickasaws?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes,

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Suppose the Chickasaws have
received practically their share at the ratio of three to one.
A large number of Choctaws are put upon the roll and the ratio
is changed, and we find that the Chickasaws then have received

Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-

Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-

more than their proportion. To whom, then, would the Choctaws
come for the residue belonging to them? It seems to me to the
Government.

Mr. HARRISON. I think that probably there will be enough
left for them. I have looked into that. I am under the im-
pression that there will be enough left of the Chickasaws' part
of the fund to take care of them.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman from
Mississippi a question?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas.
Mississippi for that purpose.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Minnesota just stated that
the land, and so forth, belonged to the Chickasaws and Choe-
taws jointly. Does the gentleman from Mississippi understand
that is jointly by tribes or jointly by individuals?

Mr. HARRISON. I think originally they were jointly by
tribes, and I think now they are jointly by tribes, but

Mr. MILLER. Let me say it is jointly by individuals, each
individual.

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to say I am not thoroughly
familiar with that phase of the question, and no doubt the gen-
tleman from Minnesota is correct in that.

Mr. MILLER. It is jointly by Individuals,

Mr. MANN. It is perfectly patent, if it is jointly by tribes,
it does not make a particle of difference to the Choctaw Indians
how much per capita distribution is made to the Chickasaws, or
vice versa; but if they own this jointly as individuals, and you
add a large number of new names to the rolls of the Choctaws,
that then the distribution to the Chickasaws may result in a
diminution of the fund for distribution to the Choctaws. That
is perfectly patent. >

Mr. HARRISON. I think that would be true if a large num-
ber should be put upon the rolls.

Mr. MANN. How many are seeking to get on the rolls?

Mr. HARRISON. I do not think at the outside there are over
2,000 that would be able to prove their claims.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman’s opinion about that is very good;
but how many are seeking to get on the rolls?

Mr. HARRISON. I do not know; there is quite a number
seeking; a great many are seeking to get on the rolls without
any warrant to do so.

Mr. MANN. I understood that a gentleman said a moment
ago in the House that there were 100,000 seeking to get on the
rolls.

Mr. HARRISON. T think that is grossly exaggerated.

Mr. MANN. In the opinion of some gentlemen there was no
chance for the Mississippi Choctaws to get on the rolls, and it
appears there might be now. How about the others seeking?
Somebody must think they have a chance or they would not be
seeking. !

Mr. HARRISON, My opinion is there will be probably 2,000
that ought to be placed on the rolls, if the gentleman asks my
opinion about it.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman gives his well-considered opinion,
but he would not say he has made an investigation to know
whether

Mr. HARRISON. There are about 1,100 who have been iden-
tified by the Dawes Commission and who certainly ought to be
on the rolls.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman says 1,100 in his locality.

Mr. HARRISON. In Mississippi.

Mr. MANN. How many does the gentleman know there are
throughout the United States? It is a fact, is it not, that the
Government is taking a chance on this, because if the distribu-
tion in the end is to be a per capita between the two tribes and
not per capita for each tribe considered separately, if they paid
too much to the Indians of one tribe, they in the end will be
asked to make that up?

Mr. HARRISON. I think so, and I think the opinion of the
department was based on that fact—that is, that they thought
there would probably be no more placed upon the rolls than
could be taken care of.

Mr. MILLER. May I inquire of the gentleman from Texas
whether any showing has been made before the conferees indi-
cating the urgency requiring this per capita payment to the
Chickasaws at this time? Was there any failure of Crops or any
famine or anything of that kind? 2

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. There was a representation made
by the department that it is right that this money should be
paid to these Indians. Not only that, but we are under treaty
obligations to pay this money to these Indians. It is argued
it is a very great injustice to these Indians to have this money
in the United States Treasury that should have been paid them
years ago, and that it should not be withheld from them now.
As I stated before, there is $265 coming to each one of these

I yield to the gentleman from
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Indians, and we only propose a payment of $100, which leaves
$165 per capita still due. Lnd not only that, but the land, tim-
ber, oil, and asphaltum, which s estimated all the way from ten
to fifty or sixty million dollars, belong to these Indians, and
there can certainly be no chance in any way by which the
United States could be muleted in damages for paying out this
:}&0. I now yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
r1S].

Mr. %‘ERRIS. Mr. Speaker, I would not consume the time of
the House but for the faet I do not want the House during this
debate to get in an avenue of a misapprehension of the fucts.
Sixteen years ago the Federal Government promised by two
treaties—not one, but two—to distribute these funds that belong
to these Indians among them and finnlly settle their affairs,
Rixteen long years have thase Indians waited for that to be
done and have been refused. What do these five tribes ask?
Aid from the Government? Not at all; but are asking Congress
to give them their own money which belongs to them. It is
their -money. No one here or elsewhere asserts or dares to as-
sert that it is not their money. They need their money now, not
after they are all dead. Statzhood has come; white people have
come in and have purchased the surplus lands, and the Indians
are forced to smaller reservation or allotments. They uneed this
money, and it ought to be paid to them—at least to the compe-
tent ones, and to the incompetent ones it ought to be capitalized
and used for their benefit by the department. This would shield
them from graft or sharp dealing. The present Indian Commis-
gloner is on the job, and he will secure justice in the handling
of the funds. Practically all the Five Clvilized Tribes are in-
telligent people who know what they are about, and It is a farce
and a farcieal performance to longer try to administer their
affairs 2,000 miles away. I am not here criticizing the conferees.
Now the question arises—and I want to say that the holding up
of these moneys, and particularly the Choctaw money, at this
time is in direct violation of the treaty stipulations between the
Unitad States and the Choctaw Indinns, and that instead of the
payment of it being made a claim arising by reason of the pay-
ment of their money, we had better fear a claim for the injury
and damage that may result to the Indians by reason of Con-
gress breaking a direct treaty stipulation in mot paying it to
them at all. This matfer is getting tedious to the Indians, who
thought this Government would do what it promised to do with
a people wholly within its charge.

The gentlemnn from Mississippi [Mr. Haeersox] and his col-
leagues no doubt feel that they have some kind of an imaginary
elanim aguinst these funds. But it has been adjudicated five or
gix times. I do not want to go into that argument, but this
identical fourteenth article of the treaty of 1830 has been ad-
judieated in every forum that ever had authority to sit on it,
and they have always rendered a verdict adverse to them. But
16 years have elapsed without deing what the Federal Govern-
ment agreed to do, to wit, to seftle with the Five Tribes.
and I presume they will have to hold on a little longer with-
out the Federal Government doing what they onght to do. They
onught to give these Indians, who are praetieally white Indians.
their money and let them alone, and cut them loose from the
Federal Government and have nothing more to de with their
affairs. They are full citizens, all voters, most of them com-
petent. But I have neither the ability, influence. nor power to
now make this House nnderstand the situation sufficiently to do
that. The conferees have probably done the best they could.
The Mississippi Choctaw claim is not easily understeod. and it
would not be fair to foree Congress to act hastily. When the
matter is once understood I have no fears of the result. There
can be but one verdiet and that will be that the Oklahoma In-
dians are entitled to their peace.

Now, one word further. The Choctaws and Chickasaws have
always maintained separate tribal governments, and they do
to-day. They have their separate principal chiefs. Donglas
H. Johnson is the governor, or principal chief, of the Chicka-
saws, and they have a Chickasaw legislature regularly elected
and still holding office. The principal chief, or the governor, of
the Choctaws is Victor H. Locke, and they have a Choetaw legis-
lature. True. their property since 1837 has been held in eommeon
since the Chickasaws bought into the Choctaw Tribe. The
Choetaws acqgnired their title in 1820 and 1830. The Chicka-
suws bought their interest in that estate in 1837. The Indian
Offive has kept the twe funds separate. They put ene-fourth
to the credit of the Chickasaws and three-fourths to the Choe-
taws, due to the fact that the ratio of population was about
one-fourth Chickasaws and three-fourth Choctaws of the ag-
gregale population.

As was suggested by the gentleman from Mlaﬁmﬁm‘ll Mr.
Harmison] the Indian Office says there will be no difficulty in
this payment to the Chickasaws. Personally I think they all

ought to have been paid. T have no doubt the conferees think
so. At this late period of the session we have not the time
to properly debate this matter and thrash it out. and afrer
conferring with some of the leaders of the Flouse on both sides
of the Chamber this conrse was agreed upon. with very much
sorrow and reluctance on my part. I do not think the peonple
ought to be longer held up by the claim which to my mind is
totally spurious and without merit. And to my mind as long
as there is a dollar left or as long as there is a pound of ment
on the Indians' bones, there will be a lot of vultures trying to
get on the roll, trying to rob the Indians under one gnise or
another. As long as it is worth from $3.000 to $5.000 to get on
the roll, that long every dirty-faced hybrid will try to do so
whether he is with or without Indian blood.

It is my earnest hope, and T am sure it is the hope of every
Indian of my State, that this Mississippi Choctaw claim niny
soon be understood and disposed of, so that this Government
can keep faith with the Choctaws and give them their money.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentlenan
from Texas [Mr. STePHENS] In reference to amendment No.
156—the Yakima irrigation project. I notice that the Senate
amendment originally proposed an appropriation of $100.000
for one purpose in connection with that. and then another
$100.000 for another purpose, making $200.000, while the con-
ferees' report makes an anthorization, to be paid from the Gov-
ernment Treasury, of $635.000.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. To be pald in annual payments
hereafter by Ceongress. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. MIANN. What is the theory of that? Why are we ealled
upon to do that?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. That follows the report and sug-
gestions made by the joint committee on the part of the two
Houses to investigate this special matter during the first ses-
sion of this Congress, and this follows the report. It makes it
definite that the Indians are entitled ro one-half of the natural
flow of the river. They had only received 147 cubic feet per
second, which was entirely too small an amount, and we design
by this legislation to do justice to the Indians by giving them
the amount of water that that commission has found should
have been given to them. And. in addition to that, T will state
that the reclamation engineers. headed by Mr. Newell, and
the Indian engineers have arrived to these fizures that we have
adopted here. It is satisfactory to the House and satisfactory
to the Senate and satisfactory to the Reclamation Service and
the Indian Reclamation Service, and they have all agreed to
this amendment.

Mr. MAXN, Usnally all of these people will agree to any
proposition that takes money out of the Federal Treasury
Instead of their funds. As I understand, bere is the Reclama-
tion Service that has a reclamation fund, and the Indian Serv-
ice has various Indian funds. and they both agree that the
money shall be paid out of the Federal Treasury and not ont
of their funds. I think we ought to have more information
on the subject than the gentleman has given us so far as to
why we should stand the gaff.

Mr, STEPHENS of Texas. Is the gentleman aware that this
commission spent more than 10 days upon thiu reservation and
took a volume of testimony and made the following report to
Congress :

[Benate Document No. 387; Sixty-third Congress, second session.]

IMPOUNDING WATERS AND I1¥DIAN TUBERCULOSIS SANITARIUM,

Report presented by Mr. RomiNsox, of the jnint comgressional commis-
sion created under section 23 of the Indian appropriation acl ap-
proved June 30, 1913, * For the purpose of Investigating the neces-
sity and feasibility of establishing, equipplng, and malntaining a
tubereulosis sanitarium in New Mexico for the treatment of tuber-
culons Indlans, and to also investigate the necessity and feasihility
of Promrina* im nded waters for the Yakima Indian Reservation
or the construc of an irrigation system upon sald reservation to
impound the waters of the Yakima River, Wash., for the reclama-
tion of the lands on said reservation, and for the use and bepefit
of the Indlans on sald reservation.”

Tur NECESSITY AND FRASIBILITY OF PrROCURING TMPOUNDED WATERS FOR
THRE YAKIMA INDIAN RESERVATION OR THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN IRRI-
GaTioN SYSTEM UPON Salp RESERVATION, TO [MPOUND THE WATERS
oF THE YAKIMA RIVER, Wasy,, FOR THE Uss Axp BENEFIT OF THE
INDIANS OF BaAID RESERVATION.

The second part of the task asslgned this joint commission of Con-
gress relates to a sobject quite distinet and disconnected from any
question of health or sanitation. It Involves many disputed facts,
complicated questions of law, and policies of far-reaching importance.

- - L] - -

- L

A brief historical statement of the subject will be of wvalue and
importanee.

TREATY OF 1856 WITH YAKIMA AND ASSOCIATED INDIAN TRIBES,

In 1855 the Tinited States made a treaty, ratified in 1859, with the
Yakima sand Associated Indian Tribes, in the State of Washingten,
by the terms whereof sald Indlans ceded a large area of lands to the
United Stutes, reserving to themselves what Is known as the Yakima
Indian Reservation, the same being definitely described.
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Bald reservation comprises about 1.092,819 m:w-ui of which apgmxi-
mately 120,000 acres In the basin of the Yakima River are irrigable.

The exclusive right of taking fish In all the streams runniog through
or bordering the reservation was expressly reserved by the ty to
the Indians.

At the time of this treaty Irrigation was little known, and it does
pot appear that the subject of water rights bore any lmportant relation
to the treaty. It Is certain that the value of water rights was Dot
foreseen either by the Indians or the (rovernment,

The controiling purpose of the treaty, however, was to make pos-
sible the permanent settlement of the \'uir.!mu lndians and their trans-
formation Into an agricultural people,

hts to the Indiams, but a grant

* The treaty was not a grant of r ).
of rights from them—a reservation of rights not grantel. LU. 8 o

Wirans, 198 U. B,, 381.

Only a small area of the lands reserved by the Indians was sus-
ceptible of profitable cultivation without irrization.

In the course of time much of the land on the Yakima Indian Res-
ervation was found to be subject to Irrigation. Some of these iands
having been patented passed into the ownership of white men.

Above the Yakima Indlan Reservation, on the Yakima River an-
the Ahtanum Creek, white men settled and diverted water for Irri
gation purposes. On the opposite wide of the Yakima River [rom the
sald reservation Is located the Sunnyside Irrigation project. embracing
102,000 acres, irrigated from the Yukima River and now having under
cultivartion about 75,000 ncres. This ﬁmjcc-t began under the auspives
of a corporation kpnown as the Washington Irrigation Co.. bul was
taken over by the Reclamation SBervice about 1706, The Iteclamation
Bervice has in contemplation three large units in addition to the Sunny-
slde, namely, the Kittitas, with an approximnte aren of 82,0000 acres,
the Benton, with an arca of 90.000 acres, and the Tieton, embracing
probtably 35,000 acres. The latter project is located on the same side
of the Yakima River as the Yakima Indlan Reservation, while the
Sunnyside, Benton, and Kittitas nnirs are on the opposite side of said
river. All of these units are embraced in the so-called Yakima Basin.

It is conceded that the natural flow of the Yakima River and Its
tributaries is not snfHeleat at low-water stagzes to lrrigate all of the
irrigable land within sald tasin. * The shortage of water has led to
a controversy extending over many vears and causing the appolnt-
ment of this comm!ission to inquire into the facts and recommend an
adjustment of the dispute.

hile the history of irrigntlon on the Yakima Indian Reservation
fs involved In the obscurity unavoidably incldent to the beziuning and
rogress of such affairs. it a ars reasonably certain that irrigation
Ey the Indians nn the reservation bezam about 1859. In 18R3 apgmxi‘
mately 1.200 acres on the reservation were undsr [rrization, bout
the time the United States took over the Sunnyside pro frrigation
work was commenced on the reservation by the Indian rviee, This
was In May, 1896, It was estimated by William Redman, enzineer, In
a report June 30. 1897, that by constructing more lateral ditches, 50,000
acres could be trrigated from the system then In exlstence.

In the meantime white settlers on the other side of the Yakima
River from the reservation had made appropriation of water from
the river under the laws of the State of Washington.

February 19, 1903, the then superintendent of the Yakima Reserva-
tlon filed on 1.000) enbic feet per =econd of water for the unse and
benefit of sald reservation. This was more than the entire low water
of the river at a given point in the river adjacent to the reservation.
Water users having npgro]]riﬂted almost the entire low-water flow
of the Yakima River adversely to the reservation instituted In the
Rtate covrts injunction suits against the water vsers on the reserva-
tion. While these suits were pending the then Secretary of the In.
terior, Mr. Hitcheock, undertook to compromise all disputed claims
to water rights from the Yakima River. Ile awarded only 147 second-
feet to the reservation and 650 second feet to the adverse claimani<.
This allowance of only 147 second-feet was Inadequate to meet the
actual demands for water on the reservation at the rime and mt“l:iy
falled to make provision for future needs, Great dissatisfaection resulted.
It Is not deemed practicable or profitable here to set forth In detall
the history of this Important controversy. It continned and gnthered
Eﬂllime until development was embarrassed throughout the Yakima

asin.

Your commission visited the State of Wash!nrton. inspected the
geveral units in the Yakima Basin. and es m:iulf the Wapato and
Sunnyside units  DPublic petice was given that all parties [nterested
in the subject matter wonld he heard, [earings were had at the city
of North Yakima and at Toppenish. Many witneseses and attorneys

rcsenﬂnﬁ the various interests involved appeared before the com-
mission and submitted their views in detail,

A part of this testimony has already been printed, and the remainder
is herewith submitted.

After a careful copsideration of the who!e subject and the entire
record. the followinz findings of fart and recommendations are sub-
mitted for such consideration and actlon as the Congresses may deem
necessary and advisable.

1. That the allowance by the former Eocretnr{ of the Interior, Mr.
Hitcheock, of 147 second-feet of water of the low-waler flow of the
Yakima River for the use and benefit of the irrigable lands en the
Yakima Indian Reservation was when made and pow s Inadequate,
inequitable, and unfair 1o sald lodian reservation.

2. From a copsideration of the whole snbject we belleve that vested
rights have accrued tc water users other than those on said reserva.
tion and that the low-water flow of the Yakima River Is insufficient
to sn‘pply their needs end the requirements of sald reservation. We
therefore believe that the 'mited States shon'd provide. for the use
and benefit of the irrigable portion of said reservation, free from storage
cost and storage malntenance cost. sufficient water to equal the amount
to which eajd reservation was equitably entitled when the finding of

retary Hitcheock was made,

While it is difficult to determine what this amount shonld be, we
are convinced that it should not be less than one half of the natural
flow of the Yakima River and should be suffirient to Irrigate one
balf of each al'otment of irrignble land on =aid reservation. That
this will cost approximately £500.000. and we recommend that an
appropriation of said amount for this purpose be authorized, payahle
in five annual Installments, as the needs of irrization on gaid reserva-
tion may demand, avd on estimates to be submitted. said £500,000
beluﬁ the amount we believe nrrmr[s; fo purchase such free water
in addition to the amouni now avallable for the irrigahle land on sald
reservation from the Heclamation Service as will be required for this
purpose. s

8. As to the portion of the irrigable allotments in excess of the aren
to be furnished water free, the allottees may be permitted, but should

not be N?I.I.Irlld.. to sell the same or any portiom thereof. under such
terms and conditions as the Secretary of the Interlor may presecribe.
The cost of furnishing water for such ares net to be furnished water
free shall be apportioned eguitably according to berefits.

4. As to all allottees on the said Yakima Indian Reservation, the
eguitable proportionate cost, hoth as to storage water in addition to
such amount as xhall be furnished free and as to the eost of main-
tenance and distribution of all water furnisbhed for said irrigable lands
on sald rescrvation, shall be charged tu the allottees, respectively, and
Eﬁ;ﬁgvt:&om their proportionate individual shares of tribul funds when

11 L.

5. In the event sn* allortee shall recelve a patent in fee to an
allotment of irrigable land hefore the amount so charged against him
has Leen repaid to the United States. then such amount remalning un-
mid shall become a firet lien on his allotment, and the fact of such
i¢n and the amount thereof shall be recited on the fuce of each patent

in fre issued.
As to all grantees of allottees to whom patents have heen issued. the
propartionate Individual

cost which would be chaiged ngainst the
shares of allottees If the lands were mot patented shall be fixed as a
lien upon the lands so patented,

he repalr and extension of the irrigation distribution system for
the Yakima Indian leservation and the maintenance of the same should
be under the cootrol of the Indian Service.

The expenses [peorred by this commlssion are spJmeimateI: £2.500.
The exact amonnt can not at this time be stated, for the reason tha
a part of the bills for stenographic service have not yet been ascer
and aodited.

Respeectfully suhmitted.

Benator JoB T. RomINsoN, Arkensas (cheirman),
Benator CHaAS. E. Towxsexp, Michigan,
Representative IJxo, I1. STEPAENS, Texas
Be{':reaentauve CHas. iI. BURKE, Boulh ﬁakora.
Joint Commission of Congresses.
Attest:
Ross WiLLiaMs, Arkansos,
Bpecial Clerk and Btenographer for ine Commission,

DeceMBER 20, 1913,

Mr. MANN. 1 do not care if they spent 10 months on the
reservation. I read the report of the commission hastily with-
out understanding it, and without pretending to understand it
But that is no retlection on the report. I read it when it came
in. However, that is not sufficie.t. Why do we pay these ex-
penses for this Irrigation project out of the Federal Trensury?

Mr. STEI'HENS of Texas. For the reason that those In-
dians were in that country long before the country was ever
seftled, possibly for hundreds of years. They were entitled to
one-half of the flow of this river. The whites had deprived them
of one-half of the flow. and we ti.ught it proper to give each
Indian’s 40-acre allotment, that had heretofore been made to
him, water free in perpetuity. In order to do that and guard
the safety of the Indinns in the future we have agreed to give
them this as a first installment for the purpose of building
ditches and taking the water out of the river. It is of no bene-
fit unless it is taken out of the river and put on the Indian
Iands, and it will require that mach money to furnish the water
to 40 acres for each Indian.

Mr. MANN. Let me see if I understand the situation. Here
was your Iudian reservation and the river. and the Indians
were entitled to the use of the water for the purpose of irrigat-
ing their lund; the Reclamution Service seizes the water for
another purpose and uses it. or proposes to use it. for another
reclumation project. or something of that sort; now we author-
ze irrigation works for the benetit of the Indians and advance
the money. to be reimbursable out of the proceeds of the sale
of their lands. Theu we go along in this propoesition and pro-
vide that "hey shall have more weter than they are now using,
and that they shall get that from the Reclamation Service.
Then we say we will pay into the Reclamation Service. which I
will not say has stolen the water, but has taken it for their pur-
poses, and instead of charging the cost either to the Indians
who got rheir lands irrigated. or to the whites who got their
Innds irrignted, we charge the cost to the Federal Treasury, and
nobody is really to imburse it. Is that correct?

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will yiel. to the gentleman from
Sonth Dakota [Mr. Bverrel, who wins a member of that com-
mission and who has the figures before him as well as the re-
port made by our committee.

Mr. MANN. Was not the gentleman from Texas a member
of that commission?

Mr. STEIPHEXS of Texas. T was; but the gentleman from
South Dakota has the papers before him, and he can give you
the exact figures.

Mr. RURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, this is a very
fmportant matter. and I think some explanation onght to be
made of it before the House adopts the amendment in the form
it has been agreed to In conferenee. 1 am going to try. Mr.
8peaker. to make a very brief and comprehensive statement of
the matter, and then i shall be glad to answer wny questions
that may be propounded.

Mr. Speaker. an Indian reservation was set aside many years
ago in the State of Washington for the occupaney and use of
the Yakima Indians. In consideration therefor the Indians
ceded to the United States a large area. This was by treaty
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made with the United States in 1855 and ratified in 1859. In
the treaty between the United States and the Indians it was
declared that the purpose of the treaty was to encourage agri-
culture among the Indians.

As the country developed, white persons moved in and began
appropriating water from the Yakima River, which bounds the
Yakima Reservation, for irrigation purposes. One project,
known as the Sunnyside project, is on the opposite side of the
Yakima River from the Indian reservation, and a few years
ago it was taken over by the Reclamation Serviece, and a com-
plete system of irrigation was installed, and the project has
since been operated under the Reclamation Service. Congress
authorized the construction of an irrigation system for the
benefit of the Yakima Indians upon the irrigable area of the
Yakima Reservation, comprising 120,000 acres of land, all ¢f
which was allotted to individual Indians. This reclamation
project was directed to be paid for from the proceeds received
from the sale of surplus lands. It was wholly an Indian pro-
ject and for the benefit only of the Indians. It developed that
on account of prior appropriations there would not be sufficient
water in the Yakima River to furnish in the low-water season
a quantity necessary to irrigate the Indian lands. A conflict
arose between the water users and other irrigation projects
that became very bitter, and there was such & controversy that
the matter was taken into the courts. The Prosser Falls Land
& Power Co. and the Washington Irrigation Co. brought suits
against the officials of the Yakima Indian Reservation and
canals higher up on the river for alleged illegal division of
water from the river At the request of the Reclamation Serv-
ice action under these suits was suspended. Agreements were
entered into by these litigants to dismiss the suits in case an
agreement could be reached adjusting the questions involved.
This resulted in negotiations between all the parties in interest,
the Secretary of the Interior acting for and representing the
Indians, and at the same time being the head of the depart-
ment of which the Ileclamation Service is a part. The whole
question of the rights of the several parties was considered and
adjudicated, and an apportionment was made on March 286,
1905, by which 650 second cubie feet was apportioned to the
Sunnyside project, while only 147 second feet of the low-water
flow of =ald river was apportioned to the Yakima Indian Reser-
vation. This was inadequate to meet the actual demands for
water on the reservation, at least it was not adequate for
future needs, and much dissatisfaction resulted.

In order that you may understand the proposition so far as
the project of the Sunnyside is concerned, I will say that it is
immediately opposite the Yakima project, being upon the public
domain, or what was the public domain before it was acquired
by the settlers who are now there. There is about the same
amount of land that is irrigable in the Sunnyside project as
there is in the Indian project on the reservation. The appor-
tionment of water as between the two projects was adjudicated
by the Secretary of Interior by apportioning 650 second cubic
feet to the Sunnyside and only 147 second cubic feet to the
Indians; and that was based, as I understand, upon the gues-
tion of prior appropriation, prior use, and because of prior use
the Sunnyside project was entitled to 650 second cubic feet.

A few years ago an amendment was incorporated in the
Indian appropriation bill in the Senate, authorizing an appro-
priation of $1.800,000 for the purpose of constructing a storage
reservoir at the headwaters of the Yakima River for the pur-
pose of supplying water sufficient for the needs upon the reser-
vation to irrigate the irrigable. aren. The provision was
eliminated in conference, and on subsequent occasions, when
the same amendment was incorporated in the Indian appro-
priation bill it met a like fate. In the Indian appropriation
aet approved August 24, 1912, this matter having then been
several times presented by the Senate in conference, a provi-
sion was adopted that became the law, authorizing and direct-
ing the Secretary of the Interior to investigate the conditions
on the Yakima Indian Reservation with a view of determining
the best, most practicable, and most feasible plan for providing
the water for said reservation, and in response to that provi-
sion a very elaborate and comprehensive report was submitted
to Congress on January 23, 1913, it being House Document No.
1209, Sixty-second Congress, third session. A recommenda-
tion was made for a storage system costing $1,800.000, and
following the recommendations of the Secretary of the Interior
a provision was again incorporated in the Indian appropria-
tion bill providing an appropriation of $1,800,000 for the con-
struetion of the storage system proposed. In conference the
provision was eliminated, and in its place a provision was
agreed to which became section 23 of the Indian appropria-
tion act approved June 30, 19013, by which a commission was
created, consisting of two members of the Senate Cominittee

on Indian Affairs and two Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, for the purpose of investigating the necessity and
feasibility of procuring impounded water for the Yakima In-
dian Reservation, or the construction of an irrigation system
upon said reservation, and so forth. The commission was ap-
pointed, visited the reservation, and made a report to Congress
on December 20, 1913, being House Document No. 337, Sixty-
third Congress, second session. This commission reported that
the allowance by the Secretary of the Interior of 147 second
feet of water of the low water flow of the Yakima Rtiver for
the use and benefit of the Yakima Indian Reservation was
when made, and now is, inadequate, inequitable, and unfair to
sald Indian reservation.

The commission also found that vested rights have acerned
to water users other than those on snid reservation and (hnt
the low-water flow of the Yakima River is insufficient to sup-
ply their needs and the requirements of said reservation, and
that the United States should provide for the use and benefit
of the irrigable portion of said reservation, free from storage
cost and storage maintenance cost, sufficient water to equal che
amount to which said Indian reservation was equitably en-
titled when the finding of the Secretary of the Interior was
made. The commission stated that it was difficult to deter-
mine just what portion of the river the Indians were entitled
to, but sald that it ought to be sufficient to irrigate one-half
of the irrigable area upon said reservation, and a finding was
made that it would cost approximately $500,000 to purchase
such free water in addition to the 147 second cubic feet already
available from the Reclamation Service, This amount was
arrived at from figures given by the Director of the Reclama-
tion Service. Since the report of the commission was made
the Director of the Reclamation Service stated that he was in
error when he stated before the commission what it wonld
cost to furnish such water, and there is no doubt but what
he was mistaken, and that $500,000 would not be a suffi-
cient amount to furnish the required quantity of water, and
in order that it might be finally determined and to preclude a
claim being made to a futurg Congress that the amount author-
ized to be appropriated was inadequate, we have authorized by
the amendment agreed to in conference that there may be ap-
propriated §635,000, which is the amount that the Director of
the Reclamation Service says will be required to furnish the
necessary quuntity of water.

The amendment appropriates $100,000 of the amount, and
provides that future appropriations shall be based upon esti-
mates to be furnished by the Secretary of the Treasury as esti-
mates are usually furnished for public works.

One of the purposes in putting this matter in the form in
which we have is to keep it separate from the question of a
reclamation project to provide stornge and a distributing plant
for the whole 120,000 acres, as contemplated by the Senate
amendment, that would cost between $5,000,000 and $6,000.000,
if it did not cost more than the department has estimated.
The figures are something over $5,000,000; and, judging by the
estimates that have been submitted in the past in connection
with the construction of reclamation projects, I think it is
quite safe to say that this might cost $G6,000,000, or even more,

The Senate amendment contemplated making this a reclama-
tion project the same as if the land were public domain and
subject to homestead entry, or land in private ownership, and
it contemplated making the Indian allotments bear the recla-
mation cost, except I may say it was not intended to make
the land pay for the storage of water that it is claimed the
Indians were deprived of and that they are entitled to.

It proposed ereating a lien upon the Indian allotments for the
reclamation cost, and the Senate amendment also provided that
this lien should be foreclosed as a mortgage lien. Our theory is
that it is not within the power of Congress to create a lien upon
land which, by a declaration of law or by a treaty, possibly, is
exempt from any lien for a period of 25 years, and it was the
opinion of the commission unanimously that whatever was done
the United States ought to pay whatever it is going to cost,
because of the wrong that was done to these Indians in their
having been deprived of the water that they were justly entitled
to from the Yakima River, and appropriate it and pay it over to
the Reclamation Service, so that when they get ready to go ahead
with the reclamation project to irrigate the balance of the land,
which will be the other one-half of the area, this amount will be
credited to the fund, and the balance of the land will bear the
expense of the construction and the distribution, and also the
additional water that will be required.

Mr. BATHRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
there? 2

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from South Dakota
yield to the gentleman from Ohio?
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Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Certainly.

Mr. BATHRICK. Up to the time the gentleman got to talk-
ing nbout $5,0600.000 or $6.000.000 the gentleman’s statement wins
remarkably clear; but I wish to understand whether the gentle-
wan meuns that it will cost $5.000.000 or $6.000,000 to complete
this storage project, or whether the $635,000 is all that it will
cost?

Alr. BURKE of South Dakota. I want to say to the gentle-
man that the estimate of the cost for a storage system necessary
te provide for wuter suflicient to irrigate this 120,000 aeres
would be $1,800.000. There is 120,000 acresof land, and it will
cost $24 an acre for distributing the water upon the land in ad-
dition to the storage charge. This prepesition does not eun-
template either the construction of a storage reservoir or the
eonstruction of a distributing system. It Is simply taking out
of the Treasury of the United States a sum of money and pay-
ing it to the Reeclamation Service to deliver to these Indians
along the river the water thnt.they have been unjustly de-
prived of ; and the reason why there is no other recourse except
to the Government is that there are other settlers all up and
down that river that have now vested rights, and we can not
suy to them that they must come in and pay additional cost
ever what they have contracted te pay, which is all that ought
to be expected of them. We conld not enforce it if we tried to
impose upon them the additional cost. The Unifed States being
at fault in not protecting the rights of the Indians in the matter
of their water rights in that river, the United States has got
to pay the hilL

What I was desirous of accomplishing—and I think that was
what the commission desired—was to keep this matter separate
from the question of a reclamation projeet, including the 120.000
acres, and provide for panying the amount require to put in the
river the water the Indinns had been deprived of and let some
future Congress, acting through the eomumittees that we have in
both branches of Congress that have jurisdietion in relation to
the irrigntion of arid lands, work out some system by which all
the lands may be irrigated.

Mr. KEATING. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakotn. Certainly.

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman suggested that by expending
$635.000 you will place the water in the river. How will the
Indians use the water after you place it in the river?

Mr. BURKE of South Daketa. I will say to the gentleman
that under the law opening the surplus lands eof the Yakimna
Indian Reservation it is provided that there shall be constructed
an irvigation plant, to be paid for by the Government and re-
imbursable from the proceeds from the sale of the lands of the
Indians, and there has been constructed upen the Yakima
Reservation what s to my notion one of the cheapest and most
practicable reclamation projects, perhaps tewporary in char-
acter, that we have anywhere in the couutry. We have a
project there constructed under the Indian Bureau that has
cost only about $250.000. There is a dam and there is a main
canal and there are Iaterals, and about 32.000 acres of the
Indian lands are irrigated at the present time. The Reclama-
tion Service say that with sufficient witer and nt a slizht expense
the area fthat could be irrigable from the project now alrendy.
constructed would probably be in the neighborbhood of SO.000
aeres. but the diffienlty is that in July and August—and that
was what the cominission encountered when they were upon
the reservation—the Indians enn not get sufficient water for
the lands that they now have under cultivation. because it has
already been appropriated and taken from the river. The proj-
ect is already there, sufficient for the present. I think, to irri-
gite one-half the irrigable aren. What the Reclamation Service
contemplates is just wiping off the slate this project that has
been constructed by the Indian Service. and that. we think, is
working fairly satisfactorily as an Indian proposition. dis-
carding it as being of no aceount and starting anew and eon-
structing an irrigation project. such as they do constrnet. that
will cost from their own estimates not less than $5,100.000.
We do.not enre to go into that.

Mr. KEATING. If the gentleman will bear with me just a
moment, it seems to. me the propositivn contains two points.
You propose to puarchase water for the Indian reservation.
Now, if you have a system with which you ean distribute
that water. I understand how you can pat it to a beneficinl use.
but perhaps the Members of the House who are not from west-
ern States do not nnderstand that the title to this water rests
absolutely upon. its beneficial use and that if you were to turn
into the stream at this point a thousand cubie feet per second
for the use of the Indians and the Indians did not have the
distributing system to take care of the water after it was placed
at their disposal any settler could seize that water and put
it to a beneficial use, and it would at once become his prop-

erty. Bo it is very essential, if we purchase this water for
the Indians, that the ludians shall have a distribating system
to take up the water imuediately and put it on the land and
be prepared to defend title to that water beeause they are
putting it to a beneficlal use. and that Is the point I want the
gentleman to make elear. If the Indinns have net a distributing
systemy, if they are not prepared to use the water and put it
to a beneficinl use, every western Member of the House knows
that the Indians can not retain title to that water.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I think the gentleman will
understand the statement which I am about to nmke. /The
Reclamation Service now have n storage system. That is, they
have the water in storage at the present time that they can
furnish for this projeet. It nmounts to this. that we propose to
purchase frem the Reclamation Serviee the amount of wuter
that is necessary to supply one-half of the irrignble portien of
the reservation. Of course, in the face of this legislution, the
Reclamation Service will net sattempt to make »uy other dis-
position of it, and we will appropriate this $635.000 in sueh
amounts annunlly as may seemn necessuly to pay fur the water
that is being used.

Mr. KEATING. And when the water is delivered by the
Reclamation Service, it is the purpose ef the Government to
have a distributing system prepared, is it?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakots. I may say to the gentleman
that there is a distributing system there now, sufficient to irri-
gute one-half of the irrigable aven of this projeet. if it is prop-
erly elenned out. as the Secretary’s report says, and with some
slight extensions that would cust only a very small amount.

Mr. KEATING. One more point, if the gentlemmn will bear
with me. That is as to the gquestion of the linbhility of the
Government. The gentleman sauys that the decision of the
Secretury of the Interior which divided the water betrween the
white farmers and the Indinns was an unfair decision. Now,
on what does the gentleman base that propoesition? Before the
gentleman answers that, if he will pardon we just p moment,
did the Indians make any filings on the water at any time?

Mr. BURKE of South Daketa. I will say te the gentleman
that in 1803 the agent for these Indians did make a tiling for
1.000 second cubic fect. I think that is not disputed. 1 want
to say to the gentlemap—and I think I am in accord with his
view of the law—that if you are going into a discussion uf the
right of the Indians to any portion of the Yukima River as
against prior appropriators, we will get into a diseussion here
that will be long and complieated,

Mr. KEATING. I have no desire to do that.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. The gentleman Is nndoubtedly
familiar with the decision of the Supreme Court in the Winters
ease.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. [ move the previeus guestion.

Mr. MANN. Oh, no: there are two or three geutlewen on
this side who want to be heard.

- Mr, MONDELL. I stould like to ask the gentleman a ques-
on.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. STePHENS]
has four minutes left.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. The understonding was that this
matter was to take only two or three minut:s. We did net
agree to rield Calendar Wednesday.

Mr. MANN. Who lad the understanding that it would take
only two or three minures?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorndo. The chairman of the Committee
on Indian Affairs gave me that understanc’ne.

Mr. STEPHENS o” Texns. T di¢ not suppose there wounld be
any difficulty in patting this throngh.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. We want to go on with the other
bill. We do not want Calendar Wednesday taken np.

Mr. MONDELL. 1 do not know where the gentleman got
the idea that an Indian conference report could be disposed of
in twe or three minutes. It never has heen don.. ;

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. That was the impression the
gentleman gave me.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Spenker. T do not desire
to consume time. but this Is an Important matter: and it is im-
portant that the conferenee report be disposed of. beeause the
appropriation bill enght te become a law by August 1.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. But this is a privilezed matter.
It can be ealled up at any time, but we can not get any time
except on Wednesday.

The SPEAKER. Yes: but the trouble is that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Stepaexs] got unanimous consent after the
€Chanir warned the House that this wag Crlend r Wednesday.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. We are in now.
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Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I want to ask unanimous consent
that to-morrow be considered as Calendar Wednesday, or else
get the rest of to-day for the consideration of the regular order.
This is a privileged matter, and we do not want to yleld Calen-
dar Wednesday.

Mr. MADDEN. You have alrendy yielded.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. How much time does the gen-
tleman want on that side?

Mr. MANN. I want 15 minoutes and the gentleman from
Washington wants 5 minutes, and the gentleman from Wyo-
ming wants 15 minutes.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate close on this report in 30 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous
consent that his time be extended 30 minutes. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. MANN. Who is to have the time?

. Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will yield the time to the
gentleman. ;

Mr., MANN. I have indicated a desire on this side for 35
minute

« Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will extend it 35 minutes. Mr.
Speaker, I ask that the time be extended to 35 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks that the
time be extended 35 minutes. Is there objection?

AMr. BURKE of South Dakota. LReserving the right to object,
I do not intend to object. I have no desire to discuss the matter
further. Of course I am for the amendment, and I thought that
some gentleman might want to use the time in opposition.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I ask that all debate close in 35
minutes, and at the end of that time the previous question be
congidered as ordered.

. The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks that his
time be extended 35 minutes, and at the end of that time the
previous question shall be considered as ordered.

~ Mr. MANN. While I have reserved a point of order, I will
not insist or object:

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
Chair hears none. 3

[After a pause.] The

ENROLLED PILL SIGNED,

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill of
the following title, when the Speaker signed the same: -

H. It. 17041. An act making appropriations for sundry civil
expenses of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1915, and for other purposes,

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL.

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that this day they had presentad to the President of the
United States for his approval the following bills:

, H. . 4988. An act to provide for the disposal of certain lands
in the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation, N. Dak.; and

H. 1t. 17824, An act making appropriations to supply deficien-
cies in appropriations for the fiscal year 1914 and for prior
years, and for other purposes.

FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD (H. DOC. NO. 1134).

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following letter from
the reserve bank organization committee, which was read, and,
with the accompanying documents, was ordered printed and
referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

The letter is as follows:

RESERVE BANK ORGANIZATION COMMITTER,
Washington, D, C., June 2j, 101§
To the SpEAKER HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES.

Sir: The reserve bank organization committee has the honor to
acknowledge the receipt of a copy of the resolution of the House of
Representatives, dated April 15. 1914, which reads as follows:

“ Resolved, That the organization committee of the Federal Reserve
Board be, and it Is hereby, directed to send to the House of Kepre-
sentatives the ballots, or a tabulated statemeal thercof, cast by the
varlous natiopal banks of the United States to determine their cholce
for reserve citirs according to a request made to said banks by the
organization committee of the Federal Reserve Board.”

n compliance therewith there is herewith transmitted the informa-
tion called for.

Respectfully,
W. G. McApoo,
D. F. HOUSTON,
JNO. SKELTON WILLIAMS,
Reserve Bank Organization Committee,

INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
Aleman from Wyoming five minutes.
Mr. FERRIS. I want to ask the gentleman from South

The time is limited, and I

Dakota a question.
Mr. BURKE of South Dakota.
do not care to discuss it further,

Mr. MONDELL. I must have 15 minutes if I am going to
discuss the matter at all.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will yield to the gentleman
from Wyoming 15 minutes.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, the conference report provides
that the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to
deliver in perpetuity at the northern boundary of the Yakima
Indian Reservation 720 cubic feet of water per second, and an
authorization is made of $600.000 in pursuance of that provision.
Of course gentlemen must understand that it is immaterial if
that provision becomes a law whether we authorize $G or
$6.000,000 the Treasury must pay for the delivery of that much
water, no matter how much it may cost to deliver it.

Aside from the question as to the wisdom of guaranteeing
this flow of water, there is the objection to be made against
the manner in which it is done—contrary to all previous rules
or provisions or laws, as far as I recall them, relative fo irri-
gation. If it is wise and it is the duty of the Government to
pay enough to insure the delivery of the amount of water stated,
what ought to be done is to make an arrangement under the law
we have on the statute book known as the Warren Act, which
provides for the purchase of water in perpetuity from the Recla-
mation Service. That is in harmony with general reclamation
laws and regulations. This, it seems to me, with all due defer-
ence to gentlemen who have suggested it, is a very extraordi-
nary provision, to bind the Secretary of the Interior in per-
petuity to protect certain Indians in the delivery of a cerfain
amount of water at a given point, no matter what may happen.

Mr, BURKE of South Dakota. Will the gentleman permit an
inquiry?

Mr. MONDELIL. Yes.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. If the Indians have been de-
prived of the water they were entitled to by the nonaection or
negligence on the part of the Government, ought not the Gov-
ernment in perpetuity furnish the water that they have been
unjustly deprived of?

Mr. MONDELL. I am inclined to agree with the gentleman
that if, through the act of the Government as guardian of the
Indians, the Indians have lost waters to which they were en-
titled, it is incumbent on the Government to make some pro-
vision with regard to it; but I do not think we should make it
in this way, and I say that without any desire to criticize the
gentlemen, because I realize that they have had a difficult situa-
tion to deal with, But it does not seem to me that the method
they have adopted is the proper one. It lays an obligation on
the Government for all time for this water. It differentiates
this 720 cubic feet of water from any other irrigation waters
that I have any knowledge of in the arid region.

Mr, KEATING. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MONDELL. Yes.

Mr. KEATING. In selling storage water, is it not a fact that
you sell it by the acre-foot and not by the cubic foot, as pro-
vided in the bill?

Mr. MONDELL. That is quite frequently done, I will say to
my friend from Colorado; but whichever way you do it, if the
Government is under any obligation in the matter the obliga-
tion is to provide the Indians under the Inw a water right which
they thereafter must protect. Some day these Indians are
going to pass out from under the control of the Secretary of
the Interior. Some day these lands will be ocenpled by Ameri-
ecan citizens of more or less Indian blood, but they will not
differ greatly from the people of the surrounding territory, nor
will their lands or region differ. Then we will have In that
partieular loeality a water right guaranteed by the Federal
Government. It seems to me if it is proper to provide for this
water at public expense, it should have been done so as to pro-
vide for the purchase under the terms of the statnte now on the
statute books relating to such matters. This water right should
be fixed on the same basis of other water rights in the arid
region. I do not like a special and peculiar sort of a water
right. It is possible the Secretary of the Interior can, under
this authorization, sell and contract for rights so as fo place
them in the same position as other rights in the region. If he
can, T hope he will. Of course. it may be suggested that the
form of this right is not material or important. I think it is
very important, becaunse it sets up here a perpetual obligation
on the Federal Government which will run through all time,
after Indlans have ceased to be regarded as Indians and when
that part of the country is in no respect different as to its
civilization, cultivation, and settlement from the balance of the
country. :

The gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Burke] has asserted
that there is an obligation. I have not gone into the matter
earefully. I assume that he is right. The obligation. I would
say, can hardly be based on the action of the Secretary of the
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Interior in assnming to divide these waters. What does the
gentleman understand the act of the Secretary really was?
Did the Secretary, representing the Government, say that in his
‘opinion these Indians had title to 147 cubie feet of the flow of
the stream, and that they were entitled to no more? Did he,
representing them and acting for them, accept that as their part
of the flow?

The Secretary of the Interior was at the same time the head
of the Reclamation Service, and when he rendered that decision,
if it were an inequitable decision under the rights existing,
what he did was to give to the people who will eventually oc-
cupy the Yakima lands a gift which, as yon have figured out,
amonnts to $650.000, nnd as much more as it may be necessary
in perpetuity to establish and maintain those water rights. If
the Secretary was right, if he was correct from a legal stand-
point, in assuming that is all the water the Indians were en-
titled to, then the obligation, if there is any obligation, on the
part of the Government is an obligation due to the fact that
prior Secretaries and prior Indian Commissioners had not, on
. the part of the Indians, filed on sufficient water and held suffi-
cient water rights. So there is, whichever way you look at it,
something of an obligation.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. There had been a filing made
of 1.000 second cubic feet by the Indian agent at one tiine.

Mr. MONDELL. What Secretary was this?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. This apportionment was made
under Secretary Hitchecock. The gentleman will understand
that at the time there was litigation,

Mr. MONDELL. As between the rights of the Indians and
others?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. As to the rights of the In-
dians; an action was brought against the official in charge of
the Indians for a diversion of the water by cerfain compnnies
that elaimed that they were not getting the amount of water
they were entitled to.

Mr. MONDELL. What I want to emphasiz2 is this: There
is no earthly reason why any Indian on w«ny irrigable lands in
ths West should lose his water rights, if there ever have been
any water rights available. All it has ever required was action
by the department in making the proper water-right applica-
tions and in pursuing them reasonably toward utilization in
order to protect them.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. The gentleman makes his
statement, I presume, by assuming that the decision of the Su-
preme Court in the Winters case is not a proper interpretation
and construction of the law with relation to the rights of the
Indinns to waters in rivers.that bound Indian reservations. Is
that correct?

Mr. MONDELL. I will say that to me it is funny, not fo
characterize it otherwise, and I doubt if the Supreme Court
would have said just what it did say under any other state of
facts than those existing in that particular case, because I ean
not believe that any court anywhere, in a matter affecting an
arid region, would finally say that there is a power existing any-
where that may stay development until the erack of doom be-
cause there is somebody too indolent or too indifferent to de-
velop or allow development. That kind of theory is monstrous
when you attempt to apply it to a country whose very life de-
pends upon the useful applicatien of water; it is contrary to
the natural law of things. There can not be any power of that
kind anywhere.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, that is the opin-
don and statement of the gentleman which is in conflict with
the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States,

Mr. MONDELL., 1 do not think it is altogether in conflict
with the decision of the Supreme Court, but 1 have not the time
or disposition to discuss that decision of the Supreme Court.
What I want to emphasize is this. We have heard a good deal
of discussion of late in respect to the necessity of fixing by law
rights to water Indian lands, so that they never can, through
lack of use, be lost.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Garrerr of Texas).
time of the gentleman from Wyoming has expired.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I think a provision of that
kind would be most unfortunate and unnecessary. It wonld,
in the long run, bring great loss to the Indian. and greatly
retard development of the western country.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. 8peaker, I yield five minutes
to the gentleman from Washington [Mr. LA FoLLETTE].

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. Speaker, I have no desire to con-
sume the time of the committee further than to say that I have

lived in this particular country where this reservation is for
the past 37 years, and I do know that this was the home of these
Indians for many years prior to my going there, and probably
for hundreds of years, and I do know that they did make use

The

of all of that grent valley of the Yakima. The Government
made a treaty with them and put them on a reservation, and
of course the rest of the valley was opened to the whites. At
that time this was a great feeding ground for the Indians'
stock. By and by it was fenced up and taken over by the
whites. and they—the whites—began to procure watei rights
and utilities of that kind. During his entire life the poor
Indian had lived in an environment that gave him no oppor-
tunity to know the necessity of scquiring water rights, and he
never thought of or bad knowledge that he shoula have to
acquire the right to use the water which had been running by
him since the beginning of time, and which he had done with
as he pleased,

I maintain that if the Government through its agents com-
mitted wrongs against the Indians, and did not protect them,
and that faet is brought to the attention of Congress. Congress
should in some way try to make amends and take care of those
wards of the Government.

The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoNpELL] says that the
Government never has granted a water right in thisway. Iwant
to say that there bhas been no similar ease under reclamntion i
the United States, and this would naturally be a precedent,
There could not have been anything like it, because this is the
only ecase of the kind that I have ever heard of. I think this
is only a simple act of justice, that the United States Govern-
ment should provide sufficient water there in perpetuity for the
benefit of these Indians who have given up this great valley to
the United States Government for the benefit of the white race.

And I beseech the membership of this House to do this net
of justice. I have no desire to take up the time of the House,
because I am as much interested in the reclamation extension
bill as anybody, and in this same valley are two of these recla-
mation projects, but my sense of justice in this case to my dis-
trict compels me to ask for time in order that I might bheg
that justice be done to these Indians, just as 1 wonld ask that
justice be done to the white residents of that valley under like
circumstances. - Mr. Speaker, I will not take up any further
time and will yleld back any time I may not have used.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. May I ask the gentleman a ques-
tion?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Is the gentleman satisfied with
the amendment that has been proposed and agreed to by the
Senate?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am willing to accept it, as T think
that is the best we can do at this time. I might wish it even
more liberal to these Indians, but I will offer no objection, as I
am anxious that they should get much-needed relief.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has consumed four minutes.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I now yield to the gentleman
from Illinois 15 minutes.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, probably I shall not consume all
of that time. I want to know whether T understand this situa-
tion correctly. As I understand it the Yakima Indians, on their
reservation, have about 120,000 acres of irrigable land, which is
subject to be irrigated with water from the Yakima River, and
that they hav: more or less of an adequate irrigation system,
but that under a decision of the Secretary of the Interior some
yvears ago they were given in a decision the right to 147 cubic
feet of water per second for irrigation purposes, that not being
anything like one-half of the water which was available. I
understand that just across the river is other land which is
subject to be Irrigated and upon which there were some private
irrigation projects which have since been absorbed by the Gov-
ernment as a reclamation project under the Reclamation Service,
and that the other side of the river was receiving four, five, or
six times, whatever the amount wzs, I do not remember exactly,
of water which the Indians were receiving on their side of the
river, thongh, naturally, the lands on both sides of the river
were equally available for irrigation. Now, we have discovered
that the Secretary of the Interior made an unfair and inequi-
table division of the water, and that the Indians ought to have
enough water to permit each Indian allotee. on these 120000
acres to irrigate 40 acres of land, which, as I understand. wonld
amount to somewhere in the neighborhood of sixty, seventy. or
eighty thousand acres of land to be irrigated, and that first the
commission which was appeinted and now the conferees of the
committee propose to guarantee to these Indians in perpetuity
720 cubic feet of water per second. instead of 147 cubic feet of
water which they are now receiving or to which they are en-
titled. But that there is not water enough in the river under
natural conditions to furnish thiz amount of water. In other
words, if there were to be a new divislon now and no one was
in occupancy of the land on either side we probably would give
the Indians half and reserve half to be used on the other side
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of the river for the public lands. but the other side of the river
having been settied upon and being now tilled by the people who
weni tkere under the original private reclamntion project, now
a public reclamation projeet which nbsorbed them, with a fixed
charge agreed upon both gs to construction and as to mainte-
nance, that it would be unfair for us now to put any extra
charge upon those people. and that it would be unfair for the
Government, as it seems to me, to make those people who went
there. not in contemplation of an injustice which had been done
to the Indians. but with the understanding they would receive a
certain amount of water at a certain rute, it would be unfair
to try to cut off the amount of water which they are to receive
or to increase the charge that is to be made agninst them for
that water. We want to do justice to the Indians.

According to the report of the commission we have to pro-
vide additional water, and the way to provide additional water
is by impounding the water in reservoirs, because the shortage
of water is at the season of low water. and as I unnderstand
there is plenty of water if it Is impounded and there is oppor-
tunity to impound it. and, as a matter of fuct. a part of it has
been already impounded. Now. the Reclamation Service. under
a decision of the Secretary of the Interior. got a larger propor-
tion of this water than it was fairly entitled to when that deci-
sion was made. The decision gave the Reclamation Service a
much larger proportion of the water than it gave to the Indian
reservation, althongh the two were occupying ldentically similar
positions on opposite sides of the river, and each lot of land
should have been entitled to bhalf.

Mr. FERRIS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANXN. 1 will ’

Mr. FERRIS. How much irrigable land was on each slde?

Mr. MANN. About 120 000 acres on each side.

Mr. FERRIS. Subject to irrigation?

Mr. MAXN, Subject to irrigation. As we can not add to
the eharge against the white settlers on their side of the river
so likewise we can not charge the Indians on their side of the
river for the cost of impounding the water that we way fur-
nish to them when if we had.not taken it away from them
they would have received it without that cost. and it seems fo
be perfectly sure in both eases. But it is an odd thing in the
end in all of these claims that it is Unele S8am who is to be
touched. Thke reclamation project, as it were. robbed the Indi-
ans of the water. I say “robhed.” There is nothing eriminal
about It. This is onder a decision of the Secretary of the
Interior who was at the head of both services. Now, what do
we propose to do? We propose to tanke out of the General
Treasury and pay into the reclamation fund the cost of restor-
ing those conditions.

Mr. FERRIS. Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. MANN. I will

Mr. FERRIS. There are about 2300 of these Indians.

Mr. MANXN. I do not know how nuny.

Mr. FERRIS. 1 understand there are that number. Do they
farm at all?

Mr., MANN. I understand they do.

Mr. FERRIS. It seems to me, under the gentleman's state-
ment—and [ have followed him very closely: I do not know
anything about ir—but it seems to hinge largely on whether or
not the Indians will get the benefit of the money that is pro-
posed to be approprinted. because if it is appropriated for a
lot more white people it onght not to be done.

Mr, MAXNN. Undoubtedly the Imlians will get the henefit of
it. In other words, It is not possible to furnish water to the
Indians to irrigate the 40-ucre tract for ench of the allottees
without taking the water from the white settlers on the other
side of the river, or else impounding the wuter so that they will
have a greater supply than they would have under low-water
eonditions., But [ ean not understand why the reclamation
fund shonld not have this appropriation charged to it. This Is
an approprintion here to take out of the General Treasury and
turn into the reclamation fund a sum of money in order to
restore conditions to what they were before rhe Reclamation
Service robbed the Indians of their share of the water.

Mr. FERRIS. Where wans the Indian Service, with their
reclamation bureau, that they were not on the jub to see to it
that the Indians got their rights?

. Mr. MAXN. 1 expeet that was before they got started very
far. That was before anybody kuew very wmuch abuut the
irrigation service at all.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Before the irrigation service was
completed. :

Mr. MANN. Nobody knows much about the reclamation
business now, and they have known less since the sad experi-
ence we have had since 1905,

Mr. FERRIS. TUnder the law, if the gentleman will yield,
the question of water rights in the West is one of use, is it not?

Mr. MANN. I am pot guing to deal with that gnestion. I de
not agree with half of these gentlemen sabout the matter. [
think the Government has the right to reserve the water, if it
wants to do so. for the benefit of the Indinus, just as much of
a right, or a greater right. as to reserve the lnnd if it wants to
do so. Of course, I know these States out there operited by
the white settlers are endeavoring to put up a different theory
of lanw in order to rob the Indiaus of their water.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Does the gentleman think
there is really anything in the suggestion that this ought te
come out of the reclammation fund? Dwes It not come out of
the Treasury anyway, uitimately? For instance, I would just
as soon the gentleinn would pay me, if he owed me an obliga-
tion, out of his sulary fund as out of the great fund.that he tuay
have from his private investient.

Mr. MAXN. CUnfortunately, I do not owe the gentieman
from South Dakota sany money, but if 1 did it would have to be
paid out of my salary

Mr. MONDELIL. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. MANN. Yes.

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman made a statement a moment
ago that I wish he would modify a little, because I do not think
he menns it.

Mr. MANN. T have not time to stop to meodify statements,
becnuse I am not throvgh with them yet.

Mr. MOXDELL. The gentleman said we took this position
becanse we wanted to rob the Indians. Of eourse. the gentle-
man knows that is not our standpoint, but that what we want
to do is to see these lands yield crops.

Mr. FERRIS. The gentleman does nct object to a mild
statement like thnt?

Mr. MANNXN. Here is an actual ease where a commission of
both Houses of Congress have decided in  olite language that
we did rob the Indians of their right to the water, and it is
now proposed. instead of taking the cost of restoring the right
to the Indians out of the reclamation fund which received the
benefit of the water which was taken, that we &hall tnke the
cost out of the General Treasury and pay it inte the reclama-
tion fund. 1 do vot see how anybody can defend the proposi-
tion. The reclamation fund has received the benetit of this
extra water. Now, of course I do not think that the settlers
on this reclamation project there now, with certain charges
fixed, ought to have this extra cost put npon them. becanse
very likely they never would have taken the land if they had
been compelled to meet these high costs. Bt the reclamation
fund, which we set aside. consisting of the proceeds of the
sale and lense of the public lands, for reclamation purposes,
having received the benefit of this water taken away from the
Indians, and now haviug restored it by a reservoir, wauts the
General Treasury to pay back to the general reclamation fund
this expense amd to restore the conditions that were there
before it mixed in with it

Mr. FERRIS. Will'the gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. MAXNX. Certainly.

Mr. FERRIIS. If the gentleman's premises are right, this
land got the extra water in that particular project, but 1 under-
stand he finally proposes to charge it up to them. With what
consistency can the gentleman say that sowe project in Colo-
rado onght to pay for some project over in the State of Wash-
ington?

Mr. MAXN. There wonld not be any consistency in that,
and if the gentlemnan thinks for a moment it would not be
charged to any project in Colorado—-—

Mr. FERRIS. Be charged to the waole fund.

Mr. MAXN. If that comes out of the fund in the Treasury.
It does not add to the cost of any project or is not charged
to any project.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Sunppose this was to be paid
out of the reclamation fund, and there is not any money in the
reclamntion fund, then what are rou going to do? We want
this water furnished to these Indians.

Mr. MAXN. The gentleman says, * Suppose it shounld be
paid ont of the reclamation fund.,” And " suppose he means
that there Is no money in the reclamation fund; but there is
money in the reclimation fund.

Mr. BURKE of South Dnakota. Has not that fund been
drawn from &0 that there will not be anything to spare from
it in this generation?

Mr. MANN. Not at all. Tt is a question merely in the<e

enses, in regard to the reclamation fund. whether we anthorize
the commencement of a lot of new projects that cost the Lord
knows how muech. We have got to finish the existing projects,
although they cost a great deal more than was anticipated.
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We have not only got to finish these projects, but we have got
fo finish them upon terms much more favorable to the settlers
than was contemplated. That is earried in the irrigation bill
now pending in the House. But upon what theory can anyone
say, the money being in the Treasury, just a certain amount
there, whether it is in the reclamation fund or otherwise—and
it is only a matter of bookkeeping—upon what theory can
gentlemen say that in order to reduce the fotal cost for all
reclamation service, that when the reclamation fund has re-
ceived the benefit of taking water which the Government has
to restore, then we have got to pay for that out of the General
Treasury, and, as a matter of bookkeeping, turn into the
reclamation fund?

Mr STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman permit me
to answer that by saying it is a gratuity?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's time has expired. All |

time has expired. The question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

The conference report was agreed to.

On motion of Mr. Stepaexs of Texas, a motion to recon-
sider the vote by which the conference report was agreed to
was laid on the table.

DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS.

The SPEAKER laid before the House, from the Joint Select
Committee on the Disposition of Useless Executive Papers,
a report (No. 1042) on House Document No. 1006, relative to
letter of Acting Secretary of the Treasury, which was ordered

rinted. :

5 Mr. KEY of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker's table four Senate pension bills of simi-
lar title granting pensions and increase of pensions to certain
soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy and of wars
other than the Civil War, and to certain widows and dependent
relatives of such soldiers and sailors, namely, the bill S. 4960,
the bill 8. 5278, the bill 8. 5501, and the bill 8. 5899, with House
amendments thereto, and ask that the House insist upon its
amendments and agree to the conference asked for by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bills by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

8, 4969, An act granting pensions and increase of penslons to certain
soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy and of wars other
than the Civil War, and to certain widows and dependent relatives of
such soldiers and sailors;

8. 5278. An act granting pensions and Increase of pensions to certain
goldlers and sailors of the ltegular Army and Navy and of wars other
than the Civil Wear, and to certaln widows and dependent relatives of
such soldiers and sallors;

S.56501. An act granting

slons and increase of pensions to certaln
soldiers and sailors of the

egular Army and Navy and of wars other

. than the Civil War, and to certain widows and dependent relatives of

such soldiers and sailors; and |

S. 5809, An act granting pensions and increase of pensions to certain
goldicrs and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy and of wars other
than the Civil War, and to certain widows and dependent relatives of
such soldiers and sallors.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Key] asks
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the Senate
bills just reported, to insist upon the House amendments
thereto, and agree to the conference asked for. Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair announces the following con-
ferees on the part of the House: Mr. Key of Ohio, Mr. KEATING,
and Mr. SELLS,

LANDS AT HEADWATERS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER.

Mr. FERRIS rose. ;

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Oklahoma rise?

Mr. FERRIS. I rise for the purpose of calling up the con-
ference report on the bill 8. 1784.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks unani-
mous consent to call up the conference report on the bill 8. 1784,
1. there objection?

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
where is my friend from Colorado [Mr. TAYLOR]?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. The gentleman from Oklahoma
has agreed that if the consideration of his conference report
shall take more than three minutes he will yield the floor.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the conference report.

The Clerk read the conference report, as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT.

The committiee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill (8. 1784)
restoring to the public domain certain lands heretofore reserved
for reservoir purposes at the headwaters of the Mississippi

River and tributaries, having met, after full and free confer-
ence have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:
That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the House and agree to the same, =
Scorr FERRIS,
JamEs M. GRAHAM,
Managers on the part of the House.
H. L. MYERS,
M. A. SMITH,
| REED SwmoorT,
Managers on the part of the Scnate.

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, what
is the effect of the bill?

Mr, FERRIS. It is a bill similar to one introduced by Mr.
Lixpeerci. It is a Senate bill. The House put on an amend-
ment, and the Senate refused to agree to the amendment, and
the House asked for a conference, and the Senate receded from
its disagreement to the House amendment. All that the House
needs to do now I8 to occupy the same position it occupied
before.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consldera-
tion of the conference report?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on agresing to the confer-
ence report.

The conference report was agreed to.

PAYMENT UNDER RECLAMATION PROJECTS.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move thaf the
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the
stata of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
(S. 4628) extending the period of payment under reclammtion
projects, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TAYLor]
moves that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
erat!i(m of Senate bill 4628. The guestion is on agreeing to that
motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froopn]
will take the chair. ]

Accordingly the Honse resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
eflatijon of the bill 8. 4628, with Mr. Froop of Virginia in the
chair. -

The CCHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committes of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the bill 8. 4628, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

8. 4628, An act extending the- period of payment under reclamation
projects, and for other purposes,

The Clerk proceeded with the reading of the bill for amend-
ment, as follows:

INCREASE OF CHARGES.

Sec. 4. That no Increase in the construection charges shall hereafter
be made, after the snme bhave been fixed by public notice. except by
agreement between the Secretary of the Interior and a mnjorll{ of the
water-right applicants and entrymen to be affected bf such Increase,
whercupon all water-right applicants and entrymen in the area proposed
to be affected by the inecreased charge shall become subject’ thereto.
Such increased charge shail be added to the construction charge and
payment thercof distributed over the remaining unpald installments of
construction charges: Frocided, That the Secretary of the Interior, in
his diseretion, may afmo that such increased construction ¢harge shall
be paid in additional annual installments, each of which shall be at
least equal to-the amount of the largest installment as fixed for the
project by the public notice theretofore issumed. And such additional
installments of the Increased construction charge, as so agreed upon,
shall become due and payable on December 1 of each year subsequent
to the year when the final installment of the construction charge under
sueh public notice is due and payable: Provided further, That all such
increased construction charges shall be subject to the same conditions,
penaltics, and sult or action as provided in section 3 of this act.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I should like to ask the gentleman from Arizona what
is the effect of this proposed legislation as compared with the -
existing Taw? If the Reclamation Service makes a mistake
about what the cost is going to be, who is to pay that?

Mr. HAYDEN, If the public notice fixing the construction
charge has been issued. any expenditure made thereafter will
result in a direct loss to the reclamation fund, because the
water users on the projects can only be required to pay the
amount fixed in the public notice. But if it is necessary to
expend additional money on the project, we provide that the
water users shall be consulted about the matter. If a majority
of them agree to the increased charge, all shall be bound by the
new contract.
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Afr. MANN.
Mr. HAYDEN.
shall not be made.
~ Mr. MANXN. What is the time of giving public notice now?
Mr. HAYDEN. Section 4 of the reclamation act provides:

That upon the determination by the Becretary of the Interior that
any irrigation preject is practicable, be may cause to let contricts
for the construstion of the same, * * and thereupon he shall
give publle notice * * * of the charges which shall be made per
acre upon the sald entrles, and upon lands In private ownership which
may be irrigated by the waters of the sald Irrigation project.

In practice. however. the Secretary has not followed the letter
of the law. but has delayed issuing the public notice until the
work on projects is almost completed.

For instance. on the projects in Arizona no publie notice has
¥et been issued. although the first contracts for their construc-
tion were made over 10 years ago.
is still chargeable to the water users.

Mr. MANN. There has been a great deal of complaint in
reference to this inereased cost. Now, bas that Increased cost
come before or after public notice has been given on these
projects?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Before.

Mr. HAYDEN. All expenditures on the Arizona project have
been made prior to the issuance of the public notice.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman is not answering for the Arizona
project alone.

Mr. HAYDEN. T understand that on one project in Wyoming
where a pub'ic notice was issued some further expenditures
were undertaken thereafter for drainnge. under a special agree-
ment that the increased charge would be paid. As a rule. but
little expenditure has been made by the Reclamation Service
after the public notice has been issued. I understand there are
some cases. however, where there might be loss to the Govern-
ment unless n new contract is made with the water users as
provided in this gection. :

Mr. MANN, What is the necessity for making this provi-
glon?

Mr. HAYDEN. In order that all the water nsers shall be
bound by the new contract. When the water user accepts the
provision of his act he agrees thut if a mnjority of the water
users under his project request the Government to make an
additional expenditure. aud it is made, he will be bound to pay
his share of the increased cost, although he may individually
vote ngainst the incrense.

Mr. MANN. Are they not bound by it now?

Mr. HAYDEN. As the law stauds at present there is a
possibility of loss to the reclamation fund If the Government
spends any money on a project after the public notice is issued.
because the water users are not bound to return that money to
the fund. We have tried to cure that defect in the law by
this provision that no such expenditure shall be made unless
the water users first agree to it. If they do agree, then they
ought to pay.

Mr. MADDEN. It might amount to half of the total expendi-
ture.

Alr. HAYDEN.,
defect in the law.

Mr. MADDEN. This simply puts the water user in the posi-
tion of being compelled to return the money which may be
expended after the public notice is issued.

Mr. HAYDEN. If a majority of the water users agree to pay
for additional construction on a project, then all are bound by
that agreement.

Mr. FOSTER. Suppose a reclamation projeet is started,
after public notice has been given that it will cost so much per
acre, and then it is found that it will require more than that
to finish it. Under this provision, how is that managed?

Mr. HAYDEN. The propusition is submitted to the water
users by the Secretary of the Interior, who says that a certain
expenditure must be made in order to complete the project.
Aud be asks them. “ Do you consent that this expenditure be
made?” If a majority of them consent to it. the expenditure
can be made, and they will all be charged with the cost of the
work

Mr. FOSTER. Suppose they refuse to consent to it?

Mr. HAYDEN. Then the expenditure can not be made. This
bill prohibits the Secretary of the Interior from spending addi-
tional money on a project unless a majority of the water users
give their consent.

Mr. FOSTER. Then what becomes of the project?

Mr. HAYDEN. It will be an incomplete project. They have
got to get along with what they already have.

Mr. FOSTER. Then they would be assessed to pay for the
uncompleted project?

And if they do not agree to it?
Then this bill provides that the expenditure

Possibly; but this provision remedies that

Anything that is expended |

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes: the water users will pay for the work
alrendy done.

Mr, NORTON. I find that in the case of several of the proj-
ects which have alrendy been undertnken the Reclimmation
Service has made preliminary surveys of unear-by projects and
has incurred very lurge expenses in making these surveys, and
then in the construction of the approved projects has miide
gross mistakes of engineering and has incurred large and un-
necessary and nnjustifinble expenses in attempting to carry out
certain theories and experiments pertiaining to irrigation. Then
at the time of the notice to the settlers of the cost of construc-
tion of the project all these expenses of preliminary surveys of
near-by and abandoned projects and the useless and unjostifi-
ab’e expenses occasioned by wild and impractical theories of
officers and employees of the Iteclamation Service are covered
into the grand total purported cost of construction nud imposed
as a part of the construction charges npon the settlers on the
project. This Is preeminently unfair to these settlers, who
ordinarily have so many other burdens and difficulties to
contend with. Why has the committee seen fit not to pro-
vide in this bill any relief for the settlers from these unjust
charges?

Mr. HAYDEN. Y/e have not take up that question in this bill

Mr. MONDELL. I move to strike out the lust word.

As I understand the situation affected by the section which
has just been read. it is this: There has been a great deal of
difference of opinion as to the proper interpretation of section
4 of the original irrigntion law. In the first place. there has
been a question as to whether we contemplated the refurn to
the fund of all the expenditure on a project or a return to the
fund of the estimated cost of the project. The language of the
section is: <

The said charges shall be determined with a view to returning to
the reclamation fund the estimated cost of construction and shall be
apportioned equitably.

Now, it has been my view that after the Secretary of the
Interior had given the public notice provided in the reclama-
tion law and bad fixed the charge per acre, that thereafter
no additlonal charge could be made which the entryman was
obliged to pay. even though the project might cost more than
the amount fixed. But the fact Is that in practice the service
has In a number of cases where the public notice had been
glven incrensed the charges under the project. In the ma-
jority of these cases, however. that has been done where work
undertaken was not contemplated. or the necessity for which
could not be foreseen at the time the project was undertaken.
In the ense of the project in my State. which has been referred
to, the additional expense was for drainage, an expense which
could not well have been foreseen.

Now, section 5 of the so-called bond act, the act under which
a loan was made to the reclamation fund at 8 per ceut. they
changed the law somewhat in regard to the issuance of notice
by a provision that thereafter no entryman should be permitted
to go on the land until the Secretary shonld have estnblished
the unit of entry and the water eharge and the date when the
witter could be applied. That provision wus to prevent, in the
first place. the location of a large number of seftlers on the
land prior to the time when they could be supplied with water.
But it was intended also to prohibit the Secretary from fixing
charges until be had proceeded so far with the construetion
that he could accurately estimate the cost. Under these eircum-
stances if an estimate was earefully made there would be little
question of increased charges thereafter.

Now. this provision. of section 5 of the bond act and the
experience of the Secretary and the Reclamation Service has
led them to he eareful ahont fixing charges until the time had
arrived when they could be certain as to the ultimate and final
cost of the project. They have been so careful in that respect
that on the great project in Arizona—the Salt River pruject—
and on a number of other projects the final notice has not yet
been issued.

Now, there has been this diffienlty in connection with addi-
tional costs which -were really necessary. 1 refer again to the
Wyoming project where the drainage was necessary nnd essen-
tinl. There were solue tracts that did not need to be drained,
but the project as n whole needed extensive draining. It has
been the view of some thut such an additional coest ecould not
be legally placed upon all the settlers unless they agreed to it
On most of the projects the settlers have agreed to these in-
creased costs. This seetion. if it hecomes a law, will ennhle the
Secretary when the necessity for additional expenditures be-
comes apparent, necessity for aaditional storage, additional

supply, or for the drainage of the land after it hns been irri-
gated—whenever these expenditures become necessary it will
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be possible under the law to present the matter to the settlers
and have them decide whether they will be content to take the
project as it is, with possibly a glightly insufficient amonnt of
water, or with insufficient drainage, whether they will bear
these handicaps or remove them themselves, or by agreement
under this section bring all the lands under the project subject
to the sdditiona] cost necessitated by these improvements and
these betterments.

Mr. MADPEN, Mr. Chairman. T move to strike ont the last
two words. 1t seems to me, Mr. Chairman. that if there iz any
doubt anywhere about the right of the Government to charge
all the money expended on a project or projects, that it onght
to be cleared up. There is no more reason on earth why the
Government should spend money it receives from 'the sale of
public land for irrigation projects without the right to charge
it all to the project, than there is that a private individual in
the United States should have the right to the payment of
money out of the Public Treasury without any consideration,
TL» qnestion ought to be settled definitely, and the gentleman
from Wyoming, I nnderstood. said there was some donbt about
whether in some cases even now the Government could charge
moneys expended on irrigation projects to the projects or nssess
it against the land.

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. TYes,

Mr. MONDELIL. This paragraph is intended to remove any
guestion in the future in regard to that matter, and the ques-
tions in the past have been, so far as 1 know, all cleared up.

Mr. MADDEN. The way to remove any doubt about it, in my
mind, is to require in this bill that the Secretary of the Interior
come before the Congress of the United States every year with
the estimate of what it is going to cost to do the work fer ithe
current year and give the opportunity to Congress to learn in
advance what projects are under way and what they are likely
to cost, and what it is hoped te accomplish by the expenditure
of the money.

Mr. SMITH of Idaho. If the gentleman will yield, I want to
gay that that is all set forth in the annual reports.

Mr. MADDEN. We do not have to pass upon the annual
reports. We ought to pass on them in advance. 'The time hns
come when the Interior Department ought not to be permitted
to spend money on projects for reclamation where it is abso-
lutely impossible to obtain water. I understand that such
expenditures have been made. I believe that all such extrava-
gances could be avoided If the Congress, throngh one of its
important committees had the right to pass upon the guestion
in advance. It may be fairly assumed that the cost of the
project is what is expended upon it, not what it is estimated it
will cost; and to say that there is any doubt whether the proper
charge should be the estimate of the cost or the cost itself is
absurd. There ought to be but one conclusion on the question.
and that is that every dollar expended should be charged to the
project.

AMr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. I have not the time to yield. As far as I am
concerned, 1 hope the House will never adopt any measure
which limits the charge te the estimated ecost, for it does not
matter how expert the man who makes the estimates may be
conditions are likely to arise that he could not have foreseen.
and 1 never yet saw an engineering project in which changes
had not to be made before it was concluded; and it is falr to
assue that projects of the kind sought to be made under the
pending bill will have similar difficulties, which the engineers
will be obliged to surmount. While nobody here has any dis-
position to impose any undue burdens upon the people who live
upon these lands—and. on ‘the contrary, 1 believe everybody
here is anxious to alleviate all of their troubles, so far as it is
consistent with right and justice—yet there should be, and I
hope there will be before this bill is passed, a provision inserted
in It te require the men in charge of the Reclamation Service
to come annually before the Committee on Appropriations with
a full statement of just what it is hoped to accomplish by the
expenditure sought to he made in any given year.

The Clerk read as follows:

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.

Sec. 5. That in addition to the econstruction charge, eve water-
right applicant, entryman, or landowner under or upon a reclamation
pm{ect shall also pay, whenever water service Is a able for the irri-
gation of his land, an operation and malntenance charge based upon
the total cost of operation and maintenance of the rrojﬂ:t or each sep-
arate unit thereof, and such charge shall be made for each acre-foot of
water delivered ; but each acre of irrigable land, whether Irrigated or
not, shall be charged with a minimum maintenance and operation charge
based npon the charge for delivery of not less than 1 acre-foot of water:
Provided, That, whenever a legally organized water users' assocla-
tion or Irrigation district shall so request, the Secretary of the Interler
is hereby anthorized, in his diseretion, to transfer to soch water users'
assoclation or irrigation distriet the care, operation, and maintenance

of all or mgepart of the project works, subject to such rules and regn-
lations as may prescribe. If the total amount of operation and
malntenance charges and penalties collected for nn{ one irrigation sed-
son on any project shall exceed the cost of operation and maintenance
of the project during that irrigation season, the balance shall be ap-
plied to a reduction of the charge on the project for the next Irriga-
tion season, and nnr deficit incorred may likewise be added to the
charge for the mext irrigation season.

With the following committee amendments:

Page 5, line 11, strike out the word “ maintenance” and Insert the
waord * aperation,” and In the same line strike ont the word * opera-
tion " and Insert the word * maintenance.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendments. 4

The committee amendments were agreed to.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. 1 suppose those committee amendments which we just
adopted are very important. The Senate proposes that we
charge the cost of ** maintenance and operation ™ and the great

committee of the House insists that we shall charge the cost

of “operation and mnintenance.” Posslbly the Senate went
upon the theory of putting the two words according to their
alphabetical order, with the first letter of the word, and I sup-
pose the donse committee just thought that they would re-
verse It?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorndo. No. I may say to the gentleman
that throughout the bill the phrase * operation and mainte-
nance " is referred to, and in that particalar place the words
were transposed and we made it uniform.

Mr. MANN. What is the present law with reference to this
operation and maintenance and minimum charge which is put
upon land which is not irrigated?

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, the original reclamation act
made no provision for segregating the construction charge from
the charges for operation and maintenance, but in this section
we differentinte between these charges. The Supreme Court
of the United States decided in the Sweigert cuse that the
Neclamation Service couid collect an operation and mainte-
nance charge prior to issuing the public notice and that it was
not necessary to pay operation and maintenance expenses out
aof the reclamation fund and them wait 10 or 20 years to have
the money repaid. The court was able to make this decisien on
account of some Indian irrigation legislation, which the court
construed as amendatory of the reclamation act.

Mr. MANN. What is the existing law with reference to the

operation and maintenance charge?

Mr. HAYDEN. 1t is based on this Supreme Counrt decision
that the Reclamation Service can charge for operation and
maintenance and collect the amounts due annually. We follow
this decision and make it clear in this bill by segregating the
charge for construction from the charges for operation and
maintenance. ’

Mr. MANN. What is the existing law with reference to the
minimum charge where the water is not actunlly used?

AMr. HAYDEN. There is no law upon the subject. Under
certain projects the water users have agreed that where water
is available for the land a micimum charge shall be made for
the nse of the water that the United States is ready to serve
the people with. There is ne reason why a man should be
permitted to speculate on his land by holding it out of eulti-
vation and let people who are actually farming their land bear
the entire cost of operation and maintenance.

Land seekers in new countries can be divided into two classes:
Those who are interested chiefly in opportunities to speculate
in land and these who sincerely desire to make homes on the
land and engage in agriculture or stock raising as their prin-
cipal means of livelihood.

I do not say that the speculator has no proper place in the
existing scheme of things. Upon the contrary, I have great
admiration for the man who will take a chance. This does
not mean, however, that we should provide by law that such
men shall always have the best seat in the car of prosperity.
They can take care of themselves and need no paternalistic
help from the Government. The man who honestly desires to
make a home is the one who needs and should receive our
assistance. The provision to which the gentleman  refers is
to strike at speculation in land.

Mr. MANN. 1 am trying to get at specific information as to
whether there is any law on that suhject at the present time.
This proposes to put a charge on land which is not actually
irrigated of 1 foot per acre.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. MANN. What is the average amount of water used on
these projects—how many feet per acre?

Alr. HAYDEN. In the southern projeets about 4 acre-feet:
farmers in Montana and Idaho could get along with 24 or 8
acre-feet.

Er etk
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Mr. MANN. This would be from 20 per cent to 25 per cent.

.Mr, HAYDEN. The minimum charge ought to be at least
that high.

Mr., MANN. And if the man who pays this minimum charge
desires to get water thereafter he is entitled to that water?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; up to the minimum amount he paid.

AMr. MANN. The gentleman from Colorado stated this morn-
ing that where a man did not use water under the law out
there and somebody else did use it, the man who did not use it
lost his right to it. Here is a project where, say, half the land
is not irrigated, half the water is not used at the time. Does
the land which pays for this 1 acre-foot of water thereby
become entitled to such water as may be necessary whenever
it wants it?

Mr. HAYDEN. No. The law in the West generally is that
if land lies out of irrigation for five years it loses its water
rights. The right lapses in that time. ;

Mr, MANN. Then the owner of the land pays for 1 acre-foot
of water for five years, and not having received it, thereafter
he is ent out?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; he would be, because the right to use
the water depends upon its use on the land and not upon the
payment of assessments. This provision is designed to prevent
speculation. On some projects as much as 20 per cent of the
land that the Government is ready to serve with water is not
being cultivated, and the result is that the other four-fifths
are required to carry the burden of the operation and main-
tenance for the sake of speculators. The Government is ready
to deliver the water and there is no reason why these men
should be allowed to hold their lands out of cultivation. We
propose to assess a minimum charge against-such land.

I am also informed that under certain projects where the
country is not entirely arid and where wet years sometimes
ocecur, that a part of the settlers will sometimes decide that they
will not irrigate their lands, but will take the chances and dry
farm them. The result is that the whole burden of operation
and maintenance is placed upon a part of the landowners.
These charges are like taxes and should be borne by all alike,
It is as if a part of the citizens of this city would decide that
they did not need police or fire protection this year and so
would pay nothing toward the maintenance of the municipal
government. This provision will make it possible to do justice
in such a situation.

Mr. MANN. I believe usually, where we have water furnished
in a city where the water mains are laid, they charge a certain
amount against the property whether it is connected or not.

Mr. HAYDEN. The minimum operation and maintenance
charge provided for in this bill is based on the same theory.

Mr. MANN. But in a city when a man does need the water
he can get it.

Mr. HAYDEN. He could here.

Mr. MADDEN. He could not after five years.

Mr. MANN. I understood the gentleman to say he could net.

Mr. HAYDEN. If the land is withheld from cultivation and
for speculation after five years it might lose the right to water.

Mr. MANN. There might be speculation and there might not
be speculation. Now, the gentleman says the law—of course we
are making law in reference to this. When we impound water
I suppose we have some authority to do it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MONDELIL. Mr. Chairinan, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment offered by the gentleman from Illinois.
The situation, as I understapd it with regard to this matter of
maintenance and operation, is this: The reclamation law con-
tains no reference to operation and maintenance. When we
first undertook these projects the practice was to include 10 years'
operation and maintenance in the construction charge. In
other words, to the estimated cost of construction was added
the estimate of the maintenance charge for the period within
which payments were to be made. That was not found prac-
ticable. The maintenance and operation charge was not always
paid, as the construction charge was not always paid. Fur-
thermore, the landowner who did not apply for a water right
was not required to pay any operation and maintenance charge.
The water ran past the land, and the owner was in the posi-
tion, as the gentleman from Illinois illustrated. of the owner
of a city lot who got the benefit from the building of a public
main and was not required to pay anything if he did not use
water.

Mr. MANN. He is required.

Mr. MONDELL. I know he is. I said the situation was the
same as it would be if he were not. Now, it is to cure that
general situation that we have this provision, and the effect
of it is to compel the landowners who have not applied for

water to pay at least the minimum charge for the water that
runs past their land if they decline to use it.

Mr. MADDEN. Does it limit the right of the use of the water
after a period of nonuse?

Mr. MONDELIL. No; the situation in regard to that is this:
The receiving of water under an operation and maintenance
charge does not necessarily give to the owner of the land any
right to the water in perpetuity. He aequires the right to
water in perpetuity under an application for a water right and
under a contract under which he agrees to pay for the water
right over and above the yearly cost for maintenance.

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield for another gues-
tion right there? :

Mr. MONDELL. In jnst a moment—and a man might be

charged operation and maintenance charges who refuses to

apply for a water right for a series of years without getting
any right at all to the perpetual use of the water.

Mr. MADDEN. Is he prohibited by anything in this bill
from making application to get a right to the use of the water?

Mr. MONDELL. Noj; on the contrary. Under a section which
follows this we endeavor to persuade him to make his applica-
tion for a water right by increasing his charges 5 per cent
each year that he neglects to make his application. In other
words, if he does not apply this year, if the water is ready for
him, he will have to pay 5 per cent more in building charges
when he applies next year, and each year he fails adds 5 per
cent to the building charges he must ultimately pay.

Mr. MADDEN. 8o that he might be compelled to pay 200
per cent inereased building charges?

Mr. MONDELL. His charges would grow every year, but the
probability is under this provision for an increased building
charge we will get these people who now are endeavoring to
hold their land for speculation to apply for water rights. They
must pay at least the minimum charge for water for an acre-
foot, and under the section that follows we also add to their
building charge unless they do apply for water rights. This
really has no reference to the acquirement of a water right.
It has no reference to the question of loss of water right by
NONuser.

Mr. MADDEN. Is there anything anywhere that refers to
the loss of a water right?

Mr. MONDELL: Oh, yes; the reclamation laws of all the
States provide for that.

Mr. MADDEN. In our law; in the Unifed States laws?

Mr. MONDELL. Section 8 of the reclamation law puts all
these things, rights and loss of water rights, under the local
laws which are in foree in all the States.

Mr. MADDEN. So that is equivalent to a prohibition of the
use of the water.

Mr. MONDELL., Oh, no. The gentleman understands that
under the reclamation law the Secretary of the Interior ap-
plies for a water right for these lands under the State law,
just as a private individual does, in accordance with the State
statute. These people do not differ in their rights at all from
their neighbors, who also use water. The only difference is
that they are dealing with the Secretary of the Interior, where
the others are dealing with private parties or cooperative
associations.

The Clerk read as follows:

PENALTIES,

Sec. 6. That all operation and maintenance charges shall hecome due
and payable on the date fixed for each project by the Secretary of the
Interior, and if such charge is paid on or before the date when due
there shall be a discount of O per cent of such charge; but if such
charge is unpaid on the frst day of the third calendar month thereafter,
a penalty of 1 per cent of the amount unpaid shall be added thereto,
and thereafter an additional penalty of 1 per cent of the amount nnpaini
shall be added on the first day of each calendar month if such charge
and alties shall remain unpaid, and no water shall be delivered to
the lands of any water-right a pilcnut or entryman who shall be in
arrears for more than one calendar year for the payment of any charge
for operation and maintenance or any annual construction charge and

enalties. If any water-right applicant or entryman shall be one year
n default in the payment of any Ch"Fe for operation and maintenance
and penalties, or any part thereof, his water-right application, and if
he be a homestead entryman bis entry also, shall be subject to can-
cellation, and all mgmeuls made by him forfeited to the reclamation
fund. In the diseretion of the Sccretary of the Interfor suit or action
may be broufll;t for the amounts in defaunlt and penaltiés in like manner
as provided gection 3 of this act.

Also the following committee amendment was read:

Page 6, line 18, strike out the word * default” and insert the word
“arrears ™ in lieu thereof.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MANN. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. In fixing the operation and maintenance charges, which
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I suppose are fised annually, is the Secretary supposed to fix
them at what they are or a good deal above what they are?

Mr. HAYDEN. 1 know what the gentleman is alluding to.
In providing for a discount of 5 per cent we adopted the same
plan as you find when you pay your gas or electric-light bill here
in Washington. A great many publie-service corporations adopt
this scheme, with the idea that if a man can get a rebate he
will pay a little bit more promptly than if be is charged a pen-
alty for fallure to pay on time.

Mr. MANN. And if there is an excess, that is credited the
next year to the fund?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; and cared for in that way.

Mr. MONDELL. Or if there is a loss, it is added.

Mr. MANN. If there is a loss, it is addad.

Mr. HAYDEN. It was believed that this plan wounld faeili-
tate collections on the reclamation projects.

Mr. MANN. Now, what does this mean where it says that
the water right or the entry shall be subject to cancellation?
Does that mean it shall be canceled, or is that discretionary?

Mr. HAYDEN. That provision is in all of the public-land
Iaws, and we repeat the language used in the original reclama-
tion act when we say that the entry shall be subject to cancel-
lution.

Mr. MANN. When you say that it * shall be subject to can-
cellation,” it is directory to the department. It does not leave
it discretionary with the department as to whether it shall exer-
cise the power or not.

Mr. HAYDEN. An entry may be canceled if the entryman
does not comply with the law. The law does not say “ shall be
canceled.” If it did, the Secretary would have no option at
all, but would be compelled to cancel the entry immediately.

Mr. MANN. Does the Secretary have discretionary authority
as to whether it shall be canceled or not?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. The Secretary can give an enfryman
further time in which to comply with the law.

Mr. MANN. Suppose that he violated the law and somebody
else wanted to enter the land, the other man has the right.

Mr. HAYDEN. Some Government inspector may think the
Iaw has been violated. or the man who is contesting the entry
may think so, but if upon investigation it is found that the law
has been complied with, the entryman has an opportunity to
prove his good faith, and the entry will not be canceled.

Mr.® MANN. But here is g proposition: A man could have
gone upon this property and built a house upon it and barns
upon it and reduced it to tillable condition and had everything
in good order, and then died, and there would be no possible
way of raising money to pay operating charges for more than
a year's time; now, there could be no controversy as to whether
money has been paid or not, as that is a matter of open books,
and yon say that if this charge is not paid within a year the
entry shall be subject to cancellation and all payments made by
him forfeited to the reclamation fund. Now, is there any ex-
ception for the case that [ have stated?

Mr. HAYDEN. It seems to me that the Secretary would not
immediately order the entry canceled on the day the time
expired.

Mr. MANN. Very likely he would not. The question is
whether somebody else has the right to make an entry; whether
the man or his estate has forfeited its or their rights and some-
body else can come in.

Mr, TAYLOR of Celorado. I may say that the Secretary of
the Interior has those matters pending before him on every
project now, all the time, and it was the opinion of the com-
mittee—of all of us who live adjacent to these projects—that it
should be left to his discretion; and we thought it better and
safer to give the Secretary of the Interior the power to forfeit
and also the power to bring suit and obtain judgment for the
amonnt, and he ean hold that as against the property.

Mr, MANN. But I do not see where any discretion is lodged.
It says that all payments made by him shall be forfeited to the
reclamation fund. :

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. In case the Secretary does de-
clare it is a forfeiture and proceeds to wipe him out, then the
man loses everything he put in.

Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska.
suggestion?

Mr. MANN., Certainly.

Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska. The last sentence in section 6
BOYS:

In the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, sult or actlon may

like manner as

be bmgght for the amounts in default and penalties in
provided in section 3 of this act.

Section 3 provides, in the proviso:

That If the Secretary of the Interior shall so elect, he may ecaunse
suit or actlon to be brought for the recovery of the amount in defaunlt
and penaltles; but if sult or action be brought, the right to declare a

Will the gentleman yield for a

cancellation and forfeiture shall be suspended pending such suvit or

1 call attention to this to show that it is recognized to be dis-
cretionary with the Secretary of the Interior throughout us to
whether there is to be any cancellation or suit bronght or not.

Mr. MANN. According to the statement of the gentleman
from Nebraska, when the right to cancel arises the Secretary
can bring a suit if he wants to do so. Pending that suit he
need not forfeit, but unless he brings a suit he must forfeit?

Now, that seems like a ridiculously harsh proposition. There
will be many cases arise where the Secretary ought not to be
required to bring a suit or a forfeiture, and gentlemen from the
Western States will be annoyed themselves and will come before
Congress and insist upon our granting them special relief,

Mr. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, 1 insist that it would be very -
well to place in section 6 an amendment similar to that in see-
tion 3. In line 19, section 8, the proviso is made that on ac-
count of default the entry will not be subject to contest: that
no entryman for homestead shall be subject to contest on ac-
count of such default.

Mr. MANN, I think some such provision ought to be put in.
gha:: does the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Tayror] say to

at?

Mr, TAYTL.OR of Colorado. We have no objection especially,
but we do not think it is necessary. We have confidence in the
Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. MANN. Very well. T will give the gentleman fair
notice that If I should be in the Honse when these special bills
come up I shall object to them.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. We do not object to that amend-
ment, but we do not look npon it as necessary.

Mr. MANN. We have this sitvation coming up all the time—
a few distinguished gentlemen from those States where you
have these public-land laws coming in constantly and wanting
this legislation or that legislation which is inexorable in its
terins, and the moment the terms become operative you want to
be relensed from them, and when it is suggested that a proper
prolvision be inserted in the first place you decline to agree
to it.

Mr, MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, T move to strike out the last
word. The phrase *“ subject to cancellation™ has been in the
land laws from time immemorial, and its character and effect
are well understood. Rendering an entry subject to cancella-
tion is necessarily not providing for its cancellation. It is
simply putting in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior
the right to cancel.

Mr. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wyoming yield
to the gentleman from North Dakota?

Mr. MONDELL. Yes; in just a moment. The only reason
why under the homestead law—but not applying to the reclama-
tion entries, because we have expressly so provided—the only
reason why under the homestead law the provision, * subject
to cancellation” is equivalent to eancellation under certain
conditions arises from the right of contest under which an entry
having been made subject to cancellation and an intervening
adverse right having attached, it must be canceled if the con-
test is successful. But we have specifically provided that these
entries ean not be contested for failure to comply with the law,
and therefore no intervening adverse right can attach and make
absolute the liability to cancellation.

Mr. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield right
there?

Mr. MONDELL. Yes.

Mr. NORTON. , The gentleman says that we have provided
that on account of these defaults no contest can be entered.
Now. will the gentleman tell me. where has the provision been
made that because of the defanlts in payment in operating and
maintenance charges no contests can be initiated?

Mr. MONDELL. Not in any place, because it is unnecessary.

Mr. NORTON. Why unnecessary?

Mr. MONDELL. Well, it was unnecessary, in my opinion, in
section 3 because it has been continuously held that failure to
comply with the provisions of the reclamation law does not
give the right to contest. No contest has been allowed against
any reclamation homestead for failure to comply with the pro-
visions of the law.

Mr. NORTON. Does the gentleman maintain that that is
the practice of the Interior Department?

Mr. MONDELL. Well, the law on the subject—and I want
to eall it to the attention of the gentleman from Illinois, be-
canse he is charging us with beiug severe to our settlers, which
we are not, because we are trying to be fair and not severe. I
want to call the gentleman’s attention to the fact that this pro-
vision is the present law. We are not changing it. It has been
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the law since the reclamation law was put on the statute book,
and under this provision the Secretary of the Interior need
never cancel an entry. It makes the entry subject to cancella-
tion. There is no mandatory provision that it shall be canceled,
and without a mandatory provision that it shall be canceled
there is no way in which anyone ean compel the Secretary
to act.

‘Mr. HULINGS. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the gentleman
a question,

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONDELL. In a moment. This is just a continuation
of the present law. It authorizes the Secretary of the Interior
to cancel for failure to comply with the law by making the
entry subject to cancellation. The operation of the law is this,

. that in a condition such as the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MaxN] has referred to, where death or dire misfortune makes
it difficult for the entryman to comply with the law, the Secre-
tary can give the entryman such time as he sees fit within
which to make his payments, during which time, however, his
entry is suspended, although he may have the use of it. In
order to afford further relief in diffienlt cases, a provision was
made under which suit might be brought. But it is not neces-
sary to bring suit, because in the Secretary’s discretion he can
demlny action upon the proposition of cancellation for any rea-
sonable length of time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wyoming
has expired.

Mr. MONDELL. I would like to have two minutes more, Mr.
Chairman. I will yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
then.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for two minutes more. Is there ob-
jection?

There was no objection. :

Mr., HULINGS. Mr. Chairman, this discussion seems fo be
as to whai the words in the text mean. Will the gentleman
permit me to offer this suggestion, that the phraseology be
changed in line 21 so as to read “may, in the discretion of the
Secretary, be canceled; and if canceled, all payments made by
him forfeited’ 7 That makes it plain.

Mr. MONDELL. Well, as a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman,
that language would not, in my opinion, in any way affect or
change this legislation or change the provision we have. We
have used the language that has been used since the beginning
of the Jand laws relative to the cancellation of entries, render-
ing them subject to cancellation. Now, we have gone further in
regard to certain elasses of land, and we have required their
eancellation and provided that they shall be subject to cancella-
tion, and upon proof of certain facts shall be canceled. But
we have not done that in this case.

We of the West are certainly anxious to give the entryman
every chance and opportunity, and the bill is evidence of it.
It is necessary, as everyone knows, to make an entry subject to
eancellation if the law is not complied with; but the Secretary
has full discretion to give the parties an opportfunity to cure
the default. There is one change I would like to have made,
and that is to have a provision under which an entryman who
has made considerable payments and loses out may get back a
reasonable amount of what he has paid.

We have left that discretion with the Secretary, as we have
under other laws as to cancellation. Now, it is true that under
the general homestead law the right to initiate a contest may
put in operation an adverse right, so that if the Secretary holds
*hat the entry is subject to cancellation and an adverse right
mtervenes, then it must be canceled. But so long as you fail
to give the right, or do not give the right, which you should not
give, to contest, then under this provision the Secretary can
take care of it, does take care of it, and only cancels cases where
there is no reasonably satisfactory attempt made to comply with
the law.

Mr. NORTON. Will the gentleman yield? .

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman asks why we do not put
in this provision with regard to operation and maintenance
penalties, They have nothing to do with the entry itself. That
is a penalty on operation or maintenance charge. It does not
go to the entry. It affects lands upon which no entries have
ever been made. It affects the landowner who never applied
for a water right. It affects the landowner whose title you
could not take from him except under this suit that is provided
here; so that there is not only no necessity for it, but it would
not, I think, be logical to accept that sort of an amendment,
though I do not object.

Mr. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Wyo-
ming yield for a question?

Mr. MONDELL. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. - The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. NORTON. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman's
time may be extended for one minute, so that he may reply to
f guestion,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota asks
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. MoxpeLL] be extended one minute. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, NORTON. How, if the gentleman knows, would anyone
desiring to initinte a preference right to land the entry to which
is in default, and that subject to cancellation, proceed if there
is no right of contest?

Mr. MONDELL. There is no way to proceed. y

Mr. NORTON. No way to initiate a preference right?
er. MONDELL. You must simply wait until the entry is

ear.

Mr. NORTON. I think the gentleman is somewhat in error
as to the present law and practice. :

Mr. MONDELL. No; I am not. I will say to my friend I
happen to know about this particular thing. There can be no
preference right established until after the entry has been can-
celed and the land restored to entry.

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection the pro forma
amendment will be considered as withdrawn.

Mr. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota offers
an amendment which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 6, line 22, after the word * fund,” Insert the words “ but no
homestead entry shall be subject to contest because of such arrears.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I accept the amendment.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I understand the desire of
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr., TavLor] to have this bill
passed and to expedite its passage, but I do not know that that
should incline him to accept amendments that are without
rhyme or reason and that simply confuse the statute.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. It does not do any harm.

Mr. MONDELL. I think it always does harm to put into a
statute something-that will require interpretation, when there is
no logical interpretation to be put upon it. 3

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on the amendment of the
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Nortox]. .

Mr. MANN. Just a word. I should like to ask the gentle-
man from Wyoming [Mr. MoxperL] why he did not move to
strike out that language in section 87 Because, of course, it
leaves it open to future construction, and no one can tell how it
will be construed.

Mr. MONDELIL. Does the gentleman want an answer?

Mr. MANN. Certainly.

Mr. MONDELL. Because section 8 refers to entry. It is a
provision with regard to entry, and, therefore, while I think it
is entirely superfluous, it is entirely logical. This has no ref-
erence to entry.

Mr. NORTON. I differ with the gentleman.

Mr. MANN. T have the floor. Let me read the language
and get it into the Recorp, and gentlemen can quarrel about it
afterwards. Under the head of * Construction charge,” in sec-
tion 3, the one provision says:

And if he be a homestead entryman his entry also shall be subject to
cancellation, and all payments made by him forfeited to the reclamation
fund, but no homestead entry shall be subject to contest because of such
default.

The other reads:

And if he be n homestead entryman his entry also shall be subject to
;_:ggsel]ntion, and all payments made by him forfeited to the reclamation

If there ever were two things on earth on all fours and just
alike, these two are.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Certainly.

Mr. MANN. My distinguished friend from Wyoming ought
either to concede the propriety of this amendment or else ask
unanimous consent to return to section 8 for the purpose of
striking out the sentence there.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I do not know that it is particularly material whether
we do or do not adopt illogical amendments that will bave no
effect, but when the gentleman says this is a logieal proposition,
because when you are referring to an entry and to the pay-
ment on the entry and to the right under the entry you pro-
hibit contests; therefore it is logical when you are legislating
about a maintenance charge, which applies not only to entries
but to land in private ownership, to lands that have not as yet
applied for water, to adopt a similar amendment.

*"Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman from Wyoming yield?

Mr. MONDELL. Yes.
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Mr. MANN. The gentleman would not econtend that lan-
guage in regard to a homestead entryman and his entry, and
so forth, would apply to land in private ownership, or apply
to the homesteader if he had obtained a patent for his land.

Mr. MONDELL. No; but the provision is a provision not
with regard to homesteads but with regard to a maintenance
charge. It has nothing to do with the other. Of course, we do
not want anyone to have the right to contest under this section,
but that right does not now exist.

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. NorTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

RECLAMATION REQUIREMENTS.

Src. 8 That the Secretary of the Interfor is hereby authorized to
make rules and regulations governing the Irrigation of the lands within
any project, and may require the reclamation for agricultural purposes
and The cultivation of one-fourth the irrigable area under each water-
right application or entry within three full irrigatlon seasons after the
filing of water-right application or entry, and the reclamation for agri-
coltural purposes and the cultlvation of one-half the irrigable area
within five full irrigation seasons after the fillng of the water-right
application or entry, and shall provide for continued compllance with
such requirements. Failure on the part of any water-right applicant or
entryman to comply with such requirements shall render his application
or entry subject to cancellation.

The Clerk read the following committee amendments:

On p?ze 7, line 16, after the word * make,” insert the word
o El]el'ﬂ .II

n line 17, after the word “ the,” insert the words * use of water in

E E.ingn]IP:_ after the word ‘of,” strike out * one-fourth” and insert

= 4

Page 7, line 12, strike out the word *“omne-half” and insert * three-
fourths,”

The committee amendments were agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

WATER BERVICE.

Bec. 11. That whenever water is available and it Is impracticable
to apportion operation and maintenance charges as provided in section
b6 of this act, the Secretary of the Interior may, prior to giving public
notice of the construetion charge per acre npon land under any project
furnish water to any entryman or private landowner thereunder unti
such mnotice is given, making a reasonable charge therefor, and such
charges shall be subject to the same penalties and to the provisions
for cancellation and collection as herein provided for other operation
and maintenance charges,

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, my understanding was that
there should be an amendment to this section, on line 16, after
the word *thereunder.” It was taken up and thoroughly
considered by the committee, and my recollection is that it was
agreed to.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I will say on behalf of the com-
mittee that I do not recall any such agreement.

‘Mr. RAKER. The point is that no entryman or landholder
holding more than 160 acres should have the water right
for more than 160 acres. In other words, he should not be
permitted to hold 500 acres or 1,000 acres of land, with the right
to have it irrigated.

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman will yield, I think I can give
him some information. In the House bill the language was
insertt?d after the word * thereunder” * for not to exceed 160
acres.”

Mr. RAKER. It was taken up and discussed in the com-
mittee, and my understanding was that it was agreed to.

Mr. MANN. It never was a committee amendment to the
House bill.

Mr. HAYDEN. The gentileman may remember that after
the Senate bill was referred to the House Committee on Irriga-
tion of Arid Lands we bad a hearing, at which Mr. Burgess,
of El Paso, Tex., appeared before the committee and objected
to that language. He contended that there were conditions pre-
vailing in certain parts of the country, and particularly under
the El Paso project, where it would work an injustice. We
talked it over and agreed to leave that language out.

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. MONDELL. My recollection is that after some discus-
sion of that matter it was concluded on the part of some gen-
tlemen who discussed the matter that these words in section 5
of the reclamation law still controlled :

No right to the use of water for land in private ershi 1
allowed grm- exceeding 160 acres to any one Isg:duwnel?.wn oAy

Mr. RAKER. That would not control. I might be mistaken,
but I know it was in the original House bill, and there are
many reasons in my mind why it should be in this bill, The
only objection that can be made against the Heeclnpmation Serv-
ice, and that is being corrected, is that large tracts of land are
held by private individuals when they agreed to sell them.
Now, we are disposing of the balance, and we now permit the

LI—S816

individuals holding large tracts of land and direct the Secre-
tary of the Interior to furnish them water for that land, not
160 acres, but it may be 500 or 1,000 acres.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. We thought section 18 of the hill
was sufficlent to care for that matter and let it go at that.

Mr. RAKER. If the gentleman thinks that is already covered
in the bill I shall offer no amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

ADMISSION OF PRIVATE LANDOWNERS TO NEW PROJECTS,

8gc. 12. That before any contract is let or work begun for the con-
struction of any reclamation project hereafter adopted the Secretary of
the - Interior shall require the owners of private lands thereunder to
agree to dispose of all lands in excess of the area which he shall deem
sufficient for the support of a family upon the land in guestign, upon
such terms and at not to exceed such price as the Secretary of the

Interior may designate; and if any landowner shall refuse to agree to
the requirements fixed bg the Secretary of the Interior, his land shall
not be included within the project if adopted for construction.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I do not know how it is printed
in the Senate engrossed bill, but in this print in the words
“ Secretary of the Interior"” the word * Interior” begins with
a small “1,” in line 18. I ask unanimous consent that the word
be capitalized.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will be so ordered.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

8gc. 13. That all entries under reclamation projects contalning more
than one farm unit shall be reduced in area and conformed to a single
farm unit within two years after making proof of residence, improve-
ment, and cultivation, or within two years after the Issuance of a
farm-unit plat for the project, if the same issues subsequent to the
making of such proof: Provided, That such proof is made within four
years from the date as announced by the Secretary of the Interior
that water is available for delivery to the land. Any entryman failing
within the period herein provided to dispose of the excess of his entry
ahove one farm unit, in the manner provided by law, and to conform
his entry to a single farm unit shall render his entry subject to can-
cellation as to the excess above one farm unit: Provided, 'T'hat upon
compliance with the 1‘1:u'ov1talcn1s of law such entryman shall be entitled
to receive a patent for that part of his entry which conforms to one
farm unit as established for the prcject: Provided further, That no
person shall hold by assignment more than one farm unit prior to final
payment of all charges for all the lamd held by him subject to the
Eeclamation law, except operation and maintenance charges not then

ue.

The following committee amendment was read:

Page 10, line 18, afier the word * delivery" strike out the word
“to* and insert the word * for.”

- The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 16. That the district court of the United States for the district
where the lands or some portion of the lands incilnded within any
reclamation Lgrojm are situated shall have ,oriediction of all suits
brought by the United States or the Secretary of the Interfor for the
enforcement of the provisions of this act, and jurisdiction of all suits
now pending or wglch may be hereafter instituted by ange legally
organized water users' assoclation or Irrigation district in half of
the water users and settlers thereon for the enforcement of the
provisions of this act and of the provisions of the reclamation law as
referred to and defined in section 1 of this act.

The committee amendment was to strike out all of section 16.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I desire to
discuss the proposed amendment, being opposed to the amend-
ment of the committee, and would like to proceed for 20 minutes.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Could not the gentleman reduce
that somewhat?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I have consumed no time
whatever since this bill has been under consideration. I stated
when the general debate began that I would not consume any
time, with the understanding that under the five-minute rule I
might have some time to discuss this particular part of the bill

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I think it is understood by
those in charge of the bill that the gentleman from South
Dakota was to have some time.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. That is true.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I might have taken this time
by plecemeal on different sections by motions to strike out the
last word and consumed much more time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, I have no desire to cut off reasonable time for debate,
but I desire to offer an amendment to section 16, which I woulil
like to have pending. I will ask that section 16 be disposed of,
and then I will offer my amendment.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman wants to offer an amendment as
a new section?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. MANN. Why not offer it; he does not have to have it
numbered ?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would like to have section 16 stricken
out first.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. But I want section 16 to re-
main in the bill. I am opposed to the committee amendment,
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, very well.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I will ask the gentleman from
Alabama if it will inconvenience him if we dispose of this
matter first?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; it will not; but I would like to try
and get an early adjournment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota asks
unanimous consent that he may proceed for 20 minutes. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, before I begin
1 usk unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the KRecorp,
as I desire to elaborate somewhat on other portions of the bill
in addition to discussing this partienlar section.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Towwxsesp). The gentleman from
South Dakota asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in
the Recorp. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, before dis-
cussing the amendment of the committee to strike out section
16 of the Senste bill I want to talk for a few minutes on the
bill as a whole.

The hearings disclose that on most of the reclamation projects
the settlers. in their efforts to make the necessary improve-
ments on the land and keep up their payments to the Gov-
ernment, have exhausted thelr resources and find themselves
mnable to continue the 10 per eent annual payments and con-
tinue their improvements without borrowing money, and it is
difficult to obtain loans on the lands except at very high rates
of Interest—rates that are practically prohibitive,

The bill divides settlers on irrigation projects into two classes:
First, those who are vet to come; those who are to file home-
stead entries and water-right applications upon those projects
where there are Government lands and private lands which
have not yet come under the provisions and conditions of the
reclamation law. The second class eomprises those who are
already on the land either as homestead entrymen or as land-
owners whose lands are subject to the provisions of the recla-
mation law. It might appear that this bill was prompted in
the interests of the settlers and water users that come within
the second class affected by its provisions. Naturally we are
more apt to be concerned for the interests of those directly
involved rather than because of the interests of those who may
come after. 1 think, however, that it can not be said that this
bill was principally intended to affect and relieve those that
have undertaken to acquire homes in the arid sections of the
couniry and comply with the reguirements of the homestead
law and meet their payments required under the existing
reclamation law.

I make this statement because T believe that more good will
come to those who have not yet made homestend entries or
water-right applications within any reclamation project than
the benefit that will inure to those that have made eniries. I
also think that the effect of the passage of this bill will be to
stimulate and encourage settlers to undertake acquiring homes
under the reclamation law. Conditions will be more inviting,
more reasonable, and more possible to comply with than the
conditions in the law as it stands at present.

I happened to be a Member of the House and a member of the
Committee on the Public Lands in the Fifty-sixth Congress
when the subject of reclamation was first considered, and there
were many hearings and numerous discussions before and in
this committee at that time with relation to the enaetment of
some law that would mean the reclaiming of the arid lands
throughout the West and provide homes for those who might
be ambitious to acqguire homes for themselves and thereby
better their condition and also aid in developing the country by
adding to its wealth. As is wsual with those who are intensely
and deeply interested in any subject, those who were urging
the legislation were more or less optimistie in their views, and
represented that in their opinion a law that would divide the
cost of reclamation into 10 annual payments without interest
could be complied with by the settler without incurring any
hardship or embarrassment upon him.

It was not until the Fifty-seventh Congress that the reclama-
tion law was enacted, and it has now been upon the statute
books for about 12 years. While it has not worked out as satis-
factorily from any standpoint as its friends and advocates pre-
dicted, it has accomplished a great deal and enough to justify
the wisdom of its ennctment. Everyone realizes that there has
been a great advance in the cost of all kinds of bullding material
during the past 13 years, and that labor has also greatly in-
crensed in cost., and this has resulted in materially increasing
the cost of construction of reclamation projects over what they
were originally estimated fo cost, and, consequently, the cost to
the water user or the settler has been considerably more than

he expected or anticipated when he made his entry and water-
right application.

The same is true as fo maintenance. There may be canse for
criticlsm of extravagances on the part of the service, but no
more than might be expected where large sums of public moneys
are being expended by a governmental burean or departiment
without the supervision  of Congress; and I think one of the
mistakes of the reclamation law was because annual aproprin-
tions were not required upon estimates submitted to Congress,
as appropriations are usually made in connection with the Goy-
ernment in all its branches. I believe it would have been bet-
ter for the service—I mean the Bureau of Reclamation—if it
had been required to come to Congress for appropriations
each year. In any event. it is better administration from
every standpoint, and it would save the service from much eriti-
cism if a check could be had upon expenditures, as would be the
case if Congress was called upon annuvally to make the appro-
priations.

To come back to the pending bill and its advantages over the
law as it now exists, so far as the settler or water user is con-
cerned. I want to say that the provision dividing the cost of
reclamation into 20 annual installments is not only wise but, I
believe, necessary, If the reclamation act is to work successfully
and accomplish what its friends hope for. It can not be ex-
pected that when a person settles in a country with which he is
not familiar, coming perhaps from a bhumid section to an arid
region, that he can prosper from the beginning, even under the
most favorable conditions. To expect one to do so where he
goes upon land perhaps covered with sagebrush, that has to be
first cledared and then leveled after it Is put in enltivation, con-
sidering the great expense attached thereto, in addition to build-
ing a hounse and a barn and the other things essential to a farm,
to he required to pay one-tenth of the reclamation cost of his
land, including maintenance, each year, is certainly unreason-
able, and an experienced, thinking man would hardly undertake
it. The wonder is that so many of those who have gone upon
the different reclamation projects of the country have survived,
as so many of them have,

The proposed change in existing law that extends the time of
payment to 20 years and requiring an initial payment at the
time of making the applieation for entry of § per cent of the
total cost is all right. The allowance of a period of 4 years
before a further payment is required is not only reasonable
but wise, in my opinion. I believe if a settler makes the initial
payment of 5 per cent and survives the 4 years following that
he can then meet his installments cnnually, tie first five being
5 per cent and the next ten 7 per cent each. The hearings dis-
close the reason for requiring no payment for the first five yeunrs,
except the initial payment, and as stated, it is to enable the
newcomer to utilize the returns from the land in further im-
provements npon the land, instead of requiring him to exhnust
his resources each year In payments to the Government, as has
been the case heretofore, and further, because, it Is rightly
asserted, that the first five years are years of very meager re-
turn, becnuse of the necessity of preparing the land for proper
irrigation £nd to get the soil in . condition to make it productive,
which requires a few years of cultivation and preparation to
make it produce to its highest capacity.

I am not in sympathy with those who are declaring that there
should be an interest charge in connection with the deferred
paymenis under the reclamation act, or as proposed by the pend-
ing bill; to require the settler to pay interest would not only
be an added hardship to the burdens that he already has to benr,
but in effeet it would destroy, I am afraid, the benefits sought
to be acquired by the change in the law. This is not a propo-
sition of the Government loaning money without Interest, and
those who endeavor to create the impression that it is are not
only unfair, but, in my opinion, are seeking to defeat the legis-
lation. The reclamation act provides that the proceeds received
from the sale of public lands shall be used for the purpose of
reclaiming the arid lands of the country, and the benefit to the
country is sufficlent to justify the use of the money withont
interest in the added wealth that it brings to the Nation, which
is benefizial to all of the people and the Nation as a whole.

There were those when the original homestead net wos first
suggested, and when that beneficent law was enacted, who op-
posed it on the grounds that It was unconstitutional to give
awny the public domnin, and yet where is there anywhere a
person who will say that the homestead law was not a wise
mensure and that its enactment has not been justified ten
thousandfold? Where would this country be to-day without
the homestend law? What would there be throughout the
great West had that law not been enacted? I suppose our theo-
retical conservation friends would say that it would have been
better for our posterity had the Government been less generous

e e e e e e, e




1914.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

12959

in the disposition of the public domain, and who assert that all
of our natural resources should have been conserved and dis-
posed of under restrictions that would have retarded the de
velopment of the country and made what has been accomplished
throughout the West impossible.

Mr. Chairman, I rose to discuss this amendment that pro-
poses to strike from the bill section 16, and having confidence,
as I have, in the members of the committee that reported the
bill, and having the utmost confidence in their- conserving and
protecting the rights and the interests of the water user, I am
at a loss to understand why they have reported the amendment
striking section 16 out of the bill. I am of the opinion that
they were influenced in their action by yielding to the wishes
of the Reclamation Service, who did not wish this provision
to become a part of the law. I am going to discuss briefly why
section 16 should not be stricken from the bill, and in doing so
I want to speak particularly of conditions as they obtain
within the Belle Fourche irrigation project in South Dakota,
which presents ample justification for the Senate having made
it a part of the measure.

At the time the construction of the Bellefourche project was
under contemplation by the Secretary of the Interior there were
approximately in private ownership something over 40,000 acres
of the 100,000 acres of lands included in said project. The rep-
resentatives of the Reclamation Service represented that before
said project conld be undertaken the owners of said private
Jands would have to cooperate with the department to the
extent of incorporating and placing their lands in said project
and agreeing to take water for the purpose of irrigating their
lands from said project. The officials of the Reclamation Sery-
ice represented to the private landowners that the entire cost of
the construction of the completed works, including their main-
tenance and operation for a period of 10 years after comple-
tion, would not be to exceed the sum of $34 per acre, to be paid
in 10 annual payments, at the rate of $3.40 per year. Sixty
thousand acres of the lands included in the project were public
and unappropriated, of an arid character, which the Reclama-
tion Service was desirous of reclaiming; and in order to make
the project feasible it was necessary that the private landowners
should participate in the construetion, operation, and mainte-
nance of the project. Representations were made by repre-
sentatives and agents of the Reclamation Service upon numerous
oceasions, and mass meetings were held by the private land-
owners for the purpose of considering the advisability of enter-
ing into an arrangement and aiding and participating in the
construction and promotion of the project.

The private landowners were men with families, generally
prosperous, engaged in stock raising, and were using their lands
profitably, and it was with some hesitancy that they finally con-
sented to enter into an arrangement to include their holdings in
the reclamation project. Before dolng so, and not being satis-
fied with the verbal representations and statements made by
those representing the Reclamation Service, they required a

written statement with reference to the proposed project, its.

cost, both for construction, operation, and maintenance, the
time when it would be completed, and when they would be re-
quired to make their annual payments.

In response to this demand they were furnished with a cir-
~cular entitled “ The Bellefourche project, a part of the great
Government scheme of irrigation, under an act of Congress
approved June 17, 1902.” This was signed by the Reclamation
Service by Raymond F. Walter, engineer, he being in active
charge of said proposed project. In the circular issuad by Mr.
Walter was the following question, propounded by the land-
owners : .

. How much will it cost to put water on 160 acres of land?—
A. The cost will nct exceed §3.40 per acre per year for 10 years, and
may ba as low as $2.25 per acre per year, if landowners subscribe for
water to the full amount of their holdings and the water supply be
sufficient. For 160 acres, therefore, the cost would be $544 per year
at the maximum figure or $360 per year at the minimum figure.

‘It is claimed that the statements and representations con-
tained in this circular were also ratified and approved by C. J.
Blanchard, who was at the time statistician of the Reclama-
tion Service and who at that time—1904—it is said, made a
house-to-house canvass, interviewing privdte landowners upon
said proposed project and trying to induce them to enter into
the same, and discussing the details at length as to the cost
of construction, operation, and maintenance, and the great ad-
vantage they would derive by participating in the project.

The private landowners were required to incorporate, and a
company was organized with a capital stock of $3.400,000,
divided into 100,000 shares, with a par value of $34 each, that
being the outside estimated cost of the construction and of the
operation and maintenance for 10 years of the said project,
the estimates having been made by the Reclamation Service in

not so well situated.

accordance with the act of June 17, 1002, While $34 per acre
was the outside estimated cost, it was represented by the repre-
sentatives of the Reclamation Serviece that the cost of construe-
tion, including cost of operating and maintenance, for a period
of 10 years, would probably not exceed $22.50 per acre. It was
further represented that the project would be completed within
two or three years after the commencement thereof—about the
year 1907. Payments were not to begin until the project was
completed. It has not yet been completed, but in 1907 an”
assessment for 1908 of $3.40 per acre was levied against about
12,000 acres of land under said project, and assessments were
levied for subsequent years on the 12,000 acres and other lands
within the units that were said to be completed.

The water users complain that the outside estimnate of cost of
the project has been exceeded in an amount of about $75,000 as
to the operation and maintenance charge, and that this amonnt
should not be so charged. Notwithstanding the protest of the
water users and an alleged violation of the representations made
by the Reclamation Service, an assessment was levied for the
year 1911 of $3.60 an acre. That because the water nsers re-
fused to pay this charge they were notified by the Reclamation
Service on July 1, 1913, that unless they paid the charge water
for irrigating purposes would be shut off on July 21. This was
a critical time, as the shutting off of the water at that particular
season would mean the destruction of crops, and it was a servious
situation. The water users, believing that they were being
wronged, caused to be instituted a proceeding for the issuance of
a temporary injunction restraining the oflicials of the Reclpma-
tion Service from cutting off’ the water and enjoining them from
collecting any charge until the final completion of the project.
This action was instituted in the State court, and upon the mo-
tion and application of the defendants, who were officials or
agents of the Reclamation Service, it was transferred to the
United States district court for the district of South Dakota.

The amendment proposed by the committee to the bill of the
Senate is to strike out section 16, which proposes to give to the
courts jurisdiction to determine just such questions as are in-
volved in this litigation. The only excuse, the only explana-
tion that I can imagine why the committee consented to report
this amendment is because one of the representatives of the
Reclamation Service appeared before the committee and urged
it to do so. He was summoned from Denver. The Reclamation
Service spares no expense when any legislation is proposed
affecting the service, and will bring its representatives from any
part of the United States in order to prevent legislation that the
service does not desire to have enacted. The water users are
They were unable to send representatives
here, and if I read correctly what the representative of the
service stated to the commitfee, he endeavored to give the com-
mittee the impression that there is suflicient remedy under the
law as it now exists, and that the legislation is not necessary to
give the courts jurisdiction.

When this suit at Bellefourche was commenced and was
transferred to the United States court a demurrer was filed on
the part of the Government, the United States district attorvey
representing the Reclamation Service; and he plead want of
Jurisdiction and stated that the courts had no jurisdiction;
and I guote from the brief that has been filed by the attorneys
for the United States for the purpose of showing their position
when presenting their contention to the court. I read from the
brief, as follows:

That the corporation plaintiff is not the Hroper plaintiff to claim or
to receive the interlocutory Injunctive relief granted by the lower
court.

That the judiciary can not interfere by injunction with the exercise
of proper governmental funetions of a coordinate branch of the Gov-
ernment of the United States, to wit, the executive branch thereof, as
to the acts of the officers of the exeeutive branch not uniawful nor
ministerial. bu* requiring the exercise of judgment and discretlon on
the part of its officers. Defendants assert that the matters complained
of in the amended bill are within the exclusive control of the execu-
tive department of the Government, free from the control of the courts.

That this actlon is a suit nﬁalnst the United States to compel specific
performance of this contract by enjoining the breach thereof.

That the United States district court was without Jurisdiction to
give the interlocutory rellef appealed from. ;

We find them, when they get into court, stating that the
courts have no jurisdiction, maintaining that this function
cught to be in the executive or administrative department of
the Government. What does that mean? It means that the

representatives of the Reclamation Service go out into the
country, as they did in connection with this reclamation project
at Bellefourche, when they induced people who owned half the
land they wanted to consent that they might begin construction
of a reclamation project there; and they induced them to re-
linquish their riparian rights to the water of the Bellefourcha
River and surrender their lands and agree that they would re-
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duce thelr holdings to not more than 160 acres each, that being |

the farm unit in that project.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, will *he gentlemau yield there?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. For a brief question.

. Mr. RAKER. Have all these private owners reduced their
holdings to 160 acres?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I believe that they have two
Yyenrs within which to do ihat afte. the project is completed.

Mr. RAKER. They have not done 't up to the present time?

Mr. BURKE of Sonth Dakota. 8o far az I kmow, I do not
think they have.

AMr, RAKER. Is it the gentleman’s contention, now, the rea-
son he wants this legislation, on the greund that the Govern-
ment officials misrepresented to these people what should be
taken, and, therefore, they are going into court to be relieved
from this?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I want these water users to
have the right to go into court and have their rights adjudi-
cated. They claim that expenses are being charged to this
project that ought not to be c¢harged. Some of the charges
may be the extravagances that 'Le geatleman f cem Illinois
and some-others have referred to in connection with reclama-
tion projects generally. They have increased the annual main-
tenance cost per acre over and above what they assured and
contracted the rate would be, and when the water users re-
fuse to pay these excessive charges and go into couri, they say
that the courts have no juvcisdiction, and it is for the Reclama-
tion Service to determine whether or not they sare violating
their own contract.

Mr. RAKER. Some contention was made as to the charge of
mnintenance and operation in the same suit. Is it not a fact
that all of these people had the epportunity oo have that
question fairly and squarely settled. and it was decided by
the Supreme Court that they must pay tb-ir proportion of the
cost of operation and maintenance?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I will say to ite gentleman
that it was not so decided. This case has not yet reached the
Supreme Court.

Mr. RAKER. Not this case, but all of the other cases.

Mr, BURKE of South Dakota. One case went to the Supreme
Court involving the guestion of what the Reclamation Service
might do in view of the law which apparently gives them lati-
tude to do most anything they want to do. I believe it was
the case of Baker v». Swigart. It Is my contention that the
Government of the United States, through the Bureau of Recla-
mation, ought to be required to live up to its contract just the

same as the water users are required to live up to their con-

tract, and when there are questions involving their property
rights such questions ought to be determined by a judicial
tribunal, and not by the department that makes the contract
on the part of the Government. For the purpose of showing
what the Belle Fourche water users complained of that caused
them to go into ecourt, I want to read an extract from the
affidavit made by one O. E. Farnham that was filed in the
court. It reads as follows:

Threatening to eancel all water-right applications of the stock-
holders and members unless the demand for the payment of all opera-
tion and malntenance charges, together with all penalties, are paid,
and that the amount demanded was unjust and illezal and was an
attempt on the part of the representatives of the Government to coerce
the water users Iinto paying charges, If not illegal, that might veg

roperly be questioned; that other measures of duress were resort
o, Including the shatting off of the water sup?iy. forfeiting all pay-
ments previously made (when the rights were attached to lands owned
absolutely in private ownership), canceling bomestead entries, and add-
ing pena{tleg of from 1 cent per acre to 5 cents per acre per month,

1t would certainly seem that there is enough in that affidavit
to demonstrate the wisdom of the Senate putting section 16 in
the bill, and again I want to say I can not understand why
the committee proposed striking it out, unless they were more
desirous of pleasing the Reclamation Service than they were
the water nsers. whose rights ought to govern in a matter so
vital to their interests.

Mr. POST. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes.

Mr. POST. Has the court passed on the merits of the
demurrer?

Mr. BURKE of Sounth Dakofa. T will say to the gentleman
from Ohlo that the judge of the United States district court
of South Dakota overruled the demurrer. The case is now on
appenl before the eirenit court of appeals at St. Louis and the
attorneys for the Government are thare contending that the
distriet court did not have jurisdiction. This bill proposes to
fix the jurisdiction and settle it beyond all question, and it
seems to me we ought to do that.

Mr. POCT. As a lawyer does the gentleman think there is
merit in the demurrer filed?

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I will say to the gentleman
that I am inclined to think, in view of the decision of the
Supreme Court referred to by the gentleman from Califoruia,
tuat there may be something in the demurrer. The Belle-
f urche water users raised the guestion of vested rights, and in
the brief filed by the Government commenting upou this ques-
tion the attorneys say:

The homwesteader has no wested rights inst the Government,
His position is ope of grace and not of right. i
Private landholders are permitted * bounty of a generous Govern-

" y
 ment " for the reclamation primarily, at the public expense of thelr

private land.

I presume very few homesteaders now upon some reclama-
tion project would appreciate the sentiment if told their position
is one of grace, and private landowners would hardly submit
that they are enjoying the * bounty of a generous Government.”

It would seem to me. Mr. Chairman, that in this ecase the
people who owned 50,000 acres, or about one-half of the land
that was subsequently included in the Bellefourche project,
who were enjoying the use of it, had the rights of water ap-
propriated from the river and who surrendered all of their
rights, that they have rights that ought not to be disregarded
or disposed of by the Reclamation Service, with whom they
made their contract.

The whole trouble with the Reclamation Service, in my opinion,
is that there is too muech jurisdietion and too much power in
the service itself. There ought to be some tribunal that could
be appealed to finally when they feel that they are being
wronged and deprived of their vested rights. As I have already
stated, I think Congress made a mistake in providing in the
law that the proceeds from the sale of the publie domain should
be available for expenditure by the Reclamation Service with-
out annual estimates and appropriations being made. Had the
law required this Congress conld have kept fully informed on
what was being done in the way of construction of projects. and
kept a check on the expenditures. It would not have done any
harm for Congress to have known what wns going on, and the
fund would not have been exhausted. as it was, and it would not
have becn necessary to issoe bonds for the purpose of replenish-
ing the fund.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Just a moment, Mr. Chair-
man. I do hope that if this committee does not see fit to dis-
agree to the recommendation of the committee striking out
section 16 that the bill will go te conference and that the con-
fereas will see to it that the section will remain in the bill, or
one that will give the courts jurisdiction in cases snch as the
one that is now pending affecting the Belle Fourche water users,
[Applause.]

Mr. RAKER. Mr., Chairman, so that the commitiee might
know the exact facts the record shows that there are 100,000
acres of land in private ownership: when it was started only
44,000 acres were in public ownership, so that the contention
of misrepresenting and deceiving the owners of privately owned
lands must be very weak, indeed. I am for the committee
amendment, which strikes out section 16 of the Senate bilL
But the guestion now is that there is a suit pending, and the
parties are desiring to have special legislation in regard to that
particular suit. This amendment wuas not considered by the
committee of the Senate: it was simply placed in on the floor
of the Senate after practically but little discussion, and it prac-
tically changes the policy of the Government in relation to
these matters. The case I gpoke of a moment ago is the cnse
of Sweigert against Baker. wherein there was a contention
that the homestender and this privately owned land must not
pay for the upkeep and the maintenance and operation of the
ditches. They then contended as now that there would be no
opportunity for a hearing, and this case was taken to the Su-
preme Court of the United States, and after an elaborate argu-
ment and reargument the Suopreme Court finally decided that the
homesteader and water user must pay for operation and main-
tenance, and it was provided for under the reclamntion law,
that therefore they should pay for operation and maintenance
of these projects, and the Government should not he respons'ble
for many hundred .thousand dollars—even running into the
millions—for the purpose of operating and maintaining these
reservoirs, ditches, and works for the privately owned land
and the entrymen, and that has been one contention and one
reason why some of our eastern friends think that the people
in the West were trying to get out of paying the actunal cost
snd all expense back to the Governmernt. But n few men are
always ready to reject and avoid legitimate or certain ex-
penses——

Mr. BURKRE of South Dakota. Will the genfleman yleld?

Mr, RAKER. Just after I conclude this sentence I will yield.
But they agreed to pay back the cost of constrocting the dams
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and reservoirs but they did insist. most of them, agninst the
proposition of paying for the malntenance and operation pend-
ing the absolute completion, hefore the works are tnrned over
to them by the Government. Now, here comes this special legis-
lation which inteuds to change the law governing litigation in
the United States courts by a special act. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Dukota.

My, BURKE of South Dakota. T want to ask the gentleman
if be will state to this committee that he is not in favor of
giving the courts jurisdiction in regard to this law?

Mr. RAKER. I want to answer——

Mr. BUCRKE of South Dukota. I would like the gentleman
to answer the question.

Mr. RAKER. I will answer the question by saying that until
it is determined that the present statutes are not sufficient to
give every man an opportunity to obtain redress in court I
would not be in favor of amending the bill by putting on special
legislution in regard to conferring special jurisdiction upon the
courts. and giving one particnlar case a standing in court where
gome attorney way have some doubt upon the matter.
tllMr. BURKE of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield fur-

er?

Mr. RAKER. I yield.

Mr. BURKE of Svuth Dakota. T will say to the gentleman it
is not a question of amending the bill; it is a question of strik-
ing out of the bill the provision that was in it when it passei
the Sen:ite.

Mr. RAKER. Oh. no; that is not the status of it. It was put
on in the Senate without any discussion by the Senate com-
mittee. Along in the last moments of its consideration, the fer-
vid presentation of it in a few moments by the Senator from
ihe State in which this project was located caused it to be
placed wpon the bill. This provision has not been considered
by the Senate Committee on the Judiciary or the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; but you ask to put it on a special bill
conferring jurisdiction or taking away jurisdiction frow the
Federal courts in relation to a particular subject without such
due and orderly consideration as is given to legislation on u
question that is so vital as this.

Mr. BUIRKE of South Dakota.
other suggestion?

Mr. RAKER. I yield.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It occurs to me it is rather
unusual for a gentleman on the floor of the House to eriticize
and question a provision in a bill that comes from another body
and then state it has not had consideration.

Mr. RAKER. Well, I have a right to read the Recorp, and
from the Rrecoep it shows that the matter was not on the bill
as the committee reported it, but it was placed on the bill after
it was in the Senate. And I call the gentleman’s attention par-
ticularly to the fact that practically all of the western Repre-
seututl\'ea. both Senators and Members of the House, appeired
repeatedly for counsel at the Secretiary of the Interior’s office,
with all the assistants that were needed. and this biil was
thrasbhed out. this subject was brought hefore the comuiittee,
and my recollection is thit in the discussion down there it re
ceived a vote or two by those present.

. The CHAIRMAN. Tbhe time of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Rager] has expired.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent for
two minutes maore.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California asks
unanimous cousent for two minutes more. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. RAKER Now, Mr. Chairman, that being the case, and
it being special legislation, so extended In its character, so
special in its character

Mr. FALCOXER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAKER (continuing). With the reasons that are pre-
sented against it, it ought not to pass. The Secretary of the
Iuterior bas gone over the matter., as well as the attorney for
the Reclamation Service, Judge King—and no one can question
his ability and learning. and he is anxious to help these recln-
mation projects—and he believes it would be injurious to the
Government and to the reclamation projects. And as to this
particular case—let s dwell on that—he thinks we should not
overturn the legislation now on the statute books in regard to
the jurisdiction of the court for one special project.

Now 1 yield to the gentieman from Washington [Mr. FAL-
CONER].

Mr. FALCONER. Why does the gentleman from California
call it specinl Tegisintion?

Mr. RAKER. Simply because. so far as my information
goes. I have found only one project and one suit involved, and
that is the one in relation to the Belle Fourche project.

Will the gentleman permit an-

Mr. FALCOXNER. As I understand section 16. it simply pro-
vides taking away the hearings and the proceedings from the
departiient bere and having them in the particular State or
district of the State where these projects exist. That Is the gist
of sectivn 16. What is the objection to that proposition?

Mr. RAKER. We are not so sure about that. DBut even if
that were true, there are, including Texas. some 18 land Stutes.
Now, the district courts might decide npon these things differ-
ently, and the result would be that eventually some one would
take a case to the Supreme Court for adjndieation. Why do we
want that condition? Now, as to the stntement made by my
friend in regurd to the representations. There has not been a
contract shown, and is It possible we are now going to open up
the field and provide by legislation the menns by which an
imaginary grievance ean be aired in the courts? And you ecan
say that the representations of Smith and Brown and Jones,
who elafm to represent the Department of the Interior and the
IRReclamation Service, are binding upon the Government, and
that you are going to force them into court after 8 or 10 years
of service. Full hearing hns been had on all these matters by
the Secretary of the Interior. In this particular case 100,000
acres of publie land are in this project and only 40.000 in the
publie domnin. How many homesteads have been filed? Who
has been deceived?

Mr. FALCONER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAKER. Not now. It [s not a question of going into
court. It is a yuestion of trying to divide the money out of the
money they bhave expended. and the decision in this case of
Swigert against Baker was one of the most righteous decisions
ever rendered in behalf of this Government or in behalf of the
reclamation project. that these men who went on there. doing
what they were doing. ought not at this late day to say, “ We
are not responsible for what the Secretary of the Interior did
or what the Director of the Reclamation Service did; we want
our money back, and do not want to pay it.” because Jones or
Brown or some cther irresponsible man. who could not bind the
Secretary of the Interior or the Reclamation Service. might in
his enthusiasm have made some stntement that 90 per cent of
the landowners on those tracts wanted them to make.

The Department of the Interior is of the opinion that this
is not wise legislation upon this bill. Secretary Lane, In a
note of Mareh 27. 1914, to Hon. M. R. SmitH, chalrman House
Committee on Trrigation. states that— ;

Personally 1 eee mo reason for the adoption of the amendment.

He also transmits a memorandum from Judge Will R. King,
who states that the proposed amendmtent is objectionable in
the following particulars:

1. 1t will produce great confusion, as the United States district and
appellate courts may have decisions wholly Inconsistent, which must
govern within their several jurisdictions until the Supreme Court

decided the specific question.

2. Anvy water users’ n<<oclation or Irrigation distriet may bring

suit and delay the application of necessary rules and regulations. In
many such cases Ih@ Secretary must either refuse to furnisn water or
furnish it without payment for an indefinite period.

4. It confers no .izht on the Unired States that It does not now
enjoy. The water users and water users’ associatlon have now the
same rizhts of suit as other persons dealing with the department under
the publie-land laws

Many of the reclamation projects are interstate in character,
the stornge reservoir being in one State and the irrizated lands
partly in the same and partly in another State. The proposed
section 16G. in the opinion of many familiar v ith this subject,
will enable any legully organized water nsers’ association or
frrigntion distriet, even thongh not directly counected with
Government works, to greatly hamper the delivery of water
and may produce far-reaching complications with addea ex-
pense.

On this point T submit the following:

First. The plan proposed will produce an increased amount of
litigation and involve the Department of the Interior and the
Department of Justice in considerable expense. It will ennhle
the water users’ associations or irrigation distriets. whether
connected with Gavernnent work or not, if so inclined, to hold
up indefinitely the disposition of large areas of public land.
This jnrisdiction is conferred in the case of “any legally au-
thorized association or irrigation distriet,” these being titles
frequently used hy private enterprise.

Second. A promoter might orgnnize a water users’ associa-
tion of his own, baving no connecrion whatever with any Gov-
ernment project, and take advantage of this amendment to pre-
cipitate litigntion in regard to water rights, rights of way
throngh proposed reclamarion reservoirs, irrigible Government
lands. and so forth, and delay the Government work for years
by injunction pendente lite and other embarrassments Iinci-
denta! to lirigaticn. ‘The speculutor m.ght take rndvantage of it

to delay the Secretary in an enforcement of the provisions of




12962

" CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

JurLy 29,

the law in regard to residence and cultivation, and thus be en-
abled to continue his holding for a greater profit at the expense
of the incoming settler.

Third. The amendment is not consonant with or in keeping
with the United States judicial code or court decisions, but is
a radical departure, hedged about with no restrictions. It gives
the United States court jurisdiction of causes arising in the
future between individual water users and the association and
others.

Fourth. It confers no rights on the United States that it does
net now enjoy.

Fifth. The water users now have a method of enforcing the
law. Under the code and eguity rules one or more settlers may
sue on behalf of all concerned who are similarly situated;
water users’ associations represent all water users thereunder,
and costs are apportioned against all; a few may wish to sue
or be in a position to benefit by the suit, yet the association
would be under obligations to bring these suits, however small
or personal in their character.

Sixth. It permits any such organization, legally constituted
under State law, fo bring suit against the United States offi-
cials regarding water rights; makes many legal complications,
and will entsil large expense without compensating benefits.

Seventh. In the enforcement of the homestead laws under
projects the general and the local land offices will be forced to
follow decisions of United States courts in the various States
which may be different in the various jurisdictions, and this
department would thus be burdened with enforcing different
construetions in different States.

Eighth. The amendment will greatly complicate the disposi-
tion of Government business and interfere with its dispatch. It
is entirely foreign to the general purpose of the bill to which
it is attached, and it will prevent the exercise by the Secretary
of such discretion as the bill specifically vests in him. ;

Ninth. When it is realized that the reclamation projects are
loeated in 17 different States, and some in 2 States, it will be
appreciated that the resultant effect of the several district
courts being called upon independently to interpret and pass
upon contracts and regulations affecting the authority of the
Secretary of the Interior. It is not reasonable to anticipate that
there would be £n agreement of decisions in the various courts.
A regulation intended to be uniform for all projects could thus
be held to be legal and proper on one project and invalid as to
another; or, to have one effect on one project and another
effect on another project, thus resulting in the engendering of
animosities and rivalries as between the water users of the
various projects, and confusion and conflict in the adminis-
tration. Such conflict of decisions would necessarily compel
delay until said decisions had been reconciled by the appellate
courts on appeal, probably necessitating in some cases a deci-
slon of the United States Supreme Court. Such loss as would
be so occasioned would fall upon the water users.

Tenth. It would seem inadvisable to legislate specially rela-

tive to jurisdiction of the United States courts in purported
behalf of one class of citizens.
" Eleventh. It is difficult to understand wherein section 16, if
enacted, will aid the water users under any Government proj-
ect. It would open the way for private corporations, con-
tractors, and others, to embarrass the work of the Government,
organizing under the name of a water-users’ association or
irrigation district, and through litigation professing to repre-
sent certain settlers or water users, add to the burden of the
real water users.

Twelfth. It is easy to foresee the effect, if the several district
courts independently interpret and pass upon contracts and
regulations affecting the actions of the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, and it is distinctly inadvisable.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Call-
fornia has expired.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the IREcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman—

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, T think debate has been ex-
hausted. The gentleman from Wpyoming [Mr. MoxpeLL] has
heen on the floor about a dozen times.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that debate on this amendment close in five minutes.

Mr. FALCONER. Can I have one minute?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Make it six minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that the debate on this amendment close in six

minutes. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none. The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoxpeLL] is
recognized for five minutes,

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, it is true, as the gentleman
from California has stated, that in the conferences had in the
office of the Secretary of the Interior by western Members in
connection with this bill, and in the consideration of the bill in
the committee, a provision for appeal from the decisions of the
Secretary of the Interior was discussed, and it was concluded
it \vmlxld not be practicable on this bill to provide for such an
appeal,

That decision did not, however, reflect the views of all
the gentlemen who participated in those discussions relative
to the propriety and righteousness of such a provision, and [
shall vote with the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Burke]
against striking out this section, because I belleve, and have
long believed, that there is not a citizen under the flag who is
not entitled to his day in court. I do not like the form of this
provision placed in the bill in the Senate. If I were to draft a
provision, it would be quite different. And yet this reaches
the point.

Several years ago I introduced a bill which was reported
unanimously by the Committee on the Public Lands providing
for appeals from final decisions of the Secretary of the Interior
in all cases relating to the land laws. I regret it did not become
a law. It is not simply a question of the case of the constituents
of our friend from South Dakota. This amendment involves
the very much larger question as to whether these people
and all others who are affected in their property and in their
rights by decisions of the Secretary of the Interior shall finally
have an opportunity to take their cases and their causes and
their claims before a court. We all understand that it is not
humanly possible for the Secretary’'s office under any pos
sible organization to be entirely free from bins or prejudice in
cases where the Secretary's office is the inquisitor, the prose-
cutor, the judge, and the jury. That is the situation in all
land cases.

While this refers only to the reclamation entries and entry-
men, a general provision covering all claimants before the Inte-
rior Department would be still better. I do not believe that it
would be greatly confusing. I do not apprehend that the courts
would hold that entrymen must not pay for proper expenditures
on projects. No such outcome of these cases would be antlei-
pated by me. But there are many questions arising on these
projects between entrymen and claimants and the service in
regard to which the entryman should have an opportunity to
place his case before a court. We give all other American eiti-
zens whose rights are challenged, whose property is involved,
an opportunity to present their case before a eourt, there to be
calmly and judiclally decided, and I know of no reason why it
should not be done in cases of this kind.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. FALCONER. Mr. Chairman, I have had a number of
communications from my State concerning section 16, and they
all favor the section as it was put in by the Senate.

Objection has been made to it on the ground that if the sec-
tion were adopted it would complicate matters, particularly
where a project was interstate, or extend into one or more
different States. But certainly there ought to be no objection
to section 16 if it were amended to apply to projects all of
which were within one State.

I want to ask the chairman of the committee if, in his opin-
ion, there would be any objection to an amendment providing
that section 16 should apply to these projects within a State?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Personally I would not say that
I would object, but I have no authority on behalf of the com-
mittee to make any concessions. The committee considered it
and had a full hearing of the reclamation people, and they
felt it was entirely unnecessary. They felt that it was a
special section put in there by the Senator from South Dakota
to meet one particular case, and that it would have a tendency
to complicate matters. It was held to be unnecessary, and it
was snggested that if any such legislation was necessary we
ought to take it up in a more systematic way than we have
done. But personally I am not especially afraid of it.

Mr. FALCONER. Mr. Chairman, I never have been able to
understand why a man in the State of Washington, 3.000 miles
to the west, should be obliged to carry his case to the Capital
of the Nation, when there are United States district courts in
that State. It is a burden that breaks the spirit of bona fide
homesteaders—the costs are terrific.

Only to-day, sir, a constituent of mine came into my office,
and in the course of conversation it developed that this is his
third trip during the past two years. His sole business is In
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the endeavor to get title to a homestead on which he and his
wife had lived. actual residence. for over five years.

He has Lis artorneys in the West and has also employed
attorneys here at a good, substantial conditional fee. This is
chiracteristic of land matters. While the guestion involved in
section 16 is somewhat different from cases above referred to.
yet. Mr. Chairman. when we consider the penalties of sections
3 and 6 as applying to defaulters. defaulting sometimes. no
doubt, through conditions that can not be helped. it oceurs to
nie that in view of the severity of these penalties. even going to
the extent of a deficiency judgment. that a loeator should have
the asdvantage of the local United States courts. Howerver, Mr.
Chairncan. 1 bave had the matter up with the depariment. and
I ask unanimous consent to insert certain correspondence
from Director Newell and Secretary Lane.

The CHAIRMAN,. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

The matter referred to iz ns follows:

DEPAETMENT OF THE IXTERIOR,
UXITED STATES RECLAMATION SERVICE,
Washington, D. C., July £7, 191},
Hon. J. A, FarLcoxXem,
House of Representatives.

My Dranx Mpr Farcoxer: Your letter of July 23 has been received
revarding Benate bill 4628, Im which m state that yon hope there
well be no.opgoaln von from this department to having section 16 re-
torrd to tve bill
g ?I‘Ee moatm- iz one to which I have personally given little attention,
a#s It Is largely a lezal proposition and one to which | understand the
department is already opposed. Secretary Lane, In a nete of March
27, 1M4, . M. R. SarrH, chalrman House Committee on Trriza-
tion. states that, * Personnally | see no reason fer the adonticn of the
amendment.” Ile also transmits a memorandum f(rom .Judze Will R.
King. who xmiteal that the proposed amendment is objectionable in the
following partienlars:

D Ii‘ vI:-ilI produce great confusion. as the Tnited States district
and appellate courts may have decisions wholly inconsistent which
must govern within their several jurisdictions until the Supreme Court
has decidrd the sprcific guestion.

w9 Any water users assoclatlon or irrigation district mny bring
suit and delay the application of necessary rules and regulations. In
many such cases the Secretary must either refuse to furnish water or
furnigh It without payment for an indefinite period.

“ 3. It confers no rizht on the United States that it does not now
enjoy. The water users and water users’ association have now the
game ri~hts of =uit as other persons dealing with the department under
the public-land laws.”

Many of the reclamation projects are nterstate in character, the
gtorage reservoir heinz In one State and the irrizated lands partly in

* the same and partly in another State. The Pmunsod secticn 16, In the
opinion of the legal men. will enahle any * lecally organized ™ water
users’ association or irrigation district. even thourh not directly con-
nected with Government works. to greatly hamper the delivery of
water, and may produce far-reaching ecmplieations with added expense.

On this point the accompanying memoranda have been prepared.

Cordial ours,
13, ¥ F. H. NeweLt, Director.
MEMORAXDA ON PROPOSED SECTION 16 OF 5. 4625

1. The plan pro d will produce an increased amount of litigation
and involve the Ixpartment of the Interior and the Department of
Justice in considerable expense. It will enable the water users’ asso-
clations or irrigation distriets, whetber connected with Government
work or not, If so Inclined, to hold np indefinitely the disposition of
large arcas of publie land. This jurisdiction Is conferred In the case of
* gay legally authorized associntlon or irrigation district,” these being
titles frequently used by private eaterprise.

2, A promoter might organize a water users’ assoclation of his own,
having no connection whatever with any Government project, and take
advantaze of this amendment to precipitate litigation in regard to
water rfghts. rights of way through proposed reclamation reservoirs.
frrigable Government lands, etc., anod delay the Government work for
years by injunction pendente lite, and other embarrassments incidental
to-litigation. The speculator might take advantage of it to delay the
Becretary In ap enforcement uof the provisions of the law In regard to
residence and cultivation, and thus be enabled to continue his holding
for a greater profit at rhe expense of the incoming settler.

3. The amendment ls pot consenant with or In ket*é!ln
United States judicial code or court decislons, but Is a radical departure
hedged about with no restrictions., It gives the United States court
jurisdiction of canuses arising in the future between jodividual water
users and the association and others,

4. It confers no rights on Lhe United States that it does not .now
enjoy.

i')‘ The water users now have a method of enforcing the law. TUnder
the code and equity rules one or more settlers may sue on behalf of
all concerned who are similarly situated. Water users' associations rep-
resent all water asers thereunder, and eosts are apportioned against all,
A few may wish 1o sue, or be [n’'a position to benefit by the sult, yet
the association would he under obligations to bring these suits, how-
ever small or persopal in their character.

6. It permits any such organization, 'egally constituted under State
law, te bring suit against the United States officlals regarding water
rights, makes many legal complications, and will entail large expense
without compensating benefits, . :

7. In the enforcement of the hemestead laws under projects, the

eral and the local land offices will he forced to follow devisions of

‘nited States coeunrts In the various States which may be different in
the various jurisdictions, and this department wou'!d thus be burdened
with enforcing different corstructions in different States,

8. The amendment will greatly complicate the dlsposition of Govern-
ment busioess, amd interfere with its dispateh. It is entirely foreign
to the general purpose of the bill to whieh it is attached, and it will
prevent the exercise by the Becretary of such discretion as the bill
specifically vests in him,

with the

9. When it is realized that the reclamation projects are located in
17 different Btates, and some in 2 States, it will be appreclated
that the resultant effect of the several distriet egpurts being ealled upon
independently to interpret and pass upon cowiracts an lations
alecting the authority of the Secretary of the Interior, it Iz not ream-
sonable to anticipate that there wounld an agreement of decisions in
the various courts. A regulation intended to be umiform for all
projects could thus be held to be legal and proper on oue project, and
invalid as to another: or. to have one effect on one project and another
effect on another project, thus resulting In the engendering of animos-
fties and rivalries as between the water users of the various prolects,
and confusion and conflict in the administration. Such conflict of de-
cisions would necessarily compel delay ootil sald decisions had been
reconciled by the appellate courts on appeal, probably necessitating in
some cases a decision of the United States Supreme Court. Buch loss
as would he so occasioned would fall upon the water gsers.

10. Farther, it would seem Inadvisable to lezisiate specially relative
to Jurisdiction of the United States courts in purported behalf of one
class of citizens.

11. It is difficult to uaderstand wherein section 16, if enacted, will
aid the water users under any Government profect. It would open the
way for private corporations, coptrartors. and others to embarrass
the work of the Government, organizing under the name of a water
nsers’ mssociation. or irrigation district, and throogh litigation, pro-
fessing to represent eertaln settlers or water users, add to the burden
of the real water user,

12, It is eary to foresee the effect if the several district courts in-
dependently inferpret and pass npon contracts and rezulations affect-
]Inzdtll:le hnic't‘lona of the Secrctary of the Interior, and it is distinctly
padvisable.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota.
tary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. The amendment is to strike
out section 16?2

The CHAIRMAN. That is the amendment.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Those who wish to strike it
out will vote *“aye™ and those opposed will vote * no,”

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment to strike ont section 16.

The question was tanken, and the Chairman announced that
the nyes seemed to have it.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. A division, Mr. Chairman.

The commiftee divided; and there were—ayes 26, noes 20.

So the amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ar. Chairman., I move to insert in the
bill a new section No. 16. Section 16 has been stricken out. and
I move to insert as section 16 the amendment that I send to
the Clerk’s desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Ux-
nERwWoob] offers an amendment for the purpose of inserting a
new section 16. The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Incert as a new =ection the following:

* 8fc. 16. That from and after Jalv 1, 1915, expenditares shall not
be mnde for carrying uut the purposes of the reciamntion law except
out of appropriations made annually by Congress t“erefor. and the See-
retary of tre Intrrios_shall. for the fircal year 1916 and annually there-
after, In the regular Book of Estimates submit to Conaress estimafes of
the amount of money necessary to be expended for carrying cut any or
all of the purposes authorized by the reclamation law, including the
extension and completion ot existing prolects and units thereof and
the construction of new profects, The anaoual appropriations made
herennder by Congress for such ggrrmses shall be pald out of the
reclamation fund provided tor by t reclamation law.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chalrman. I desire to say just a
word to explain my amendment. Under the existing law the
reclamation fund amounts, I am informed, to something like
$50.000,000. There is in the law an annual appropriation that
ullows the Interior Department to expend this money as they
see proper on such projects as they determine to expend it on.

I do not wish to criticize the burean that has had this matter
in charge. I have no doubt it is composed of good engineers,
capable men, to plan and execute the projects. Bnt they are
natural enthusiasts in behalf of their work; otherwise they
probably would not be good men for their places. They nat-
urally want to expand as far as they ean, and. more than that,
there is of necess.ty a great deal of pressure that will come on
them from political sources to expand the projects as far as
possible,

Now, I think that under these circumstances the bureau has
overreached itself and will continue to do so in the future. Mere
than that. I think the bureau has at times entered npon projects
that were nuwise, and has expended more money on projects
than conditions avthorized or warranted. I do-not belleve it is
wise for us to continue practically in the hands of pne bu-
reau—although I believe the Secretary of the Interior has the
signing of the orders, but it is the bureau chief that directs the
mutter—the contrel of $80 000000 10-day, a sum that in a few
years w.ll rmount to $100,000.000.

Mr. MADDEN.  Two hundred million dellars on these projects.

Mr. Chairman, a parlinmen-
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. At any rate, $100,000,000 at least. Now,
this amendment simply does this: It does not destroy the in-
tegrity of the irrigation fund. It keeps it set apart as a sep-
arate fund, as it is to-day. It does not authorize its use for
any other purpose, except for the irrigation purposes fixed under
the law and in this bill; but it provides that instead of the an-
nual appropriation law, which is repealed under the provisions
of this amendment, the Secretary of the Interior shall submit
to the Congress every year his estimates as to where this
$80.000,000, or whatever the reclamation fund amounts to, shall
be used, and then the Congress shall determine on what projects
to use it. I think that is the proper place to lodge this author-
ity and the place to use it.

Mr. FRENCH. Does the gentleman think the Congress could
determine wisely upon the particular projects to be undertaken
by the Government? IS not that a matter that ought to be left
with the bureau which has charge of the work now?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If we conform to the gentleman's ideas,
we ought to stop passing river and harbor bills and send down
$50,000,000 every year to the engineers of the United States
Army. If we conform to the gentleman’s ideas, we ought to
stop making specific appropriations for the Navy and send down
a lump sum to the Secretary of the Navy to use as he sees fit.
I do not know of any other place in the Government where a
large sum is being left to the discretion of a bureau chief.

Now, to come right down to the question, I do not think for a
moment that the Congress would act on this matter without
being advised by the head of the bureau as to his judgment and
opinion about the matter. The amendment I send to the Clerk’s
desk requires that the Interior Department, which in this case
means the bureau chief, shall submit estimates as to where this
money had best be expended, and I have no doubt that those
estimates will largely govern the decision of Congress, but not
necessarily so; and the only thing is that you gentlemen from
the West, who control this $80,000,000, may be fighting over a
small hog barrel of your own, and the balance of us sitting on
a jury to determine where it shall go; but the disposition of the
fund will be in responsible hands, in the Congress of the United
States, in the place where it ought to be.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, the very illustration used by
the gentleman from Alabama in referring to the work of the
Government in the improvement of our rivers and harbors, it
seems to me, i8 a very pertinent snggestion that the policy which
has been followed by the Government in the reclamation work
of the past Is better than that followed by the Government in
connection with the improvement of rivers and harbors. No
one can deny the fact that a very large sum of money appro-
priated by the Congress from year to year for the improvement
of rivers and harbors is wasted, not on account of any weakness
in the department that has to do with the expenditure of that
money, but because of the fact that we do not have clearly
defined a long distance ahead a system in the prosecution of
which the money can be and should be expended. It seems to
me we are going to have a weakness in that same connection if
we attempt to make annual authorizations for the expenditure
of money in the Reclamation Service.

Many river and harbor improvements will cost twice as mnch
as they ought, twice as much as they would have cost if we
had looked ahead and anticipated the work that should have
been done on a particular river or harbor for a period of
8 or 10 years, and had then authorized the completion of that
work and made an appropriation or authorization sufficient for
it. And so it is with these projects. If the Reclamation Serv-
ice must come to Congress every year to know whether or not
every man who is at work with a grader grading a ditch, and
every man who is at work with a shovel in the development of
some particular part of an irrigation system must lay down his
tools at the end of the fiscal year, and not know whether the
work shall be continued, the wesiern people who are interested
in this subject will, in my opinion, be called upon to pay larger
sums of money for the reclamation of their land than under the
policy which we have been following in the past.

Now, Mr. Chairman, while possibly mistakes have been made,
and necessarily, on account of the new character of the work
which we have carried on, yet, at the same time under that
policy, we have been able to look ahead over a period of several
years, and, as I see it, do far better than under the policy that
is suggested, in anticipating the expenses necessary on each and
all of the projects, and, therefore, more wisely expend the
money.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GORDON. How do yon get around the provision of the
Constitution which says that no money of the United States shall
be spent except upon appropriations made annually by Congress?

Mr. MANN., ' There is no such provision in the Constitution.

Mr. GORDON. I supposed there was. y

Mr., MANN. The gentleman has inserted the word “an-
nually.” That is not in the Constitution.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is only in relation to war ex-

penses,
Mr. GORDON. I accept the amendment; but no money can
be spent lawfully except what has been appropriated by Con-

gress.

Mr. FRENCH. That is true; but, of course, in this law as
it now is there is complete authority vested in the department
to handle this money. My point is that the system that we
have been following, and that I think ought to Le followed in
the future, enables the department the better to anticipate the
moneys that it will have to expend and the places where it
ought to be expended, and so bring down to the very minimumn
the cost of reclamation work on the various projects.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I shotv'd like to see if
I can get debate closed on this amendment. I should like to
get it closed up this afternoon. I suggest that the amendment
be voted on in 30 minutes, one-half of the time to be controlled
by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Tayror], who is opposed
to it, and one-half by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN],
who is in favor of it. :

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Ux-
pERWoOD] asks unanimous consent that debate on this amend-
ment close in 30 minutes, half of it to be controlled by the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Tavyror] and half by the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr, MappEN]. Is there objection?

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
I should like some time on this.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not expect that everybody will get
five minutes, but they can get leave to extend

Mr. BRYAN. I feel that this is a matter of great impor-
tance, and I have views upon it, and I want to get five min-
utes if possible.

Mr., UNDERWOOD. I suggest that the debate on this
amendment close in 40 minutes,

Mr. BRYAN. Probably I can get in within that time, if the
committee will yield. I certainly am opposed to this amend-
ment. ‘

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ask the gentleman from
Alabama who is to control the time in favor of the amend-
ment?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Map-
DEN]. I do not care to confrol it, because I have made my
speech.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that the time for debate on this amendment shall
be limited to 40 minutes, 20 minutes to be controlled by the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. TavLor] and 20 minutes by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappen]. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to my
colleague [Mr. MANN].

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I think this amendment should
be agreed to. It will not place the appropriations for the Recla-
mation Service in the same position as other appropriations are,
because the appropriations will still be payable out of the
reclamation funds, which funds can not be used for any other
purpose. This amendment is not subject to the criticism which
will be leveled against it, which criticism will be that Congress
may not make the appropriations, and that they will huve to
fight all the time for the appropriations.

This amendment does not change the law that the funds com-
ing in from the sale of public lands, and so forth, are covered
into the Treasury as a reclamation fund, and it can be used for
no other purpose than for the Reclamation Service. All this
amendment does, in effect, is to require the Reclamation Sery-
ice to make this estimate in advance for the money it needs for
various projects, make these public as they are submitted to
Congress, then appear before the Appropriations Committee
and give the reasons why they need the money for particular
projects and submit to the action of Congress in making the
appropriations. .

There is no other service in the Government now that enjoys
to any extent these permanent appropriations. Since the gen-
tleman from Alabama and I have been Members of the House
Congress has repealed nearly all the laws that made permanent
appropriations, such as the law that provided for the collection
of customs, which used to be a permanent appropriation; such
as the law providing for the permanent appropriation for the
Immigration Service, and various other permanent appropria-
tions.

Now, what is the possible objection to giving Congress control
over it? The gentleman from Idaho [Mr, FreNcH] compares
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t.is with the river and harbor service, and says that no one will
deny that in many places the river and harbor expenditures
have been twice what they ought to be. Well. that is wild
talk. The gentleman from Idaho is not informed as to the
river and harbor projects anywhere in the United States. No
such correct statement can be made. It is possible that we
provide authorization for river and harbor improvement some-
times which might wait or svhich may not be profitable.

Mr. FRENCH. Wil the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN. No; I have not the time, I think the gentle-
man made an incorrect statement, but I did not interrupt him
because I knew he had not much time. There has never been
any such extravagant expenditure, any such useless expendi-
ture, any such wild expenditure, in the river and harbo.
service as there has been in the Reclamation Service. Projects
have been commenced which gentlemen cdmit by this bill are
not profitable enough to pay interest. Projects have been com-
menced where the Government owned only a little land, and it
was for the benefit of private owners of land. Take the Yakima
case up here this morning, where in order to let the Govern-
ment purchase—for that is what it was—the rights of private
corporations they got the Secretary of the Interior—and that
meant the Reclamation Service—to attempt to defraud the
Indians and give them an excuse for paying the price for
private enterprises,

Now, nll these things ought to run the serutiny of Congress.,
It should have the figures of the estimates; the estimates should
be submitted in the open to the public, permitting criticism of
these estimates in the House and in the Senate. There will not
be much criticism of them, becuuse when they are submitted in
this way they will be carefully prepared, which they have not
been in the past. The fund will not be lost gentlemen. The
fund is there. It could not be used for any other purpose with-
out a change of the law. But the fund, being there, will come
under the serutiny of the department, of the Secretary, above
the chief of the service, and of the Congress, and it will lead
to a far wiser use of the money than has been the rule in the
past. [Applause.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield four min-
utes to the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN .

Mr. HAYDIEN. Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is to be
adopted, I am frank to say that its language is in good form.
but it seems to we that the burden of proof is on those who are
proposing to make the change. They ought to be able to dem-
onstrate that there would be a saving in annual appropriations
by Congress.

I seriously doubt that if the varlous expenditures made by
the Reclamation Service during the past 12 years had been
serutinized by the Committee on Appropriations any saving
would have been made. That committee would have done
as all other committees do, taken the word of the department
officials, and the appropriations would have been made that
they asked for.

I know that Congress does not conduct its business in an effi-
cient manner. If any corporation had a board of directors as
inefficient as Congress it would become bankrupt in a year.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN] says that the ex-
penditures made by the Reclamation Service have been ex-
travagant, wild, and useless.

The gentleman has made a most serious charge. In the heat
of debate one may indulge in loose talk, but this is a cuse
where the burden of proof is on him, and he should be able to
demonstrate to the House that he’ knows what he is talking
about. I want him to prove that there has been greater waste,
greater extravagance, and less efliciency in the work done by
the Reclamation Service than in similar Government work done
under annual estimates and appropriations.

The Reclamation Service claims that there has been no
greater number of errors and mistakes of judgment in their
work than in similar enterprises by private contractors. We
would expeet this service to make such a claim and we can
take it with a grain of salt, but I would rather believe this
claim to be true than to imagine that they have been more
extravagant in their expenditures than those who disburse the
funds of the Government on rivers and harbors or on publie
buildings.

The cost of Government work is notoriously high. It is not
necessary for me to stop here to prove this statement. Every
Member of this House can recall instances that have come to
his knowledge. We excuse this state of affairs by saying that
the Governuent builds more substantial structures than the
ordinary individual or corporation, and this excuse covers a
multitude of sins.

I would like to read some testimony as to the work of the
Reclamation Service by Mr. T. H. Corey, for many years ohe
of the engineers of the Southern Pacific Rallway system, who

made this statement in the printed proceedings of the Ameri-
can Soclety of Civil Engineers in March, 1013:
- Neverthel based on | irl

River, Yum:?s'nnd OrI:ndap;ﬁje-!tsc%?qlt?et'es:?\%‘ggfdfgdn{hgnyhsggn??gg
and study of data examined during eight years with the Harriman
lines in California, Arizona, and Mexico—six years as a maintenance
and operation officlal, with unusual opportunities to observe—the writer
is convinced that In these three projects at least the Reclamation
ﬁil;‘:ce gets more actual work for a dollar than do the Harriman

The unit costs of varicus types of work are given in the
annual reports of the Reclamation Service. In the last printed
report for the year ending June 30, 1913, on page 311, are given
prices paid for moving earth. These range from less than 10
cents per yard under favorable conditions up to 20 cents per
yard or over where the excavation is more difficult.

The yardage cost of moving earth is almost identical with
that paid by the large transcontinental railroads who are
building new lines of road in the same country.

For the next largest item of construction, loose rock or
icdurated material, the prices paid range from 17 cents per
yard up to 50 cents, these prices being also practically identical
and sometimes a little less than those paid by railroad com-
panies, J

I have a statement here which I shall put into the Rrcorp
relative to the cost per million cubic feet of masonry construc-
tion in the United States, which shows that on the average the
cost 1s $408, and the cost per million feet for work done by the
Reclamation Service is $61. ! :

Cost of American storage reservoirs.
[James D. Schuyler, in Engineer and Contractor, vol. 38, p. 258.]

n Cost
Name and location. Character. Cost. mmll;:

cubic feet,
Asokan Reservoir, New York...... £12, 660,775 §702
Wachusett Dam, Massachusetts. . .. g’m 16 260
Ariseohos Dam, Maine...... 2 1,000,000 125
New Croton Dam, New York 7,831,000 B

Buena Vista Lake, California....... 150,000
Laranie River Dam, Wyoming.....[...do 117,200 B
Indian River, N.¥Y....ii i iiiva 83,555 19
B I e e e ! 4,150,573 m2
Lake MchMilian, Pecos River, N. 180,000 4

ox.
Bear Valley Dam, Cal 68, 000 30
Windsor, Colo. , 75,000 75
Bweetwater, Cal 264,500 260
Titicus, N. Y ..., 933,065 972
Bowman,Cal...., 151,521 164
Eurekn Lake, Cal.. .. )., i, 35,000 53
Botlony, N Xaoi, ro i citenes Masonry and earth. . ., 360,990 565
English,Cal,, 5.2 iiiais .| Rock-fill erib.......... 155, 000 230
San Leandro, Cal..., Earth.... i 900, 000 1,560
Rog Brook, N.Y._ . . ..do. §10, 430 927
Larimer and Weld, Co el 89,782 17
Cuyamaca, Cal...,... | 54,400 111
Hemet,Cal. . ..... Masonry 150,000 326
Canistear, N.J......... RERO s AL E L 341,000 1,060
Cache la Poudre, Colo....... M e o SRS R 110, 265 447
Round Hill, Pa.....cceccs.. ..| Masonry and earth.... 240,548 1,367
Glenwilde, N. Y. -| Earth G 205
Escondido, Cal....... Roeck il 050 668
Cedar Grove Reservoir, Earth 7,020
Tyler, Tex.. Hydraulic i . 156
Faucherie, C Rock 11 138
La Mesa, Cal Hydraulic fi 208
T e B e R R s do. 745
Peblar River, Va. . ..o cocaaaas Masonry 2,115
Wigwamn; Conmn 7 5ol e s do. , 333
Saguache, Colo........ Earth. 732
Monnment, Colo. - -ovoienceaciasnenfozane d 810
Seligman, Ariz..... Masonry 4,835
Wainut Canyon, Arde. ... oo o, do. 2,620
Apishape, Colo... Earth.. 739
Williams, Ariz... Masonr, 3,522
Boss Lake, Colo. Earth.. 1,628
Ash Fork, Ariz..... --| Bteel... 9,155
Hardserabble, Colo....cceeenenese- Earth 1,900
A R S e 406
Cost of 12 reservoirs completed by United States Reclamation Service.
Cost
Kamae. Cost. mﬂlbﬁg

cubie feet.

LT g | e e e e S R S e AR e $3, 800, 323. 60

b L B s R TR e L SR e L e s 136, 120. 44
East Park 276,617.77 139
Flat_.... 918,350, 03 122
Lake Walcott 577,128.05 B3
Hondo. ... 154, 844. 67 89
Cold Sprin| 442, B850, 00 203
Bellefourche 1,253, 183. 64 141
Bumgxilng e e o s e o oy i e 440,077. 15 208
PALHTIEE S | s swva s ans bvsdmanarenns 2t Touranaabania 1,775,713, 61 40
Bhoshone, . . viveosressns 1,194,763. 50 B0
Enake River storage ... . 464,942, 88 28
Total o s swnsayy .| 11,444,008, 34 gl
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1 nm not here to deny that there has been mnjnstifiable waste
on the reclamation projects. but I am confident that the wuste
has been no greater than on similar enterprises undertaken by
the Government,

We have the best check on this work in the farmers them-
selves—better than any Approprintions Committee. They have

rutested against extravagant expenditures on every project,

ut nobody listened to them at first. The Appropriations Com-
mittee wou'd have dismissed them as a lot of kickers. Now we
have n Secretary of the Interior who has listened. and I know
that he will never approve of anything but the strictest economy
and the highest efliciency on work done by the Reclamation
Service.

There is no virtue in this amendment. It surely will mean
delay. becanse Congress will not always be prompt in making
the appropriations. In this very Congress we hiave bheen com-
pelled to pass coutinuing resolutions because four great appro-
priation bills were not passed before the end of the fiscal year.
Is this such a mwdel of congressional efliciency that we can
point to It with pride?

et ns look for a moment at the practical operation of this
proposed change. An estimate will be sent to the Appropria-
tions Committee, consisting of 21 estimable gentlemen, only
1 or 2 of whom have the slightest knowledge of irrigation; and
. later a bill will be reported to this House. consisting of 435
Members, of which 400 have never seen an irriguted acre.

It then becomes the duty of every Member from the arid
West to see that his district is properly cared for in the bill
Eastern Members complain that their patience is wearied by
the discussion of public-land bills. but just wait until the an-
nunl reclamation bill comes along. Then we will give you some
field days of oratory on a subject in which you are even less
interested.

It taukes no great prophet to foretell what will bappen when
the bill goes to the Senate. I warn yon here and now that the
adoption of this amendment is but the inception of another pork
barrel, and that before this scheme has been In operation five
Yyears yvou will see raids made on the Treasury for no other
reason than that those who speak for the West in another body
will be determined to get their share.

We had better let well enough alone. Now we have a fund
that is limited by the receipts from the sale of public lands.
This fund is apportioned by the Secretary of the Interior ae:
cording to the feasibility of the projects. The only mistake
ever wade was In the authorization of too many projects, bur
under the original reclamation act the Secretary was required
tu distribute the fonds among the States. It was soon renlized
that this was a wistaken policy, and in 1910 section 9 of the
reclanuition aet wus repealed. Since that time no project with-
out merit bhas been authorized.

Will anyone deny that it is not better to let a department be
responsibie for the work and say where the money should be
gpent rather than leave this vital matter to the deecisiou of
Members of the House and Senute whose political lives depeud
on their ability tov bring home the bacon to their districts and
Srates

The adoption of this amendment will lead to nothing but log-
rolling. DPolitienl pull and not merit will determine the projects
to be constricted. Just as we pnow complain because money is
wiusted on shallow creeks and harbors without commerce, so
will seandal come because expensive irrigation works are built
where they can not be profitably used. The ery in river und
harbor improvement is for a ' policy. not a project.” but the
river and harbor bill still enumerates projects by the score,
and the only policy in it is that each State shall get its share.

It hus been seriously proposed that all of our river and
hatbor work be turned over to a commission with anthority to
expend a lump sum each year to the best advantage. I, for
one, believe this to be a proper solution of this vexed problem.
Certainly such a plan would relieve Congress of a vast amount
of worry. Such a commisison would stand between the Con-
gressman amld his desire to get something for his district
wlether the improvement wa: legitimate or not. Certainly such
a plan could wvork no worse than the present systenu

AMr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman. will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I can not yield at this time. Let me repeat
that 1 om not here to defend any reckless expenditures hereto-
fore made by the Reclamantion Service. I admit that money
has been wasted by this servier on the various projects. ns on
all other Government work. but the question is whether., by
bringing these appropriations to Cungress, we will save any
money. 1 can not see from what I have observed in my brief
experience in this House that any economy will come from this
change,

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks
in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There wis no objection. .

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, T yield four min-
utes to tha gentleman from Washington |Mr. BRvan].

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, my judgment may not be as
good as that of some of the other Members of this House. Of
course. It is not; but I do believe that if you pass this amend-
ment you will eripple the Reclamation Service and deprive it .
of its greatest efliciency by requiring the officers of that service
to come here and take up with the varions committees and
with the Members of this Huuse the proposition of expending
this money that is in this revolving fund—take up with men
who do not know anything about the Reclamation Service. tuke
up with a large body of men who are not nequainted with any
of the problems and who will not study them. the question of
how this money shall be spent. When you require that, it
seems to me that you are going to decrease the efliciency of this
service. We now have long sessions of Cougress. and It has
been suggested that we are not able to study these deralls. that
we have not the time. If we add this reclamation appropriation
bill, which it will amount to. to the details of Congress. we will
have that much more to do, which we have not the time to per-
form. We have out there in those districts these various proj-
ects, and they have been suceessful. [ did not ask for a release
from the payment of interest, because of the charge that un-
usual estimates had been made, and lay the blame for that on
the Neclamation Service. I do not helieve they are to blame.
Every time a project has been established those who naturally
depend upon the service came and asked for an additional dam
or for an improvenient, and the price of labor and supplies
went up. and of course the expenses incrensed, but the Recla-
mation Service stands as a monument to the efficiency of the
Interior Department in the West. and a great success has been
mude. In one case, for Instance. they are operating a counl mine;
they are mining their own coal, anc they are conunecting it with
a Government railroad out there:; and they are doing things
that if you were to come here to get permission of Congress to
have done you never would get done.

Congress could not come to the point of considering the
proposition, and when you submit that to the Cowmmittee on
Appropriations and have that committee parcel out the mouey
in the midst of a lot of other appropriations it will be fonnd
that men will have to use their patronage and abilitly to get
something for each particular enterprise—something for their
constituency. I hope that will not be done. I hope this work
that has been carried on so efliciently in the past will be con-
tinued as it is and that Congress will nut adopt this amend-
ment. How embarrassing it will be for Members to fight the
entire bill and to filibuster on It becaase their home project
is not inclnded. By compromises youn will let in unworthy
projects. The bill will be amended on the floor and in the
Senute and in conference. No business enterprise could suc-
ceed If administered in that way, and this is a business
enterprise.

In passing our Federal reserve bank bill we especially called
attention to the faet that important matters were leit In the
hands of the department and were not placed in the hands of
Congress because we did not want Congress to logroll on the
locating of the banks and all of those things that would be pulled
from place to place on account of politics. We guve to the
I'resident the right to expend $35.000.000 in Alaska on the
Goverunient railroad and left with him the matter of locating
it, because we felt that it could be done better in that way by
delegating that authority. and the time has come when Congress
has got to delegate some of this authority, when we have to
depend on some of the departments, and this Reclamation
Service, where the money is to be paid back and is not to be
appropriated In the pork-barrel methods that bave obtained
always in the river and harbor appropriations, Is exactly the
department where we ought to extend rather than withdraw
the delegution of anthority and the right to proceed without
asking Congress every step that is to be taken. Take witer-
power permits in the West, for instance. If we required ths
Secretary of the Interior to come here every tlme a water
power was to be established out there we would never get .
through, and we would never be able to adjourn. 1 think we
onght not to abandon the policy that we have been following.
The pnssage of this amendment will strike a deuth blow to
efficiency In the Reclamation Service. The whole proposition
wonld have gone by the board long ago if we had been com-
pelled to come to Congress at every step. We ought not to mix
up these executive details with legislation.
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AMr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr. LA FoLLETTE].

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. Chairman, I have in my district
three or four of these reclamation projects, and up to this time
I have not attempted to take one minute of the time of the com-
mittee, for I have bean so anxious to have this measure get
through in order that the people out there could get the relief
to which they are entitled. As to this particular amendment, 1
am not going to attempt to discuss it, for I have not given it
that thonght which I would consider necessary in order to be
able to diseuss it intelligently, but at first blush I would be in
favor of the amendment.

As T said, I have no idea of discussing this amendment. I
want to touch on one or two things that have been brought out
here, and that is that the people in favor of this bill and some
of those who are against it have probably not been as consider-
ate in their remarks as they should have been. There has been
a great deal of abuse of the Reclamation Service, and there has
been a great deal of abuse of the settlers who have gone on
these projects. I was considerably impressed by the remarks
of the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SHERLEY] and the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Mavpex], when they spoke of the lack
of business methods that there were in connection with these
projects, in not charging interest on the investment against
these settlers, and the inconsistency of the settlers and their
representatives in protesting against such a charge. I could
not lelp but think, as I heard them, that if either one of those
gentlemen had been placed in similar circumstances, had gone
on the projects, and had a certain estimate given for cost, and
that cost had exceeded from 50 to, in some cases, 300 per cent
more than the estimate, they svould think that there was a
considerable lack of business methods somewhere else than on
the part of the witer users.

Mr. Chairman, these water users had no word in the expendi-
ture of this wonay they have to return. They were forced,
if they went in at all, to sign up their lands and trust all to the
abllity, integrity, and judgment of the employees of the Recla-
mation Serviee, and I maintain that under a condition of that
character they were entitled to a fair and reasonably accurate
estimate of cost, and where those estimates fell short of the
actual cost from 50 to 300 per cent they should not be held
to the same business code and subject to the same ethics they
should have beei had they been equal participants in the con-
tract with representation when the advisability of expenditures
under the contract were under consideration, with rights of
protest, and so forth. Now, I am not throwing any rocks at
the Reclamation Service, but I do want to say that the settlers
should have every ccnsideration in this case, because they were
in most every case misled. This was an entirely new proposi-
tion in the United States. The engineers made their estimates
no doubt honestly, but each project was of a different nature
practically, They could not judge one by the other, and they
had no precedents to go by ; they thought that they made allow-
ances for all contingencies, but, as I said before, they exceeded
their estimates from 50 to 300 per cent, and I think the settlers
on these projects who in good faiti are attempting to carry
out their part of the contract deserve not only consideration
at the hands of Congress, but every assistance that can be given
them consistently, because the burden on them has been made
exceedingly heavy. As I said before, I do not desire to take
up the time of the committee. I am more than anxious that this
bill pass and become a law, and I believe that it will become

a law, I yield back any time I may have remaining.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back the balance
of his time.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I yield four minutes to the gentle-
man from Wyoming,

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, this is an exceedingly Impor-
tant amendment. It proposes to make of the reclamation fund
a new congressional pork barrel. We are to have one more
pork-barrel scramble per annum in Congress if this becomes a
law. I think gentlemen are not happy when they refer to the
appropriations under the river and harbor bill as a sample of the
blessings of pork-barrel legislation. It is true that a majority of
the projects appropriated for under the river and harbor bill are
proper, and yet it is also true that not only are some of these
projects of a character that smell to heaven but that honest men
and well-intentioned men who have good projects are obliged to
defend those miserable projects that are not justified, because
they secure their projects by reason of the fact these other
projects are in the bill. There is no justification whatever in

making a grab bag and pork barrel out of these expenditures,
unless it lie in the fact that the service has been unwise in taking
I am as well satisfied as I ever was in my

up projects.

life that if we take the 27 primary profjects of the Reclama-
tion Service, you will find that the service has made fewer
mistakes in regard to them than Congress [applause], sub-
ject to the pulling and hauling, would have made in the same
class of work. Out of 27 projects there are 3 projects which -
are somewhat questionable. One in Kansas, a pumping project,
on which we have spent a lot of money; and yet if Congress
had been legislating on this subject, we would have not
one but half a dozen of these projects along the twilight zone
between aridity and humidity, because that is where Members
of Congress come from that have demand upon them for irri-
gatlon. We bhave tried one project of that kind up to the pres-
ent time, and it is not successful; but it is essential that that
should be tried by placing a pumping project in that region for
irrigation, and we still hope that there may be something saved
out of the Garden City projeet. There is the Hondo project,
which has not been entirely successful. We would have had a
dozen Hondos if that matter had been up to Congress.

Take the Missouri River project. Does anybody believe Con-
gress would not be wise to try at least one river-pumping project?
Why, we would have had 20 instead of 1 if Congress had been
passing upon it, Taking these projects as they stand, we have
not been compelled to make an effort to secure them. The proj-
ects have been taken up in the judgment of the service without
regard to what our views were. We prefer to have it that way
rather than to have to come here every session of Congress and
attempt to secure new projects which we believe are all right,
but which may be unjustifiable, or to secure approprlations
larger than necessary for projects already under way. [Ap-

plause. ]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MADDEN. I want to yield to my colleague [Mr. McKEN-
zIE} one minute. He desires to ask the gentleman from Wy-
oming a question.

Mr. McKENZIE. I desire to ask the gentleman from Wy-
oming a question. He says this will be a ** pork-barrel " propo-
sition. I want to ask him whether the Reclamation Service will
not have the right to initiate projects, and Congress will not
have the right, even if this amendment is adopted?

Mr. MONDELL. Oh, yes; the Reclamation Service will
recommend this ag the Chief of Engineers now recommends
river and harbor works, but that does not prevent all of the
evils of river and harbor expenditure.

Mr. McKENZIE. It protects it, though.

Mr. MONDELIL. It protects it.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. KiNkain].

Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed
to the amendment. In my judgment, its adoption would prove
obstructive to the operation of the law and very demoralizing
to the development of projects. I hardly think any Member
will gainsay that the efifect in many cases would be to neces-
sitate the suspension of work upon existing projects while
awaiting the determination of the Congress as to whether any
moneys would be permitted for the completion of projects at
the commencement of a new fiscal year. What would be au-
thorized to be expended by one Congress would not constitute
a safe criterion for what should be expected of the succeeding
Congress or a third or fourth Congress thereafter. We are
well aware that the membership of the Congress, or rather of
the House, changes more or less every two years, and some-
times the change is very great, while a policy once inaugurated
by a bureau or department with so large a percentage of the
officinls and employees holding their positions under the civil-
service law is apt to be continued when under the exclusive
administration of such bureau or department, at any rate until
experience has shown how Improvements may be made.

Mr. Chairman, our legislative experience ought to sufficiently
admonish us that such a system as the amendment provides
would be conducive of a scramble and competition by the mem-
bership, each for his share, and more than his share if he could
prevail upon the committee, of available moneys to be expended
in his district. It is evident that interested localities would be
kept in suspense while awaiting the determination, first of the
Committee on Appropriations, and thereafter the vote of the
Congress upon the committee recommendations.

Mr. Chairman, it is eclear there is no legal necessify for
action by the Congress as the amendment provides, because the
reclamation act is self-operating, to the extent that no further
legislation is needed to authorize the expenditure of reclama- -
tion funds. In this respect the law is similar to statutes of
various States devoting moneys derivable from a certain source,

say for the granting of licenses for the sale of intoxicating
liquors, to the public-school fund. No legislation is reguired
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to aunthorize the disposition of such school moneys, but the
proper adwministrative officers proceed under the statutes to
use and utilize the moneys us the statutes rovide. But I am
not permitted time to Lere express my views at length, and [
wish ro reiterate that, in my judgment, the effect of the amend-
ment, duly enacted, would prove obstructive and demoralizing
to the operation of the law. I hope that it will be veted down.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. When the Reclaimation Serv-
jee was originally inaugurated it might have carried a scheme
of congressionul regulition as noew proposed. but now ig not
the time to decide vpon such a plan of handling the money
which shall be paid in If the resolution proposed hy Mr.
Unperwoob prevails the estimates of the Chief of the Reclania-
tion Service will gzo to the great Committee on Appropriations,
a committee which has been and will be for years to cowe
made up largely of Members from east of the Missouri River.
The irrigation projects will be subjected to wmuch pull-bauhng.
and the detailed appropriations will be made by a subcommitree
which will get much of its inforwation frow a chief clerk. In
no time the various projects will be treated in the up-and-down
way that the national parks are now treated. In fact, the
Secretary of the Interior is endeavoring to provide a special
board to devise and estimate these purk appropriations and
prevent whit now happens. Under the proposed amendment
the West will find new and unimportant irrigation projects
bobbing up and receiving support and appropriations.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairmwan, 1 yield to the
gentleman from Nevada [Mr. RoeerTs].

Mr. ROUBERTS of Nevada. Mpr. Chairman, T believe in leav-
ing these questions to the people who have charge of the irri-
gution projects and who understand them, and who have for
a counsiderable length of time studied the firrigation of arid
lands in the Wesrern States. They know what they are abont,
notwithstanding the fact that they have made mistukes. There
have been wany mistakes in other lines of work for which we
bave wmade large appropriations without even offering apologies,
I am opposed to this question of * You tickle me and I'll tickle
you.” It will at once become a question vot of appropriating
for meritorious projects, but for the particular district which
has the largest renresentation and the distriet which has the
best * logrollers™ in Congress. That is what I think will be
the result of the amendment which has just been offered. I
believe that Mr., Lane, Mr. Newell, and the engineers whe
have the irrigation projects in charge, are doing a great work,
a work that will last long after them, and T do not believe that
this body will vote io favor of the amendwent. 1 bope you will
vote it down and continue as before, and by the light of experi-
ence carry into fruition the bopes of thiose who first saw the
wonderful possibilities of irrigation and extend and broaden the
work rather than to hamper aud binder it. We do not want this
great proposition converted into a game of * chuck-a-luck.”

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, how much time
have I left? !

The CHAIRMAN., Seven minutes.

Mr. TAYLORl of Colorado. 1 yield to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. SinNoTT|.

Mr. SINNXOTT. Mr. Chairman. I am particularly opposed to
this amendment at this time, especially during the ineumbency
of Secretury Lane. 1 believe that it will interfere uand trannmmel
him in the equitable administrution of the Reclamation Service
which be has inaugurated.

Secretary Lane hus made a study of reclamation projects
such as no other Secretary has heretofore made. He spent
severnl weeks lust sunnuer in interviewing the settlers on the
various projects. After that consultation was held he spent a
month or two in the West investignting ench and every project
in the various States, and [ believe that he is possessed of
Eknowledge of reclamation projeets such as no other Secretnry
has heretofore possessed [ believe that this amendment will
only result in interfering with the wise policy of an equitable
distribution of reclawation funds which he has inangurated.
That it will further jeopardize the rights of such States as
Oregon, which have been most nnjnstly discriminated against
in the allotient of reclimation funds.

The CHAIRMAN, The tiwe of the gentleman from Oregon
has expired.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorndo. Mr. Chairman. I yield four
minntes to the gentlem:un from California [Mr, Raxer].

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, for 12 years the reclamation
projects have been in operation, have expended something over
$80.,000,000, have been an absolnte success. and ot no time amd
under no eircumstances has there been the slightest suspicion
against the rdwinistration or against the work. That is a
record of which this country ought to be proud. The projects,

genernlly speaking. have been in splendid shape. The director
has beretofore handied the matter under the present adminis-
tration, and I want to eall my friend’s attention to the fact
that the Secretary of the Interior is the final arbiter: he has
secured five men who deal with every subject that comes before
the Reclamation Servive, every expenditure. every contract, and
the decision as to what shall be done goes to these five men,
and they must act before anything can be done. No complaints
dare made. The service is a sneccess,

Now. as to the cheapness of the work, T will say to the gen-
tleman who is opposed to it that the mmterial is cheaper than
that used by any other organization in the United Stutes to-day,
ritflrond corporution or otherwise, for these projects. It has
been one-third cheaper than any irrigation projeet under the
Curey Act, or any project carried on by a private individnal
Look at the record, and it is from 25 to 30 per cent cheaper all
along the ling. It Is a monument to the integrity, to the ability,
to the worth and economy of this department, because they
have been in shape where they could make their contracts
running from one to three yenrs, and depending entirely upon
the receipt of the money. nnd would not have to wait until the
year expired and be compelled to say, * We will have to wait,
inasmuch as we do not know what our appropriation will be
next year.” They are familiar with the subject.

And another thing I feel ought to be counsidered, generally
speaking. The Committee on Appropriations is practieally un-
familine with this question. It may seem strange, and some
Mewber might think it funny. but look at the last five yeurs
and be will find that the West on these projects has had to
take absolutely the word of the Reclumation Service. Some
one raised an objection here three years ago, and asked how
the funds were being expended.

The President of thg United States appointed a board of en-
gineers. That board eof engineers went over every reclamation
projeet and Investignted the estimutes, investignted the work,
the amount of money expended. the work to be doune, and
reported that this Government bad not lost a dollar, that the
work had been efficient, and yet the expeuses had been less than
in any other character or kind of work not enly in the United
States but in every foreign country where they have been deal-
ing in reclamation work. Now, after 12 years of snceessful
operation, why should we turn arcund and place this money
into the fund that should go to the Committee on Appropria-
tions, which. as the record of the House shows. has not had a
man on It. except one in this Congress. from the public-land
States? And where will they get the Information? From the
Depurtment of the Interior. of course. The lnw is all right as
it now stands. I am oppused to this amendment. There is no
real reason for this change. as I now see it. Fignres and sta-
tistics are sumetimes used unfairly and are very misleading.

The man not fully informed concerning irrigation ean nse the
statisties of it in a way which misleads anod leads to delay or
injury to the development of the country. The chief fallucies
arise from lack of knowledge as to what an irrigation project
really is.

An irrigation project is a living, going organism which, 1ike
a city. is in one sense never finished. Every year sees changes,
some of which may be radical in their nntore. Coneeived and
planned by men of vision, to be built in an undeveloped country
of unproved capabilities, away from lines of transportation,
withont full knowledge of the markets which may be ereated or
even of the kind of crops which will ulthmarely be developed,
the men who originate these must necessarily have optimism
temupered by experience.. Even with the spirit of prophecy they
can not foresee all the developments which mny take place.
After the work is well under way there may be fur-reaching
changes, such as those due to the building of new lines of rail-
road. whieh necessarily modify the whole plan, bringing. us they
do. new areas within reach of market or removing from culti-
vation other areas for use as railroad rights of way, for town
building, or for other industrial purposes.

In one sense. at no time is the project ever finished. Each
year sees new opportunities, new extensions, new restrictions,
dne to changing conditions of crops, of seepage of the land. of
building of drains, or providing additional water supply. It is
necessary, of course. in the ease of works being built by the
Government to arbitrarily nssume some point when the project
will be finished so fnr as the Government is concerned. but on
many of the projects this point has not yet arrived, because the
conntry has not yet developed to the degree where it can be
safely said that the project is finished and that it is not wise to
spend further money upon ft.

A cousideration of the above shows why it is that the com-
parisous of the estimated cost, made 10 or 12 years ago, with
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present estimates are wholly unfair and unprofitable. Thalke,
for example, the Salt River project in Arizona. Originally con-
ceived as a small storage reservoir, this plan was Iater enlarged,
and during construction the dam Duilt higher. This was done
at the request of the people in the valley who were confident
that they could utilize the extra water.

Later extraordinary floods swept away the heads of their
principal eanals, They mportuned the Secretary of the In-
terior to put in a new heading to save the country from ruin.
This he did. When this was done the next request was that
he complete and extend the distribution system to the lands.

Originally it was the idea that water would be provided by
storage, and that the water users would go to the reservoir. 50
or 100 miles nway, and take the water out in canals built by
themselves, and in distributing systems to the lands. Later
this was found not to be practical, and the Secretary of the In-
terior was requested to use the reclamation fund for this
purpose. This was done.

At n later date it was found that, with the great strides in
electrical development, hydroelectric power could be devel-
oped at the reservoir and brought to the valley for pumping
and for industrial parposes. It was shown that here was an
opportunity for notably reducing the acreage eost of the work
as well as for extending the area to be irrigated. Accordingly
the hydroelectric plant was built.

Now we have the figures of the original conception, namely,
for a small dam, brought into comparison with those of the
extension works approaching completion. Of course, there is
no fair comparison possible ether than to show that the original
plans have been so materially modified that they are not recog-
nizahble in the present work.

The snme thing may pe said of each of the projects in sue-
cession. It is not necessary to go into details, but a man

familinr with the conditions ean see why it is that the original
estimate based on certain assumptions has been greatly ex-
ceeded, namely, because the labor and materials have cost more
than they did at the time the plans were prepared, but more
largely beeause these plans have been materially modified snd
many additional struetures built shich were not originally
contemplated.

Iu the same waj the attempt to compare acreages of land
anticipated and actually irrignted can not be fairly made .u-
less knowledge is had regarding these elementary fuets. In
the first instance, large areas of land were fonnd to be eapable
of irrigation. and it was stated that in a tract of. say. 100.000
acres there would be ample land for irrigation. Later, as the
works were developed and built, some of these lands were
found to be less valuable than others and were eliminnted.
Again, it was found that, with the building of rallroads and
towns and bringing in new lines of transportation. lands which
were at first excluded counld be taken in. It was found that
some of the crops required less water than others, and that
the water supply could be carried to other areas, or the re-
verse. Thus it happens that these earlr figures made in antici-
pation of results. can not be compared fairly with those which
have been made later.

The whole conclusion, however, is not that the early esti-
mates were wrong, but that, with larger and more complete
knowledge gained year by year, they have bheen greatly modi-
fled. Whatever the cost per acre may now be, the lands are
fairly worth it, and are better capable of paying the larger
charges per acre than were the original estimates which eon-
templated the owners of the land going to a distant reservoir
or distant main-line eanal and providing the distribution system.

1 insert the following table to show the exact conditions of
each and all the projecis on Decembe: 31, 1913:

Ralance sheet showing financial conditions on Dec. 31, 1913,

Project aceounts.
Debit.
Cost of project.! Accounts receivable.
Inventory ol
ik Operation o g S Water-right
uilding. mainte-
T neous. charges.
PROJECTS.

AR, B R . o e b S R d P ma S S e S m e S na s bk n s anatnye] B4, 528, 287 08
R e R O I Y e b weue| 6,266,333.17
Caliicrnia, Orland............ e 621, 915. 35
Colorado:

g S|

neomp 5,408, Lers

Idaki: ;

Bl . ST AR FA AN DA SRR e s T AN B e p A A S SRR AR s A 8, £56, 760. 67 2 502, 41 200.

Linidoka....... 4,532, 481, 31 75, 750. 30 109,310, 11 | 149,024, 24 173, 865. 21
Kanses, Garden City....vonenas 78, 638.92 |, . aaaaaas R (S I e R
Montuna:

Huntley... 240,021. 50 25, 144. 05 14.38 112, 085,58

Milk River, TN 18 AT A P R

Sun River.. w2 =i 524.77 57,087.41
Montana-North Dakota, Lower Yell 14.28 172,182.23
Nebraska-Wyoming, North Platte, . 9.80 527,258,017
e T e ey e R e e s R s s S 130, 512, 16
New Mexico:

Carlsbad

B0 s s e MU Sl v
New Mexico-Texas:
ROl Dol s sy P
Kio Grande Dam appropriation
North Dakota, North ola pump.
8reguu, Umatilla......... .o,
i i

akima,........
Wyoming Ehoshone. ...
Preliminary Investigatio
Becondary projeets......
Town-site development .
General exXpenses. . ...........
Jackson Lake enIArgoment ... ...ccoovinanienas
Montans:

Blackfert Indhm....

1,437.00 52,387.70
01,919, 22 427,817.42
7,000, 146, 271. 87

FRE R [ e
179,589,156 [ - ..o
43,400.00 |.
61, 82, §2
34, 407. 01

369,077, 86

4,402,927, 30

3,021, 562, 61

4 To get net cost, deduct *“ Revenues” and ' 0. and M. collections™ on credit side.

*Advance receipts.
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Balance sheet showling financlal conditions en Dee, 81, 1913—Contloued.

Project accounts, . Treasurer United States
Credit. Debit. Credit.
Revennes. Water-right repayment accounts,
Neth Rnrcltamntlm
ollec! ot invest- fund, appro-
- Acconnts Kutlehtext. mentof | priationé, and ARyt
payable. | 4 the Unitad | repaymentsol | 0§ ©48
et | Water rentals.| Uncollected. Onres it States, water-righ: o
Building. | and mainte ot
nan re.
REVENUES.
ﬁblMMd&ﬂmlmeIWI el 1) € 1S e e S P S R Bt S T T S AR R LS e R B S TRl PO AN A
Town-site lots, years1907 to1914 .. ......... Ll S e e, e S g Ly o MRy P el | S R R T TS S d i -
Epecial reclamation fund—reim-
T e e LR S G S e L SR e L AL b e soqme sy nie et naneneimnnras]asnssesronindaf s s daavanrry
Appropriation, Rio Grande Dam....|...... Ry YO P A ERSPAR B P A o KRS AR Serel RESRTRERCST  FeP Nt e
PROJECTS.
Arlmna Salt River.., ... .00 Lo, .| &70,544.50 | £370,873.30 H,IDH.I-H.GB Massmsassient $100, 009,00 |. !9 9"2,031.37
1 ,Yuma ........... 8L BT s s 190, 040.00 | $140, 5585 142, 006. 16 S-I.l,‘la.ll? 5 405, 003, 05
Califomin o VT s reh oy R 11,08 AT [ semmbensimee 93 BT 00 15 o o5 ke swa [aeim mmim e s L LR S 590,2*?.43 S R ) e Ui
Colorado:
Grand ValleF. . .cuveeenrnnnsonns > Wy 8] (R e 0 et WO C il AT AT Ty o A e AL O AT ALY o e ] AL
5 UnNeomPANETS, o uvuenusciaanaanes L ) e e 150, 814. 57 Wasssammammaiafiiosasamaan vaolanmasasailesans. By Iy BSTIOF )1t e Ul L R
A e e e T e 166, 451.37 |, . .oisias. L L R g S B S S P ol iy e Sy % Y 8 R
Mintdokn.. .l sl o 15,"";!! 13 -3t J008 417 264, 048.16 173, 965, g S20,911. 64 191,311.32 | 4,713, 566,36 , 483. 90
Kansas, Garden City.....cvceeeneens iR el Sy B e S YT it R e (IR L LEE e AT 981,007.25 | ....... iy
Montana;
Hun AR b e il TS S S 48,00 112, 065. 58 233,173.46 62,806,12 | 1,009,431, 68 433,173 46
MAR-BIeC S LA T H s 104,642 82 |L2L 0TI B ROT | s T e s e R s R 2,816,008, 81 |, . ... _...... s P
BRIV o o e s it T e e 249,25 57,087, 41 86,616, 11 27,033, 53 | 1,158,013, 00 NG | e
Montans-North Dakota, Lower Yel-
lowstone........ SR, 207. 96 12,50 172,182. 28 33,524, 07 35,544.23 | 3,135,602, 24 SLAM 0T | frassiaens
Nchmskn-wyom.tug North Piatt.e... 44,736, 18 17,028, 20 527, 258,07 200, 459, 88 203,303, 98 | 6,042,698 50 188, 130. 40
Efmi‘f '!g.lglckw-Cnrsm............ 76,223.68 4,853. 46 130,512.16 220,.774. 49 107,016.52 | 5,239,210.99 SR AN il e
ew Mex E:
L Tyl T S S e LW |, 12,060.63 £2,753.15 106, 555. £5 €5, 298, 55 763,185, 81 106,555.85 |...... ads Frany: -
Hobdo, ot b S M s oA L RS RIS Te Dy A e AL S PR L SRR Rl e R
Kew Mexico-Texas:
RIOGraN0E. ooy chauerson sannaisns 61, 036, 08 1,375.18 L R R o An e E el h s n Y s ek i e e A S AR e e A R S e e e e [ L L o
) Rio(arandcdnmt}?prupriauun”..................... ..... M il CEEE A W St e e e I ALU R U TGS Sl E e e -
North Dakota, North Dakota pump-
T T T T Uy g W 493. 91 16, 755,70 196, 75 109,243, 77 fi, 019, 63 12, 562. 90 925,614. 39 6,019, 63
Oregon, UTnatiila. o oon oo S 3,026.40 | 118,665.72 | 1S1,641.94 52,241.37 | 1,395,114.67 181, 641, 94
Orugon-taillomi.l klnmu'l.h......... 285, 727.51 78,517.75 267,490. 32 91,015,688 | 2,100, 934,52 200,785.25 |,
Bourh Dakota, Belh.luun_he T26.64 187, 326,57 104, 075. 01 i, 440, 5t | 8,145,406, 59 104, 075.01
Utah, Bimwberry\r’allcy ....... e 3k, 161, 61 17,184.60° i e e et Pt AL e e 1 U B o R N
Washington:
OKANOZAD. . csivvaonnarss Ve b i, 159. 45 53,801.00 52, 3%7.70 22,951.70 34, 506, 87 612, 716. T4 2,951, 70
N o R s 2, 859, 40 2,164.20 63,736.14 | 427,817.42 | 725,914.17 |  460,230.40 | 6,005,193.87 TIT, 70034 |,
Wyoming, Shoshone.......coceveees| 25, 700047 |ocoiiioioaiin 200. 146,271, 87 | 200,618, 63 72,525.42 | 3,625 247.23 200, 618, 64
FPreliminary m\vstiguuans.. ........ B0 ARETY - o Sl
Eecondary (f Nk v T At i 1, 585. 02 99,612, 08 | i il
Town-site m-etopment........ ..... et iy S H NS Wl B D B Dl o Bt i 7o R o ML IRl B i i
Uenero) BXPeNSes. . .. olvouiaieainass S R RN Rt e oA LR i RESRESRER AR R I AR
Jackson Lake enlargement.......... 1 JE L R S | ol e e Pt e 2 BRSSP ] (G IR PR
Montiana:
Blackfeet Indian .........coeeer. 7, 500, 00 A e B ) ESOEn SRR A W P O R L
Flathead Indian. ............... 14,908.78 175,608, 54 1.2 o5 cnnasns biises
Fort Peck Indian ............... 2,014. 68 L VR e et e
Total investment, all pmecut... TSR I e et st e P e s el L 884,367, 388, 04
Balance with Treasurer
States, reclamation fund..........|. R e e e e e e e FERE T, o [ S I o o e e R L S RS S e B e e RS 337,824.31
Balance with special fiseal agents,
reclamation fund,.....ceeeuen... A e e e e ] I J e ) e e e e U L L e 979,432.43
L 1,174,745. 29 444,675.19 | 2,222,266.11 | 2,531,603.46 123,163,033, 16 | -1,574,072.12 | 51,437,543.86 | 55,084, 044,80 | 85, 684 644.83

1Credit balanea.

~ The following statement is most important as showing area

of irrigable lands under the projects,

net investment to De-

cember 31, 1913, and approved expenditures for the ecalendar

year 1914 :

Statement nhalcﬂwg
 Dee. 81, 1913, an

by projects the area o
proposed expenditure:

irrigable lands, investment,

wring calendar year 1914

Area of irrigable Jands under
project. Net invest- |, Approved
Projects. ment to Dec. efm:;“m
81, 1913, cear 1914, 1
Total. | Public. | Private. SR
Acres, Acres. Aercs.
Balt Rlver...-.......... 218,600 | 20,074 | - 198,526 {£0,072,681,37 | %000,846.17
Yuma 131,000 74,000 57,000 1 6,355, 009. 05 831,126,256
t)rlnnt]”......-......... 20,000 4 10,086 5600, 147. 49 265, 700.18
Grand Valley.....-l.... 63,000 30,070 22,9020 T47,904.43 | 1,873,184.18
Uncompahgre Valley....| 140,000 34,000 | 106,000 | 5,271,957.07 750, 861. 30
N AR TR ,000 | 67,711 | 139,780 | 8,724,247.63 | 3,600,057.35
Minidoka. 96,725 22,000 | 4,713, 50G. 36 470,874.30
Garden City.... vemansc-a-| 10,0671 “381,017.25 1, 000. 00
Huntley.. 29,213 3,192 | 1,000, 431. 68 1, 000, 50
Milk River 72,000 | 147,557 | 2,316,096.81 | 2,236,713.76
Bun River.. 74,074 1,372 | 1,158,013.00 | 1,712,337.27
Lower 17,013 203 | 8,135,692, 24 , 800. 00
North Platte............| 129,270 5 358 45,012 | 6,042, 688,50 733,875.70

#§323,18¢, 98 o! tctal paid-in certificates.

Statement showing by projects the arca of {rrigable lands, invesiment,

Dee. 31, 1913, and proposed erpenditures during calendar year 15‘1.5—-
Continued.
Area of irrigable lands under
: project Net invaost- Apnm
Projecis. ment to Dec. far cale:
31, 1913, T
Total. | Public. | Private Lt
Acres Aeres. Acres.
Truckee-Carson......... M 140, 451 65,540 $5,230,240,90 | §R07,706.17
4 - 20,27 763, 105. 84 149,100. 21
240 9,700 | 260,835, 110, 001. 11
13,039 | 141,961 | 3,000, 470.72 | 8,083,192.17
082 | 10,357 | 925,614.39 70, 000, 00
22,336 33,164 | 1,305, 114, 67 572, 000, 00
2, 000 3,700 | 2,100,034.52 | 175,219, 62
44,031 5,309 | 3,143, 800,59 | 163,039,
Etrawherry Valley AN e €0, 000 | 2,334,125, 14 (80, 041, 41
Okanogan........ S 10,071 1,234 8,837 612, 716, 74 149, 000, 37
Yakima, storage....... AA LA By ey | B hoeh T l.:ru.m.«w (08, 657, 61
Sunnyside. .............| 102,524 2,565 | 100,250 | 1,874,900, 66 658, U85,
. UL B veses| -84, 53T 2,175 302 | 2,852,514, 62 113,907.79
EhOSHONC. ..ouennnnsnes| 104,122 | 155,409 8,653 | 3,925, 247.26 | . 503,399.20
U TR 2,447,906 1,015,069 [1,432,902 |80, 327, 968. 01 (22, 306, 417.07

¥Includes $5,054,000, unexpended amount of loan authorized June 25, 1910.
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1 submit the following statement and tables on the question
of cost, and so forth, as printed in Engineering and Contracting
of date of June 4, 1913:

COST OF IRRIGATION WORKS PER ACRE OF LAND SUPPLIED WITH WATER.

The cost of firrigation works per acre of land Irrigated has “been
tabnlated by the United States Reclamation Service for some 140 proj-
ects, of whieh 87 are Carey Aet projects, 39 are private projects, and
14 are Projm:tn of the service. The data are given in Tables I, 11, and
111, and from the text accompnnyinf them we take the following:

Under the present conditions of construction the cost per acre of
water rights, or of water for irrigation In tbe arid region, is far higher
than is usually appreciated. During earlier decades, before any con-
siderable number of large irtlfauon canals had been bullt, it was a
relatively slmple and inexpensive matter for farmers to join together
and build small canals that ecould be enlarged as the demand for water
increased. All such easily avallable opportunities, however, have been
utilized, and development bas proceeded to a point where on most of
the recent irrigation systems it has been necessary to provide storage,
thus adding materially to the cost.

There has also been a notable increase in the cost of labor and of
materinls used in construction. This condition bas been pointed out
in various heariogs before Con,ﬁrm notably in the serles before the
Ways and Means Committee of the House of [tepresentatives at the time
of £~ granting of the $20,000,000 loan. It is there shown. notably in
a statement submitted by Representative MONDELL, that one of the argu-
ments for increase of Lhe reclamation fund was in the f.ct that common
Jabor had advanced from the time of the preparation of the plans for
works in 1903 and 1904 from 20 to 50 per cent, and that the eficiency
of such labor had fallen off in greater proportion, Costs were also
affected by the increased price of materials and equipment.

The figures in Tables I, 11, and 111, obtained from rinted reports of
State engineers and publie data, show that on over modern irriga-
tion systems being bullt by private or corporate eapital the cost per acre
averages nearly $563. This cost does not include the annnal cost for
operation and malolenance.

The cost to the settler is inereased by the fact that payment Is made
on most of these projects in instaliments bearing interest at 6 per cent
or even more. The total payments made for such a water right with
simple Interest at 8 per cent would We about $70.50 per acre on the
basis of 10 equal annual installments of the prineipal as ‘compared to
$53 without interest.

For comparison with the cost of the foregoing private and Care{mAct
rojects, there 18 given In table 3 a partial list of the Emje:ta ing
uilt under the terms of the reclamation act, showing the total acre-

ages In them and the charges for water rights for completed portions
of such projects, as far as these have been fixed by public announcement
of the Secretary of the Interlor. These figures are seen to average 2
little over $41 ?er acre.

It is Interesting to note that the average cost of water from the Gov-
ernment wurks 1s about $12 per acre less than from the recent private
works of comparable size. e real difference is still greater, because
of the fact that deferred payments on Government wor do not draw
interest.

This difference is further accentuated the greater probability of the
water users under the Government projects receiving an adequate water
supply, as this matter bas been given moré careful consideration and
deticieney guarded aﬂunat with greater eare than in the private Invest-
ments., In fact. It known that in a few cases at least there is not
water enough for the entire area of land included in these projects.
Also, on the Government works provision in man&ecases has been made
for drainage such as has pot been provided b private works, and
the water is, as a rule, bhrought nearer to the d to be irrigated, still
further reducing the cost to the water user.

Summing ug all of these advantages—Ilower first cost, absence of In-
terest., more dependable water supply, and more complete works—It
would appear to be fair to state that water from the Government proj-
ects is obtained at one-half lo two-thirds the cost of that from private

Xorks here listed, including those built under the terms of the Carey
ot
TapLe I.—Cost of private irripation projects.
Cost or
Acreage | water-
Name of project or company. in proj- | right
ect. charze
per acre,
f S e T R R A S R R S e e s R (R 15100
Beaver Land & Irigation €0 c.oceeierinencsnsannnansaneaseaa| 20,000 1175
CatlinCanal..... ... ..... et R as AR R 25, 000 100
Colorado Cooperative C0. .. icrcrinaaccraancasma s annsmsasoass 5,200 60
Denver Reservoir & Irrigation Co . ceeeinanecaianniananns 200, 000 45
East Palisade frrigation district. .. vcaenesscasaes Susamsanasnans 645 [
MONTANA.
Fort L O T L i 3 ke it e vt e b 2
Grand Valley :::I% ’%
SRS St R NE Sk B 45
e
119
e Pt A R e IR B ﬁ
Paradox Valley Irrigation Co..... 45
Pueblo-Rocky Ford [rrigation Co. 1150
Redlands & Power Co... 100
BwRouttht g:]un Dﬁv;lﬂ l:_nt R S ey 45
e Heizl T distriot. .
mdma&wmco.?tﬁn... m IE
Great Falls Land & Irrigatlon Co.....vveveianninnnnns. 5 141]
t Estimated at from §75 to $150 per acre.
2 Estimated at $75 to $150 per acre.
! Per miner's

* Includes land.
¥ Estimated at from §85 to $150 per acre.

Tasum L.—Cost of private drrigation projects—Continued.

oan | S
creage | waber-
Name of project or company. in proj- | right
ect. charge
per acre.

XEBEASEA.
Balmont Canal & Irrigation District. ., 1§
e e e YRS o 4 M

NEW MEXICO.
French Land & Irrigation Co-...ovvvvernseessssencrnssesncenss| 40,000 By

OREGON.

Bonanzs profoct VI oY P A SR

Bopanzs prok S A S < %
Turnish. . 6,000 260
100, 000 60
20, 000 50

SOUTH DAKOTA.
Red Water Irrigation ASSocHtION. ..euvecieecacncnrenancananas| 4,000 10

TTAH.
Provo Reservolir. ....oceuseecens B e <= Seeeresns] 12000 80
Utah Lake Pumping................ Sk inete e rr s 000 140

WASHINGTON,

Cascade Canal Co.....cavvaneiiinn--
Congdon CanalCo. . eemmmres 4200 11
Kennawlie GRBRY: ., . - T 14,000 163
|.ower Yakima lrrigation Co. 12,500 126
Selah MOXI0. .ovveseeeeannnzznn e I 86
Selah Vallay Development Co. . .........ocoommmmnineeeoonenes] 10,000 150
Union Gap IrFigation Co. . . ..o vvencrraneennnonannnnrssnnss ) A.00 135
Washington Irrigation Co. .. .. .......... PSS I ] 7 S5 46
'é;‘sor river rights enly. Furchase of Fatnunder Keservoir water will increase this

to $35.
3 iistimated at from $50 to 870 per acre.
& Estimated at from $40 to $50 per acre.

TasLg I1.—Cost of Carey Act projects.

Acreage. | Cost,

Colorado Land & Water Bupply Co....cveieecnrnnnecncnns '

Two Butte irrigation & Reservolr Go .o omnrmiiros. T zl»giﬁ s
Valley Investment Couereruneerrrvrenesonanncscnnsennsvanascss| 24,000 60

COLORADO,

Great Northern Trrigation & Power C0..ueneenneeeeannsens 2,1

Colorado Realty & Seourity 00, ............... AT i @
T ey e bR S s T e e e e [ 1 0

IDAHO.

American Falls Canal & Power C0uuceeeereennnancncenananaaaa] 57,242 40
Big Lost River Irrigation Co.cvuuenniavannn.. 78,242 40
Birch Creek IrTigation (0. .. ... ..00eemesnesonen , 000 50
Blackfoot North Side Irri=ation Co....cvuue... 280 |eccunnnnans
Black Canyon { rigation distriet ... 492 72
Blaine County [rrigation . o........ 40

.
.
.

Emmett {rigation distriet .......
Grandview Extension Irrigati
Grassmere Irrigation Co..............
Hans<en, C, V., Mackay project.
Hegsted, Victor, ect
High Line Pu
Houston Diteh Co,
1 n Irrigation Co. (Ltd.)......
Idaho [rrigation Co. (Ltd.).s.enencrnacennanas
Kﬂtlnﬁhw Eand Co. ool el

Kings Hill Extension Irrigation Co. =%
Kings Hill Irrigation & Power Co.....cuenvveecnas
Lemhi Irrigation Co....... s s R PSS s e
Little Lost River Land & Irrigation Co.....
Marysville Canal & Imvrovement Co, (Lid.).
Land & Irrigation Co

gmﬁecga—pya

wiBeon

e T

-

Portneuf-Marsh V:
Pratt Irrigation Co. (Ltd.)......eanvn
Snake River Irrigation Co. (Ltd.),.....
Thousands Springs Land & Irrigation Co.

Twin
Twin Fall
Twin Fall
Twin Falls-Raft River Irrization Co...........
Twin Fall:-Salmon River Land & VW ater Co..
West End-T'win Falls Irrigation

-

3 8
Is

O PANEEENBSREBEERREEEREEERRER

sBes8R..s

cssssssssssssssEsesssanannns

MONTANA.
Land & Trrigation Co

Bﬂ]lnﬂ
sml;l; mro}ect.....‘....

‘aller Project . vuueeennneannn ol

1Estimated at from $50 to $60 per acre,

a2

288 8388:888373NBEFS8EES882853E

Eay
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JULy 29,

* TAasLE 11.—Cost of Carey Act projecta—Continued.

Acreage. | Cost.
OREGON.
UTAH.
e T g R e S L R K L YA e I T 8,000 1150
WYOMING,

Big Horn County Irrigation Co. .. .cio.ioiiiiiiiiiiiiancaaiaai] 20,411 &0
Bz‘ﬂdscm.ym. 43 6,120 30
Burch Canal.. [ .. . cciciitiiziie , 887 50
Carbon County Land & Irrigation LT3 30
Cody & Salsbury Canal.............. Cid 1 | P
CodyCanal. . . i ieaassenas | 26,429 50
Eas{ Fork Incleation €0, oo ococisiiiammivani i i ia: 4,901 30
Eden Land & Irrigation Co... ..| 85,658 30
B AT T R e O 2,724 30
Flbar DI s s e 320 10
Green River Land & Irrigation 75,257 a5
Hammitt Canal. . ............ 6,295 60
ARV UM o oo cvssoa e e yar s b AN s oay ya e f s e nln s 10,682 50
Hawk Springs ject.. 12,238 50
Hub Canal ..o. ..o , 604 40
James Lake Irrigation Co..... 14,554 35
La Prele Ditch & Reservoir Co 18, 558 50
Lovell Irrigation Co. ......... | 11820 25
MeDonald Canal. .......ccceesiessssnnsnanisssssbissiniossnnss 15,159 50
Medicine Wheel Canal Co.......... g 22,385 30
North Laramie Canal Co............. 4,1 50
North Platte Canal & Colonization C 14,424 30
Big Horn Basin Development Co.... § 50
Pafnt Rock Canal 53,162 ﬁ
Platte Valley Canal. ¥

ock Creek Irrigation Co &
Sahara Diteh Co. .......... it
Bidon Canal and extensions. >
iy Bonanza Canal. .. 3.5
Uinta %ynlmmﬂon Co... =
W heatland Indus 0
Wyoming Land & Irrigation Co

I Estimated at from $50 to 260 per acre.
TapLe 11l.—Reclamation Service projects,

Cost acre.
Approxi- 1S
State. Project. mate

ACTeAge. | From— To—
$55 $66
22 30
30 36
1 B
45 55
2 30
32 45
60 0
Lo B
30 35
P S
52 |. e
- M e e
45 50

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MADDEN, My, Chairman, I yield one minute to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. FALCONER].

Mr. FALCONER. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate somewhat in op-
posing the amendment offered by the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. UNpErwooD], because that gentleman has been friendly to
this measure and, 1 think, understands thoroughly the prob-
lems confronting the men in the West as well as in the new
South who are try_iu% to develop the country. But I want to
say, Mr. Chairman, if we pass this amendment, which limits
the action of the reclamation board and handicaps effective
service, I believe we can tack at the top of this reclamation bill
the words “red tape,” which is altogether too much in evidence
in governmental matters. Red. tape strikes terror and disap-
pointment and discouragement to the heart of every man who
contemplates qualifying under these reclamation projects.

Mr. Chairman, the average Congressman knows little or noth-
ing about the details of reclamation work, nor does he have
the time to become expert. Congressional knowledge is insuffi-
cient and congressional interference.will résult in uneertainty.
Expert control by Secretary Lane and Director Newell spells
success,

Four hundred and thirty-five men have been here for 500 days |

trying to enact legislation, and if there is any one feature of it

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

that has heen exploited over the country as working to the dis-
advantage of the country it is that recent legislation has been
done in an unfinished and unscientific way.

Gentlemen speak of river and harbor improvements: the de-
tails of this line of work differ greatly from those of river and
harbor improvements. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
UxpERwooD] or any other man knows that river and harbor im-
provements have to do with the rivers and harbors of the
United States. On the other hand, these projects have to do
with the private property of a thousand different men under
each project, and little disappointing features come up from
time to time and from day to day that change the conditions
and tend to embarrass those that are at the head of the Recla-
mation Service.

Now, sir, T believe that the Secretary of the Interior and the
officials of the Reclamation Service thoroughly understand the
situation. I think they are better gualified to ecarry on this
work than are Members of Congress. They are specialists in
their particular line. They have expert workmen, and I would
sooner at any time take the judgment of an expert on this gues-
tion than run the risk of partial consideration and hurried at-
tention by 435 Congressmen.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Washing-
ton has expired.

Mr, FALCONER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from
Illinois give me another minute?

Mr. MADDEN. I have not the time.

Mr. FALCONER. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman,
to extend my remarks in the Rrcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Farconer] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the
Recorp. Is there objection? i

There was no objection.

AMr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to my
colleague, Mr. FosTER.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FosTer]
is recognized for two minutes.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Chairman, I am very much in favor of the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woon]. It seems to me that one of the best argnments that
could be made for an amendment of this kind is the fact that
we have just listened to the appeals made by gentlemen advo-
cating this bill before the committee, when it is admitted that
even under the system that they now have, which they now sy
is so good, they have expended much more money than has
been necessary, until finally the homesteaders on the projects
have gotten in soch a condition that they are unable to pay in-
terest, and their representatives are here asking an extension
of time for 10 years on these reclamation projects.

Now, I do not believe that Congress is so ineflicient: T do not
believe that Members would consider lightly these reclamation
projects. They are important projects, and I do not think they
would consider them in such a way as to do harm to the Recla-
mation Service. I believe that the Congress of the United
States wants to encourage the making of more homes in the
West, and one way to do that is through the successful execu-
tion of these irrigation projects. Anyone who has seen that
country, where but a few years ago there was nothing but sage-
brush and sand, and to-day see the beautiful farms that have
been developed there, can not help but believe that a great work
is being done in that section.

But the representatives of those people come now and ask
for 10 years' additional time in which the homesteaders may
pay for the expense of the projects., They ask that the Gov-
ernment shall give this money 10 years longer without interest,
and the plea in justification of it is made that it has cost so
much more per acre than was estimated for originally, and that
these people are now unable to pay for it. They come forward
and say that because you want to change the system and let Con-
gress appropriate and require that estimates be submitted each
year you are doing an injustice to these homesteaders. It
seems to me there is an inconsistency somewhere in the argn-
ment of our friends from the West. No man is more interested
in the success of the Reclamation Service than I am, but in my
Jjudgment Congress should know each year just what is being
done, - -

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado.
is left on each =ide?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado has two
minutes, and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MappeN] has
eight minutes.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I am going to use all my
time,

Mr. Chairman, how much time




\
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Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, T have yielded
to various Members all the time I have except two minutes. I
only desire at this time to say that I look upon this amend-
ment as i1l advised and unnecessary, and if it is adopted by
Congress, I believe that it will be looked upon hercafter as a
mistake.

The trouble is going to be that if this amendment is adopted
it will simply force all the Western States into a pork-barrel
scramble for this money, end from this good hour on the water
users and the Representatives from those States where the
irrigation projects are being constructed will organize a system-
atic plan of operations to get as much money as possible
for each one of these projects; and a State like Taxas—a great
big State, which furnishes not a dollar to this fund and which
has a large and strong delegation in Congress—will have a
great advantage over the other Western States. The State of
California, for example, will have an advantage over each of
the other Western States by reason of its large delegation in
Congress.

Mr., MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado yield
to the gentleman from lllinois?
Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado.

two minutes.

Mr. MADDEN.
minutes.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado.
man's guestion?

I can not yield a part of only
I will yleld to the gentleman a couple of

Very well. What is the gentle-

Mr, MANN. The gentleman says that this amendment will

lead to a pork barrel.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorzdo. Yes; so far as we of the arid
States are concerned. It will lead to a pork-barrel scramble
among us, each logrolling to get all he can.

Mr. MANN. 1s not this the fact: That the amount of
money in the reclamation fund is so much, and no more can be
appropriated? How, then, does that make i pork barrel?

Mr. TAYLORR of Colorado. It will compel an unseemly
scramble among us to determine fo what States that money
will go and which will get the most.

Mr. MANN. A pork barrel is where they all combine, not
where they determine among themselves how a fixed sum of
money shall be applied.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. There will be a free-for-all
scramble, a perpetual strife among us, to get that money.

Mr. MANN. That will probably lead to a careful examina-
tion of the merits of each project.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, I think it will lead to logrolling
and scheming, and the projects in those Stutes which have the
larger delegations will, I fear, get the larger amounts. I fear
that merit may not always control the division of that fund,

Mr. MANN It will not lead to a scramble when there is no
more money .

The CHAIRMAN.,
has expired.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, did the Chair count the min-
ute I yielded to the gentleman from Colorado?

The 'CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not,

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I want to say in conclusion, Mr.
Chairman, that the Committee on Appropriations will have its
time taken up with listening fo delegations both of Congress-
men and people from all of these projects and every Western
State, whereas this matter ought to be and can be in a more
systematie way determined by the reclamation engineers and
officials, as it has been heretofore. I admit that in former
years considerable money has been wasted, but at the present
time the Reclamation Service is in a splendid condition, and I
feel it is more or less of a reflection on the service for Congress
at this time to take this actien in this hasty manner. If the
reclamation law needs amending in this respect it should be in
a separate bill. 1 feel that this amendment ought not to go
into this bill. I hope it will be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mabp-
pEN] is entitled to seven minutes.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, we have already expended
$375,000.000 on the Panama Canal. Every dollar of that sum
had to be estimated for every year. If we had not had super-
vision by the Committee on Appropriations there is not any
doubt in the world but that we would have spent twice as much
as we have expended on the construction of the Panama Canal.

Nobody.can say that the Committee on Appropriations of this
‘House.is a pork-barrel committee.  There is no committee in
this House or. in any other House that is so diligent in the dis-

charge of its duty as Ip‘tl}q’_Cdmnntm on Appropriations of the
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House. It is always anxious to conserve the expenditures of
the public money. There is no man anywhere in the executive
branch of this Government too big to be called before that com-
mittee. Every man, either in business or in public life, who
knows that he has somebody watching him and to whom he is
obliged to report, will perform his duty with more economy and
better dispatech and with more system than he will if he is
allowed to go untrammeled and do as he pleases. And so it
Is no reflection on the Department of the Interior for its officials
to be called before the Committee on Appropriations of the
House,

As to the pork-barrel scramble referred to by my friend from
Wyoming [Mr. MoNDELL] and by other gentlemen on the floor in
opposition to this amendment, I want to say that there are only
about 30 men representing the States in which the land is being
reclaimed and wpon which this money is being expended.

The other 405 Members of the House are only indireetly inter-
ested in the reclaumation. They are interested in seeing that
the money is properly expended and where it ought to be ex-
pended.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. I decline to yield. And we, if we are here,
or whoever may be here, will act as a jury to see that no recla-
mation projects are entered upon except those which are meri-
torious; and if you gentlemen in the arid regions want to enter
upon a logrolling proposition in order to get a pork-barrel
scheme into your reclamation project, all right, enter upon i,
but we will see that you do not do it suceessfully. We are here
as an American jury to prevent your packing the pork barrel
with pork. There never was a more meritorious aendment
than the one riow pending.

It simply provides that the money received from the sale of
public lands shall be expended for the reclamation of other pub-
lic lands after estimates have been made as to what lands are
necessary to be reclaimed and the amount of money necessary
to be expended upon them; and to say that the Congress of the
United States, whose Members come from every section of the
Union, are, 405 of them, to be subject to the control of these
30 men, and that no Member is to have anything fo say about
the reclamation of the arid lands, except the 30 men coming
from the arid region, is unfair. It is unjust and unfair for
them to say or even to suppose the rest of us are going to be
unfair and diseriminating, except in so far as diserimin:ating
means that we are going to see that the public funds are
expended economically and wisely. I will venture to say
that if we had had jurisdiction over the expenditure of this
money from the beginning of these reclamation projects, several
million dollars—I do not know how much, but more than $1.000,-
000—would not have been expended on projects where it hus been
discovered that there is no water and never will be any. The
Committee on Appropriations will be able to ascertain by com-
munications from the Secretary of the Interior or the Chief of
the Bureau of Reclamation what the conditions are. This com-
mittee has jurisdiction over the expenditure in every depart-
ment of the Government, and I have yet to hear anyone say that
it has ever acted unwisely or extravagantly, or that it has en-
tered Into any combination for the improper expenditure of
publiec money ; but every statement made about that committee
has been to the effect, no matter what the politics of the com-
mittee may have been, that if anything it was rather more
parsimonious than it ought to be; and I would infinitely prefer
to have the charge made against me that I was more parsimoni-
ous in the expenditure of public money than that I was extrava-
gantly reckless in its expenditure. And I think that is where
we have to draw the line now. We have already reached the
point where we must conserve the expenditure of the publie
moneys received from the sale of the public lands and to see
that no dollar of that money is expended by any single individ-
ual; because, as I said in the beginning of my remarks, no
matter how patriotic or able a public official or private individ-
ual may be, if he knows that he is compelled to report to some-
body else what he is doing, he will be thinking the whole year
round just how he can economize, and how he can expend the
money to get the best results, so that when he appears before
the body that has the right to interrogute him, he will be able
to make a report that will stand the light of the sun, instcad
of being subject to criticism for undue extravagance in tha
expenditure of public money. We are about to expend $200,-
000,000 for the reclamation of public lands in the irrigation
region; and to say that the people of the United States ought
not to know in advance how this money is to be expended is to
say that they are not to be trusted.

I hope the amendment will prevall. [Applause.]
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired
All time has expired. The gquestion is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman frory Alabama [Mr. UNDERWoOD].

Mr. SMITH of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, [et the amendment be
reported again.

The Clerk again reported the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by tlae gentleman from Alabama [Mr. U~xperwoop], just re-
ported. =

The question was taken; and, on a division (demanded by
Mr. Beyan). there were 40 ayes and 21 noes.

The CHAIRMAN. On this vote the ayes are 40 and the noes
are 21, and the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
there is no quorum present.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
man, that that comes too late to affect the vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that the point of order
made by the gentleman from Washington Is tuo late.

Mr. MANN. Oh, Mr. Chairman, the gentlemau from Wash-
ington made the point of no quorum as soon as the Chair an-
nounced the result; and while it is true there may be a form
1o be used., that is the practice that has been followed.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, rather than have any
guestion about it, I withd:aw the point o” order. '

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washingwon makes
the point of order that no guorum is present. The Chair will
count.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, all the friends of reclamation
around me insist that I shall withdraw my point of no guorum,
although I think it is a mistake— _

Mr. MANN., I ask for the regular order. &

Mr. BRYAN. I am going to withdraw the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington with-
draws his point of no quornm.

Mr. SINNOTLE, Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend by adding the following section :

“see. 17 That It Is bhereby declared to be the duty of the Secretary
of the Interior In eanylpg out the provisions of the reclamation law
so far as the same may be pructicable, and subject to the existence of
feasible - irrigstion projects, to expend the major portion of the funds
arising from the sale of public lands within euach State contributi
thereto for the benefiL of arid and semiarid lands within the limits o
such State: Provided, That the Secretary may temporarily use such por-
tion of said funds for the benefit of arid or semiarid lands in any pur-
ticular State contributing thereto as he mag deem advisable, but when
80 used the excess shall be restored to the fund as soon as practicable
to the end that nltimately, and in any event within each 20-year period
after the passage of this act, the expenditures for the benefit of the
sald States shall be equalized nccording to the proportions and subject
to the conditions as to practicabllity and feasibility aforesald : Provided,
That this section shall not affect any existing estublished project.”

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, 1 offered this same amend-
ment in the committee when this bill was being coasidered in
the committee some months ago, after its passage through the
Senate. 1 then reserved the right to offer it on the Hoor of the
House. In expianation of this amendment I desire to state
that its object is to restore the old repealed section 9 of tne
originul reclamation act as far as it cun be done consistently
with the proposed 20 years' extension period for payments by
gettlers. Section 9 of the reclamation act passed in 1902 con-
templated that within each 10-year period after its passage
there should be an equitable and equal expenditure of the
reclamation funds in the States contributing to this fund.
Section D was repealed June 25, 1910. ‘Lhis repeal and its effect
on my State has been a matter of the most bitter debate ana
controversy In the State of Oregon, and ever since its passage
hns heen a vital issue in every senatorial and congressional
election there. The people of Oregon feel keenly the dis-
erimination practiced agninst them since section 9 of tne
rec.amation act was repealed. The report of the Reclama-
tion Service for the fiscal year ending Junme 30, 1913, shows
Oregon second in the list of contributors to the recluma-
tion fund. It contributed the sum of $10.317.387.18. Up to that
time Oregon stood tenth in the list of allottees of reclamartion
funds, having been allotted but $4.334.218.77; of this amount
$1.277,132.61 were repaid. leaving a net investment of $3.057,056.16.

secretary Lane. at the urgent solicitation of the Oregon dele-
gation in both Houses, has recognized this unjust discrimina-
tion mnde against the State of Oregon and in a great measure
has endenvored to mete out justice to us. Since this last report
of the Reclamation Service. of April 80, 1913, there have been
allotted to various States uop to April 30. 1914, by Secretary
Lane. $10.307,396.78. Out of this sum Oregon has been allotted
$1,204,724.08.

I make the point cf order, Mr. Chair-

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yiela?
Mr. SINNOTT. Yes. ‘
Mr. MANN., What State has turned In the most money?
Mr. SINNOTT. North Dakota has turned in the most money.
The amendment which I have offered will give equal justice to
North Dukota, Oklahoma, and the other States that have been
diseriminated against.
' The Twelfth Annual Report of the Reclamation Service, for
the fiscal year ending June 30. 1913, on page 206, shows the fol-
lsnwing contributions to the reclumation fund by the various
tates:

1. North Dakota $11, 821, 801, O7

5 R 2 15 000: 08
gf South Dakota Z 8 753 939 63
. Colorado. 3, 000,
B AV RRE e s S e e e S S e B g ;& .';(Gg gg
7. Oklahoma_____ 5. TH5, 000 00
8. California 5, 184, 603, 44
13. {:i'ﬂho__- e : g;tl. E‘i‘!g. 1%
3 ¥ £t et ol Vel 4l (A g G DALV R S e 2T « 287, 140, 70
s e Frrmen
. ah_ o 28, 003,
13. Nebhraska e 1, 645, 149, 31
14. Arizona 1,111,412 37
15. Kansas. 061, 903, 44
16. Nevada 519, 633, 85

The same report. on page 296, shows the allotment of said

fund by States to be as follows:

Order of allotment.

It will thus be =een from the report ending June 30, 1913,
that while Oregon contributed $10.317.387.80 to the recl.mation
fund, up to that date Oregon was only allotted $4.334.218.77.

1 have been furnished by the Reclamation Service with a state-
ment showing the changes in the allotments since the report of
June 30, 1913, which shows:

Allotments from reclamation fund lg?f bond loan, by States, to Apr,

»

Changes since June 30, 1913,
Allotments to Tokelx g
State. ments
June 30, 1913,
Increases. | Decreases. | APr-30, 1914
ATIZOD8 .+ enemesamenns £16,007,004. 15 | £1,607,011.11 §17, 708, 015. 26
California. ... 7,595,062. 24 440,006. 71 3,0i5,0.8.95
Colorado. ..... 8, 130, 357. 00 945,331, 75 9, U735, 688. 75
Idaho.... 15,585, 806,02 | 2,174,468.00 .. 17, 150, 844,92
Kansas. . 41¢, 000.00 419, 000. 00
Montana £,£25, 663. 40 11,205, V88.40
Nebraska €,012,377.01 5, 602,377.01
Nevada... €, 218,503, 63 €, 290, 476. 63
hew Mexico .. 4,493,343, 12 4, U4, 400, 03
North I'akota... 2,273,351.01 5,258,054, 14
O¥klahoma. ...... 71,033,248 172,217. 24
MOZON . oveenenss 4,334,218, 77 5,028, 042,85
South Dakota 8, 288,000.00 3,500, 534.04
exas t...... 2,108,200.00 |. 2,083,438.00
tah...... 8,458,877.02 3,450,877.02
W ashinrto £,329, 007,98 9,122,393.09
Wyoming. 7,877,417.38 7,377,599, 38
Preliminary investi-
pations. ... .- 81,000.00 sL;
Fecondary projects.... 120,787, 11 148, 570.00
Town-site  develop-
Db i 23,000.00 |.coueecaicananes 23,000.00 |- ererociinnaeas
General accounts..... F0.00 ¥ 5o o i 302, 790.00
Wotal. .o anceasas 100, 445, 790. 00 10,307,396, 73 | 533,230.73 110, 219, 856. 00

I include $1 iated for Hio Grande | (34 btat., 1357),
te:)oﬁ :grich has _I:ecn’na'ﬂ;a)ouds p;\og:l%uﬂm mduﬂwm,&iﬂaro 'T'zennt. .
The April, 1914. number of the Reclamation Record. a maga-
zine published under the auspices of the Reclamaticn Rervice,
gives in round numbers the receipts or contributions and allot-
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ments by Sfates to the reclamation fund, also the percentages
of contributions allotted to each State. It shows:

Exrpenditures and receipts by Stales.

Srmin Total allot- | Tolalre- |
Sy nwnt. coipts, | Fercent.
L30T T S ——————— b ) DR W 1,348
Collfornia . ...l cvsaenasmessuadesses] - 0y028,000 | 5,777,000 52
L e R G I L e e 9,076,000 | 7,000,000 128
g |11, PREE ETRRE SONR S e e RS 17,465,000 | 5,488, 000 327
Kansas.... 419, (0 58, 000 42
Monlana. . 11,204,000 | 10,025, 000 113
Nebisska b, 503, 000 1,515, 000 408
Kevada, 6,291, 000 500, 000 1,087
New Mexico 4,665,000 | 94,261, 000 110
North Dakota........ 2,275,000 | 12,001,000 19
ORI ol G st L Ta s oh A ra b n i ks Ay ey 173,000 | &, 825, 000 ]
| e e s e 5,620,000 | 10, 636, 000 53
Sourth Dakota. . ... ...... A VA e 3,504,000 | 7,142,000 50
Texas, = S B4 000 L s i s s
Ulah........ 3,400,000 | 2,083, 000 1648
W ashington. ©,123,000 | 6,665, 000 137
Wyoming. .. 7,877,000 | 4,843,000 150
1 have rearranged these last fignres to show the order in which
each State has received and contributed reclamation funds.
Order
Order of allotment. Amount. of con-
tribution.
B T S e O £17,0055, 000 0
2 Arizona........ 17, 525, 000 14
R L e R 11,294, 000 3
4. Washinglon. . . . ccecssvesasnanas 9,123, 000 1]
B ol C i i s mares ee s e TR 9, 076, 000 b
¢, Wysming. . 7,377,000 10
7. Nevada.. 6, 201,000 16
#. Oregon. ... 5,629, 000 2
¥, Nebraska. . 6, 5, 000 13
10, New Mexico. 4,695,000 11
1T, Houth DREOIN . - i ittt st is b bin s it s 3, 4, 000 4
12, DGiahl. . nncsececassrarcsssansascnsosenurnnsssnnansnsan 3,460, 000 12
1% Calnke e e L T LR L s e s 3, 0246, 000 5
14, North Dakota.. 2,478, 000 1
14, Texas...... 2,084, 000 L]
1n. Kansas. ... 410, 00O 15
17. Oklahouxa. 174, 000 7
Order of
Order of contribution. Amount. allot-
ment.
1. Korth Dakoba . .....conciissnansainsansnnarsssnanes-ass] $12,071,000 14
e S W X R R R R S e e 10, 856, 000 8
3, MoDtBDA. - - ool aeiinnnssacaninnnmsasnass 10, 025, 000 3
4. Bouth Dakota. . 7,192,000 11
b. Caol Oreeis 7,000, &
6. Washington. 4
7. Oklshoma. . . 17
&, Callfornla 13
9. Idaho. .. 1
10. W yoming [
11, New Mexico 10
12. Utah.... 12
13. Nebraska
14. Arizona. 2
15, Kunsas 16
18, Nevada 7
17. Texas. ... 15

Mr. Chairman, in the State of Oregon there are some 17.-
000,000 acres of public lands, and 13,000,000 acres additional in
the forest reserves. Upon the forest reserves there stand
nearly 140,000,000,000 feet of tlmber, worth from $2.50 to $3
a thousand feet. We expect that the proceeds of these great
resources within the boundaries of our State will ultimately
reach and swell the reclamation fund. We feel, as was origi-
nally contemplated by the reclamation act, that we should have
the right to demand, as a matter of law, our share «f our mag-
nificent resources pouring inte the reclamation fund; that we
shonld not be dependent solely on the bounty or benevolence
of any Secretary of the Interior for our share of the reclama-
tion funds. My amendment will “lace all States on an equal
footing without favoritism. Oregon has streams possessing
over 3,000,000 water horsepower. In such a State it is idle
to contend that there are no feasible irrigation projects. There
are innumersble projects capable of development in my dis-
trict, In Crook County, in the Deschutes Basin, on the John
Day River, {n Malheur County, In Baker County, and other
counties of eastorn Oregon.

To develop these projects we feel that we are entitled to
know that we will receive our share of the reclamation funds
by virtue of statutory law and not at the pleasure of some

officlal occupying the office of Secretary of Interior 10 or 15
years hence.

The people of my Btate are not envious of the liberal, free-
handed manner in which these funds have been allotted fto
some of the other States, but we are certainly jealous of what
we cousider to be our rights, and feel that our rights will be
assured to us only by the passage of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for three minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlemnn from Oregon asks that his
time be estended three minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. TAYLORR of Colorado, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
agree on a limit of debate. Can not we agree on 10 minutes?

Mr. MORGAN of Oklahoma, I want five minutes.

Mr. TAYLOR: of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, 1 ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this nmendment closa In 10 minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado asks unani-
mous consent that debate on this amendment close in 10
minutes. Is there objection?

There wns no objection,

Mr, MORGAN of Oklabomn. Mr. Chairman, I wish to ex-
press my approval of the amendment that has been offéred by
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. SixNorT]l. I ecan see uo harm
that will come from restoring section 9 of the original reclnma-
tion aet to the present law. As a matter of good faith, {he see-
tion never should have been repealed. Now, since we nre re-
modeling the reclamation act, and extending the time for 20
yenrs, instead of 10 years, in which the seltlers shall pay the
cost of construction of a project, this would be the proper time
for this House to restore section 9 or the principle upon which
it is based.

In the Sixty-second Congress when this proposition came up
to repeal section 9, the bill was pending before the Committee
on Ways and Means. I appeared before that committee nnd
orged that the boud bill be 8o amended as to leave that section
in the law. The committee believed the provisions of the sec-
tlon had led to abuses. When the bond bill eame before the
House I tried to amend the bill by striking out section 6, which
repealed section 9. My amendment did not prevall, so section
0 was repenled. The repenl of section 9 was a mistake, It ap-
peared much like an act of bad faith on the part of the Govern-
ment.

As I said the other day at the beginuing of the discussion of
this bill, when the reclamation act was passed, there was an
understanding between the Representatives from the 106 States
and Territories of the West as to whut this bill should eontain,
as to what principle should control in the distribution of this
fund, and it was distinetly stated in the report amd In the dis-
cussion that it was the design of section 9 to guarantee that the
benefits arising from this great new policy the National Goy-
ernment was about to undertake should be, 8o far as possible,
distributed equitably among the States from which that fund
enme,  Oklahoma has contributed $6,000,000, or practically that
amount, to that fund., So far no Irrigation project has heen
undertaken In the State. If this section [s reenacted it does
not mean that this fund must go to Oklalioma, because the fund
can only be used there on condition that a practicable and
feasible project can be found and approved by the Departinent
of the Interior.. We have just passed an amendment to the
pending bill requiring the reclamation fund to be appropriated
by Congress before it can be used. We are thus putting an ad-
ditional restealnt and safeguard on this fund. We do not ask
any of this fund to be expended uselessly in our State; we only
ask that section 9 be restored as an act of good faith. It seems
to me Ilepresentatives from those States wherein the bulk of
this fund has been expended should show thelr magnanimity by
voting for this proposed amendment,

Mr., HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the committee
I will state that we are opposed to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Sixyort], proposing to re-
enact section 0 of the original reclamation law, which requires
the expenditure of the money in the States In which the funds
originated. Section 9 was repealed in 1910 as a part of o bill
creating certificates of Indebtedness against the reclamation
fund. Extensive hearings were had before the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in a report made after those hearings
this statement was made by Mr. PAYNE:

Thg part of the act referred to which required that moneys should La
expended in the several States in fair proportion to the amount con-
tributed by each State to the fund led to an insistent demand hy
representatives from the warious Btates and Territories affected for
the expenditure within their borders of thelr just pro rata share,

In yielding to this demand the department was led to undertake
the simultanecns construction of works Involving cost far beyond the
current receipts of the fund.

For this reason section 9 wns repealed.

Mr. MOLEGAN of Oklahoma. Will the gentieman yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I can not yleld when I have but fwo minutes.
Section 9 led to the beginning of work on some 32 projects,
and the money In the reclamation fund has not been large
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enongh to earry all of these projects promptly to completion.
If we restore thlis abandoned section to the lnw, we will retnrn
to the same bad gystemn and create a demund for a large num-
ber of new projects.  We believe It is better to complete
p.ojects that have now been initiated and then to take up new
projects oue at a time as we have the money In the reclamation
feud 1 Lope the amendwent will be defeated ana I ask for
a vale,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the peutleman from Oregon.

The guestion was taken, and the Chalrman announced that
the noes seemed to have it

On o division (demanded by Mr. MorGAN of Oklahoma) there
were—ayes 8, noes 440,

So the amendment was rejected,

Mr. SINNOTC. Mr, Chairman, T ask unanimous consent to
extend my rewarks in the Hecorp on this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair beuars none.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I move thnt the
conmuittee do now rise and report the bill as amended to the
House with the recommendation thut the amendments be agreed
to, »nd that the bill a8 rmended do pass.

The motion wus agreed. to.

Accordingly the conunittee rose; and the Speaker having re-
suiued the chalr, Mr. Froop of Virginia, Chalrumn of the Com-
niittee of the Whole House on the state of the Unlon, reported
that that conunittee bad had oudér consideration the bill (8.
4628) extenling the period of payment under reclamition
projects, and for other purposes, and had directed him to report
the bill with sundry amendients, with the recommendation that
the amendments be agreed to und thuat tue bill as amended do
pass.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, T move the previous
question on (he amendnients and bill to final passage.

The question was taken, and the previous question was
ordered.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I degire to ask, the previ-
ous guestion having been ordered, if this Lill will be the un-
finighed business to-morrow morning?

The SPEAKER. It will be the tirst thing after the reading
of the Journal

Mr. MANN. I am not sure—
The SI'EAKER. The Chalr ls.
Mr. MANN. The Speaker ruled the other way.

The SPEAKTER. No; the Speuker ruled the way the Spenker
is rullng now; he has just looked it up.

AMfr. MAXN. 1 kuow the Speaker did r~le the other way.

The SPEAKER. To be fuir with the gentlemuan, there was
some dispute about that question of the Speaker rullug that
woy ouce, but the Chair knows he ruled the other way last
week, and he thinks the last ruling ls the betfer practice,

Mr., UNDERWOOD. I anderstand the gentleman from [Ili-
nols desires 1o make a motion to recommit and probably wounld
desire o roll call, and I prefer tv get a quorum bere to-morrow
morning,

Mr. MANN. Let us dispose of the amendments.

Mr. RAKER. I waul n separate vote on the last amend-
ment ; not to-night, though.

The SPEAKER. Is It (desired to vote on the amendments
now? Is a separnte vote dewunded on any amendment?

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Speaker, I demand a separute vote on the
Tuderwood amendment.

The SPEAKER, The geatleman from Washington desires
a sepnrate vote on the Underwood amendment, which the Clerk
will report.

Mr. MANN., No; let us dispose of the other amendments
first.

The SPEAKER. That is right. Is n separate vote demandeqd
on any other amendment ; If not, the Chair will put them in gross.

The question wuas tuken, und the other mwendiuents were
agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the TUnderwood
amendment.

The Underwood amendment was again reported.

The SPRAKER. The question is on agreelug 1o the samend-
ment,

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced the ayes
seemed ro have It,

Mr, BRYAN. Mr. Speaker, a divislon; I am against the
amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman had a chance to vote agalnst it.

Mr. BRYAN., T asked for a division.

The SI'EAKER, That is a different thing; the gentleman
from Washington demands a division.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 40, noes 24.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Speaker, 1 make the point of uo gnornm;
and. pending that, I want to make a parlinmentary inguiry,

Mr. MANN, The gentlemuan ean not o that,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman fromy Washington ralses
the point that there Is no quorum present. The Chalr will
count.

The Speaker proceeded to count.

During the ecounting,

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

Mr. BRYAN, DI'ending that, Mr. Speaker, T wish to make a
parlinmentary inquiry.

Mr., MANN. The gentleman ean not do that now.

ENROLLED BILLS PHESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOE HIS APPROVAL.

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Envollel Bills, pre-
ported that this duy they hud presented to the President of the
United States, for bis approval, the following bills:

H. R, 15110. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to sccept conveyance of title to certnin lund between the
p;)]zlztm?lce site and Madison Street, in the city of Thomas-
ville, Ga.;

H. . BGRS. An act for the rellef of Luclien P. Rogers; and

H. IR 17041, An act making approprintions for sundry elvil
expenses of the Government for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1915, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT,

The SPEAKTR. The gentleman from Colorado moves that
the Honse do now adjourn.

The motion was ugreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and
20 winutes . ) the douse adjourned until Thursday, July
30, 1914, at 12 o'clock noon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clauge 2 of Rule XI1I,

Mr OLDFIELD, frum the Committee on Patents, to which
was referred the bill (H. R, 180381) sending sectious 476, 477,
and 440 of the Revised Stutntes of the Tnlted Stures. reported
the sume withont amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
1041), which suid bill and report were referred to the Cowm-
mittee of the Whole House on the stute of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 2 of Rule XII. private bills and resolutions
were severally reported from cunnnittees, delivered to the Clerk,
and referred to the Committee of the Whole House, as follows:

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Military Affairs. to
which wus referred the bill (8. 725) to correct the wilitiry
record of Anron 8. Winner, reported the siwme withoot amend-
went, accompanied by a report (No. 1042}, which said bill und
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the sanie cominittee, to which was referred the
bill (8. 2715) to nmend the military record of John I, Fitz-
werald, reported the same without amendment, dccompanied
by a report (No. 1033), which said bill and report were referred
lo the I*'rivate Calendar.

He nlso. from the same committee. to which wns referred the
bill (8. 4023) for the relief of Wauldo H. Coffmun, reported the
suine without samendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1034),
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal-
endar.

I1e nlso, from the same committee. to which was referred the
bill (IL R, 6763) to correct the wllitary record of John Mina-
han, allas John Hagley, reported the same with amendument,
accompunled by n report (No. 1035), which sald bill and repurt
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committes. to which wns referred the
bill (H. R. 60652) to remove the charge of desertion from the
wilitary record of Luke O'Brien, reported the snnie with smend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1037). which said bill and
report were referred to the P’rivate Calendnr.

He also, frow the same commlitlee. to which was referred the
bill (IL I 12366) for the relief of John C. Shea, reportal the
saie without muendwent, aecompanied by a report ( No. 1038),
which said bill and report were referred to the Private
endar,

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bifl (H. R. 14711) for the relief of Miles A. Hughes, reported
the sanie with mendient. neccompanied by a report (No. 1030),
wl:l!:h suld bill and report were referred to the Private Cal-
eudar,
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Mr. HULINGS, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. €421) for the relief of
Thomas M. Jones! reporfed the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1036), which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendsr,

Mr. GREENE of Vermont, from the Commitfee on Military
Affairs, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 17464) for the
relief of Fred Graff, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1040), which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. WINGO: A bill (H. R. 18132) authorizing the Secre-
tary of War to donate to the city of Van Buren, Ark., two
cannon or fieldpieces; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FOWLER: A bill (H. R. 15133) to amend section 413
of the Postal Laws and Regulations of 1913, being a part of the
act approved August 24, 1012, entitled “An act making appro-
priations for the service of the Post Office Department for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, and for other purposes”; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. SELLS: A bill (H. R. 18134) authorizing and permit-
ting John IR. Sanders, his suecessors and assigns, to build and
maintain a dam and water-power development in and acress
Holston River, in Hawkins County, State of Tennessee; to the
Committes on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. KEATING : A bill (H. R. 18135) for the establishment
of a farm-loan bureau in the United States Treasury, to reduce
the rate of interest of farm mortgages, and to encourage agri-
culture and the ownership of farm homes, and for ether pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BUCHANAN of lllineis: A bill (H. R. 15136) to regu-
late the wages of all mechanics and laborers employed in or
under certain departments of the Government; to the Committee
on Labor.

By Mr. MOON: Joint resolution (IL. J. Res. 309) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DOOLTTTLE: A bill (H. I&. 18137) granting an in-
erease of pension to Katharine A. Ringhiser; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. ;

By Mr. GILMORE: A bill (H. R. 18138) granting a pension
to Delia M. Mullarkey ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R, 18130) granting an increase of
pension to Elma A. Dockstader; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 18140) for the relief of
the heirs of John E. Stewart, deceased; to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. TAVENNER: A bill (H. R. 18141) for the relief of
Harry C. Twomey; to the Committee on Military. Affairs.

By Mr. VOLLMER: A bill (H. R. 18142) for the relief of
thie Leirs of Jacob Thomas; to the Committee en Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER (by request): Petitions signed by certain
citizens of Connecticut urging the passage of the Hobson pro-
hibition amendinent; to the Committee on Rules.

Also (by request) resolution signed by pastors ef certain
churches at Oakland, Cal., and East Liverpeol, Ohio, protest-
ing against the practice of pelygamy in the United States; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BELL of California: Petition of 58 eitizens of Los
Angeles and 42 people of Yorba Linda and Second United Pres-
byterinn Church of Los Angeles, Cal., favoring national prohi-
bition; to the Committee on Rules.

Also, memorial of Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, nrging
passage of water-power legislation at this session of Cougress;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Cominerce.

Also, memerial of Nelson A. Miles Camp, No. 10, Spanish
War Veterans, of Califernia. asking that the frigate Independ-
ence be brought te San Francisco for use in eonnectien with
the Pansma-I’acific Exposition; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. BRUCKNER: Petitlon of Railway Age Gagette, New
York City, relative to replacing of wooden passenger cars by
steel ones; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

Also, petition of Woman's Christian Temperance Union of
the Hfate of New York, favoring national prohibition; to the
Committee on Rules.

Also, petition of Daggett & Ramsdell, of New York City, favor-
ing passage of the Ransdell-Humphreys river-regulation bill; to
the Commiftee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petitions of I F. Moritz, the O. J. Gude Co., and I.
Greenberg, all of New York City, protesting against national
prohibition ; to the Committee on Rules.

Also, petition of William Barthman, of New York City, favor-
ing passage of the Owen-Goeke bill, relative to fraud in gold-
filled watchcases; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

Also, memorial of Cotton Belt Lodge, No. 204, Brotherhood
of Locomotive Firemen and Engineers, relntive to equipping all
engines on railronds with electric headlights; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commeree.

Also, petition of Bricklayers’ Benevolent and Protective Union,
No. 1, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring approval of amendment te
the Sherman law in relation to trade-unions; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, resolution of masters, mates, and pilots of the Pacifie,
favoring amendment to H. I&. 16246; to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: Petition of business men
of Pierre, 8. Dak., favoring the passage of H. R. 5308, relative
to taxing mail-erder houses; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CURRY: Petitions of 17 residents of California, in
favor of prohibition; to the Committee on Rules,

Also, petition of Miss Mary T. Hawley, of Lodi, Cal, in favoer
of equal suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the eongregation of the Seventh-day Ad-
ventist Church of Ledi, Cal, in favor of prohibition; to the
Cemmiitee on Rules,

Also, petition of R. Rese, of Sanitarium, Cal., in favor of
prohibition ; to the Committee on Rules.

Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union
of northern and central California, representing more than
%O(I)O women, in favor of prohibition; te the Commitfee on

ules.

By Mr. HOWELL: Petition of sundry citizens of Ogden,
Utaly, favering national prohibitien ; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Iowa: Petition of sundry eitizens eof
Keokuk, Iowa, protesting against national prohibition; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND : Petitlons of 20 ecitizens of the
State of California, favoring natienal prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Also, petitions from the Southern California Conference of the
Free Methodist Church, and the Melrose Methodist Episcopal
Chureh, of Oakland. Cal, favoring national prohibition; to the
Committee on Rules,

Also, petition of the Colonel John B. Wyman Circle, No. 22,
Ladies of the Grand Army of the Republie, of Oakland, Cal,
protesting against any change in the national flag; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PROUTY : Petitions of the Woman’s Christian Tem-
perance Union of East Peru, 150 people of Mile, and ecitizens of
Indianola and Altoona, Iowa, favoring national prohibition; to
the Committee on Rules.

Also, petition of citizens of Perry, Towa, favoring Poindexter
resolution to adjust the polar eontention; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs,

By Mr. RAKER. Resolution in re water-power legislation,
adopted by the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce at its regu-
lar meeting, July 8, 1914, relative to water-power legislation
at this session of Congress; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolution by the Department Veteran Army of the
Philippines, at the thirteenth annual conventioen. held at Baguio,
P. I, relative to civil-service conditions In Philippine Islands;
to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

By Mr. THOMAS : Petition of Ernest E. Green, of Edmonson
County, Kentucky, protesting against national prohibitiom; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. THOMSON of Illinois: Petition of members of Mill-
burn Church. of Millburn, Ill, favoring national prohibition; to
the Committee on Rules. A

By Mr. WALLIN : Petition of Methodist Episcopal Churches
of Mayfield and Cranberry Creek, N. X., favoring national pre-
hibition; to the Committee on Rules.
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