1956

The following-named persons, now Foreign
Service officers of class 2 and secretarles in
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Robert G. Miner, of New York.

Barr V. Washburn, of Utah.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Forelgn Service officers of class 2,
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic
service of the United States of America:

‘William H. Bray, Jr., of Missourl.

Harry H. Schwartz, of Ohlo.

Paul C. Hutton, of Colorado, now a For=
elgn Service officer of class 3 and a secretary
in the diplomatic service, to be also a consul
general of the United States of America.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 3,
consuls, and eecretaries in the diplomatic
service of the United States of America:

Benjamin Bock, of Texas.

Frank M. Bryan, of Washington.

John Pryor Furman, of Virginla.

George O. Gray, of New Mexico.

George R. Jacobs, of Illinois.

Edward R. Eelley, of New York.

Robert Klaber, of Maryland.

Guy A. Lee, of Indiana.

Donald H. Nichols, of New Mexico.

R. Douglas Smith, of Virginia.

Miss Rebecca G. Wellington, of the District
of Columbia.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Sarvice officers of class 4,
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic
gervice of the United States of America:

Joseph A. Angottl, of West Virginia.

Miss Elizabeth R. Balmer, of Massachusetts.

Clifford O. Barker, of Virginia,

Raymond E. Chapman, of Michigan.

Frank A. Ecker, of Maryland.,

John L. Hagan, of Virginia.

Earl T. Hart, of North Carclina.

Mrs. Mary S. Johneton, of Massachusetts.

Dallas L. Jones, Jr., of Louisiana.

Charles J. Kolinskl, of Wisconsin.

Miss Lillie Levine, of Iowa.

Floyd W. McCoy, of Ohio.

Vernon L. Merrill, of West Virginia

Walter L. Nelson, of Wisconsin.

Douglas B. O'Connell, of New York.

W. Angie Smith III, of Texas.

Eldridge A. Snight, of Virginia.

Richard Straus, of Maryland.

Casimir L. Sutula, of Connecticut.

Mrs. Kathleen Clifton Taylor, of Washing-
ton.

Earl F. Weygand, of Massachusetts.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 5,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America:

Raymond Bastianello, of Texas. .

Miss Virginia Whitfield Collins, of Florida.

Willlam J. Drew, of Massachusetts.

Robert D. Hodgson, of Michigan.

William C. Kinsey, of Virginia,

Waldemar A. Olson, of Wisconsin,

Joel Orlen, of Massachusetts.

Muneo Sakaue, of California.

Peter Simon, of New York.

Thomas E. Tait, of New Jersey.

Miss Marion M. Whinery, of California.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 6, vice
consuls of career, and secretaries in the diplo-
matic service of the United BStates of
America:

Paul J. Aylward, Jr., of Kansas.

Curtis B. Brooks, of Vermont.

Don T. Christensen, of California.

Robert S. Dillon, of Virginia.

Guido C. Fenzl, of California.

Mpyles L. Greene, of Florida.

Harry W. Jacobs, of Eentucky.

James A, Klemstine, of Pennsylvania.
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Albert A. Lakeland, Jr., of New York.

Jay R. Nussbaum, of New York.

Gerald A. Pinsky, of New York.

Miss Mary A. Roughan, of New Jersey.

Edward H. Springer, of Oregon.

Richard L. Springer, of Ohio.

Charles R. Stout, of California.

Frank G. Trinka, of New Jersey.

Frank M. Tucker, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

Frontis B. Wiggins, Jr., of Georgla.

The following-named Forelgn Service staff
officers to be consuls of the United States of
America:

Miss Alice C. Mahoney, of Arizona.

Eugene D. Sawyer, of New York.

Edmund R. Murphy, of Maryland, a For-
eign Service Reserve officer, to be a consul of
the United States of Amerieca.

Harold G. Williams, of Washington, a
Foreign Service Reserve officer, to be a consul
and a secretary in the diplomatic service of
the United States of America.

The followlng-named Forelgn Service Re-
serve officers to be vice consuls of the United
States of America:

Dean J. Almy, Jr., of Maryland.

Thomas R. Craig, Jr., of West Virginia.

Wesley L. Laybourne, of Virginia.

Frederick U. Wells, of Maryland.

InTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

Laurence Walrath, of Florida, to be an
Interstate Commerce Commissioner for the
remainder of the term expiring December
31, 18586, vice Martin Kelso Elliott, resigned.

Donald P. McPherson, of Pennsylvania, to
be an Interstate Commerce Commissioner for
the remainder of the term expiring December
31, 1962, vice John Monroe Johnson, term
expired.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuEspAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1956

The House met at 12 o’clock neoon.

Dr. R, Donald Williamson, First Bap-
tist Church, Tully, N. Y., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Almighty God our Father, we pause
humbly before Thee.

In a world seeking brotherhood Thou
art the father of all mankind.

In a world weak through its own sins
Thou art a God of power.

In a world where despair rules in the
hearts of men Thou art a God of hope.

In a world where the hearts of men
are gripped by the fear of war Thou art
a God of peace.

Look down upon us this morning and
bring to us the spirit of brotherhood.
Where there is weakness, bring us
strength. Where there is despair, bring
us hope and bring to the peoples of the
world the peace of God that passeth all
understanding through Christ our Lord.
Amen.,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed a joint resolution
of the following title, in which the con-
currence of the House is requested:

8. J. Res. 150. Joint resolution authorizing
the printing and binding of an edition of
Senate Procedure and providing the same
shall be subject to copyright by the authors.
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IMFORT TAX ON NATURAL GAS

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genileman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill which has as its
purpose the imposition of an import ex-
cise tax of 10 cents per thousand cubic
feet on all nataral gas imported into the
United States. The object of my bill is
to afford much needed protection to
American interests as they may be affect-
ed by the many proposals to import nat-
ural gas from Canada and Mexico. Iam
advised that the Federal Power Commis-
sion is currently considering a number
of applications seeking authority to im-
port gas from Canada to serve communi-
ties adjacent to the northern borders of
the United States and that an applica-
tion is pending which proposes to serve
the midwestern and eastern parts of the
United States with Mexican natural gas.

There may be some who will contend
that an import excise tax upon natural
gas is in violation of the spirit of free
trade between the United States and
Canada and Mexico. However, I wish to
point out that there is at present in effect
in Canada an import excise tax upon
American natural gas erossing the bor-
ders into our good neighbor country.
Since I represent a State which is noted
for its production of bituminous coal, it
seems appropriate also to point out that
the Canadians tax all American coal
coming into Canada at the rate of 50
cents per ton. The Canadians cannot,
therefore, seriously object to the im-
position of an import tax on such nat-
ural gas as may be authorized to he
brought into the United States.

It is necessary to preserve and protect
our own fuel resource industries from
damage and destruction which can result
from the introduction of foreign natural
gas into the United States. Such gas
can be brought in on a basis that will
cause economic dislocation, impair capi-
tal investments, and create needless un-
employment unless some form of a bal-
ancing excise tax is applied to this for=
eign competition. It has not yet been
determined the extent which the Cana-
dian Government or the Canadian Prov-
inces, or both, will finance and otherwise
subsidize the proposed trans-Canada
natural-gas pipeline. Present indica-
tions are that it cannot be built without
substantial subsidy from the Canadian
Government. Yet Tennessee Gas Trans-
mission Co. and Midwestern Gas Trans-
mission Co. are asking the United States
Federal Power Commission to approve
applications to bring natural gas into the
United States and to service areas in
North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota,
‘Wisconsin, and Michigan. The point is
that the F'PC is being asked to approve
the importation of natural gas without
first knowing the extent to which Ameri-
can competing fuel industries will be
asked to compete against a Canadian
subsidized gas industry. Such subsi-
dized competition would represent a dis-
ruptive and destructive force loosed upon
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the competing American fuel indus-
tries—natural gas, oil, and bituminous
coal.

It is only the exercise of commonsense
to act now to protect our own best in-
terests in this manner by writing into the
law an import excise tax as I have pro-
posed. I repeat, that we are only doing
here that which has already been done
by the Canadian Government since they
have imposed a tax upon American nat-
ural gas and coal that crosses the Cana-
dian border into Canada. I am intro-
ducing my bill today in the hope that
the Congress will act favorably on it and
recognize the need for such legislation in
order to protect the best interests of the
Nation in maintaining our self-suffi-
ciency in the all-important field of en-
ergy production in the United States. I
will give the Congress additional facts
and figures at a later date to show that
legislation of this character is necessary.

DISASTER INSURANCE

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, as many in
the House know, the Committee on
Banking and Currency, under the chair-
manship of the distinguished gentleman
from EKentucky [Mr. Spencel, has been
conducting hearings on proposals to es-
tablish a Government system of disaster
insurance. On the Senate side as well,
the Banking and Currency Committee
has been taking expert testimony on the
deficiencies in commercial insurance
policies involving loss and damage by
natural disasters such as hurricanes,
tidal waves, floods, and tornadoes.

Last week in the district which I have
the honor to represent, the 24th Distriet
of Illinois, the twisting winds of a tornado
struck with devastating force. There
was literally millions of dollars of dam-
age.

Now it is possible to buy commercial
insurance against some of the losses that
may result from a tornado. But it is not
possible for a citizen to cover himself
with commercial insurance from all the
losses that may result.

For example, if a person carries tor-
nado insurance with a reliable commer-
cial company, he will be reimbursed if a
shingle is blown off the roof of his home
or his barn or if the barn blows down.
But he will not be reimbursed for dam-
age to his crops. He will not be reim-
bursed for water damage arising from
the flooded creeks and streams that fre-
quently accompany tornadoes. The
windstorm may pass him by and yet he
may suffer great loss from the flood
damage that occurs a little later—and
for the loss occasioned by this flood dam-
age he is completely unprotected. It is
possible, I am told, for a farmer to buy
crop insurance—at a very high rate—
from Lloyds of London. But the rate is
so high as to be prohibitive for ordinary
people. American commercial com-
panies simply do not offer, as a general
thing, insurance against loss of crops

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

due to tornadoes and their side effects,
any more than they offer policies cover-
ing a farmer against such natural disas-
ters as drought. The small businessman
can buy a policy protecting him against
windstorm damage to plate-glass win-
dows and the merchandise he has
stocked. But he cannot buy a commer-
cial policy protecting him from flood
damage attributable to the tornado or
other windstorm.

It seems to me that the deficiency is
exactly the kind of weakness in our com-
mercial insurance system that can be
met only by Government action.

The resources of the commercial com-
panies are not adequate to meet the
need. No one can accurately predict
where a tornado or hurricane or flood
will strike, It is popularly supposed, for
example. that tornadoes usually occur in
the Midwest and the South. Yet in June
of 1953 a tornado of devastating force
hit the city of Worcester, Mass. The
hurricanes, tidal waves and floods re-
sulting from hurricanes used to punish
the State of Florida; in recent years they
have been striking the Carolinas, Vir-
ginia, New England, and the reaches of
Canada.

The Banking and Currency Commit-
tees acknowledges, I believe, that in set-
ting up a system of Government-inspired
insurance against the loss arising from
natural disasters it is necessary to move
with caution. No one knows exactly how
to calculate the cost of the system. No
one knows precisely what types of natu-
ral disaster should be included in the
system when it is inaugurated. The Con-
gress needs the advice and counsel of
experts, even though the statistics avail-
able to these experts are not all inclusive.

Certain facts, however, are inescapa-
ble. First, as our population grows and
as investment expands, the potential
damage from natural disaster obviously
increases. Second, there are great gaps
in the system of commercial insurance
now available. Third, certain types of
loss—such as loss from damage to crops
and loss resulting from floods and rising
water are not now covered by American
commercial companies and are not likely
to be covered by private companies in
the future. Fourth, the generosity of
the American people and the emergency
relief offered by such fine organizations
as the Red Cross are no longer adequate
to meet the serious economic needs.

It seems to me that the appropriate
committees of this body and the Senate
are exploring a field of great importance
in holding hearings on measures to estab-
lish a Government system of natural-
disaster insurance. I would urge them
to consider earnestly the importance of
action and the importance of including,
if possible, insurance against loss from
damage to growing crops as well as dam-
age of other kinds from floods and tor-
nado-caused ground water.

I am today introducing a bill to estab-
lish a Government system of insurance.
Some 40 such measures already have
been cffered, and I am aware that the
distinguished committee has already
conducted some 3 weeks of hearings
on the proposals. It is my earnest hope
that the distinguished chsairman [Mr.
SrENcE] may feel that the time is ripe

February 28

for resuming consideration of the pro-
posals, if in his judegment that is wise,
and that the committee may decide that
it is possible to report a bill for consider-
ation by the House itself. I have done
all that I could to help set in motion the
appropriate processes now available for
help to the hard-hit citizens of the 2d
Distriet, but I am aware—as all of us
are, I think—that what is now available
is not sufficient to meet the need when
an area and its people are struck by
unforeseeable natural disaster. A care-
fully planned system of Government-
encouraged or Government-guided insur-
ance would come much closer to meeting
the need.

RAILROAD ACCIDENTS IN MASSA-
CHUSETTS

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to call
the attention of the House that again
today we have had more railroad acci-
dents. Iam advised that in Swampscott,
Mass., this morning there was a serious
railroad accident causing the death of
16 persons and injuring hundreds of pas-
sengers. I am informed that a seven-
car stainless steel train en route from
Portsmouth, N, H., to Boston, Mass.,
plowed into the rear of a four-car Budd
train that was stopped at the time dur-
ing a heavy snowstorm. It is very ap-
parent to me, Mr. Speaker, that these
railroad accidents are becoming more
and more frequent. We had our trou-
bles sometime ago with the New Haven
Railroad. And now these accidents are
on the Boston and Maine Railroad. Last
Friday night in the Cambridge-Boston
district, a number were injured when an
accident happened in that area. The
reason given by them was that somebody
had pulled the emergency stop signal.
As a result of that accident, a number of
people had to be sent to the Massachu-
setts General Hospital for immediate at-
tention. Mryr. Speaker, as one who rides
frequently on the railroad, it is hard for
me to believe that anybody would pull
a stop emergency signal and ecause such
an accident. It is very apparent to me
that many of these unfortunate acci-
dents to these railroad riders come about
as a result of the railroad curtailing on
the help from time to time and also as
a result of the fact that the equipment
is not in proper condition. For that
reason today, Mr. Speaker, I am filing
a resolution which I am including as
part of my remarks, and I hope that the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce will investigate these acci-
dents not alone in my own State of Mas-
sachusetts but in New England generally,

House Resolution 412

Resolved, That the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce, acting as a
whole or by subcommittee, is authorized and
directed to conduct a full and complete in-
vestigation and study of the factors con-
tributing to railroad accidents in the United
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States, giving particular attention to the
rallroad accidents which have recently oc-
curred in the New England area, for the
purpose of determining the best available
methods for preventing the occurrence of
glmilar accidents in the future.

The committee shall report to the House
(or to the Clerk of the House if the House
is not in session) as soen as practicable dur-
ing the present Congress the results of its
investigation and study, together with such
recommendations as it deems advisable.

For the purpose of carrying out this reso-
lution the committee or subcommittee is
puthorized to sit and act during the present
Congress at such times and places within
the United States, its Terrliories, and pos-
gessions, whether the House is In session,
has recessed, or has adjourned and to hold
such hearings, and to require, by subpena
or otherwise, the attendance and testimony
of such witnesses and the production of
such books, records, correspondence, memo-
randa, papers, and documents, as it deems
necessary. Subpenas may be issued under
the signature of the chairman of the com-
mittee or any member of the committee
designated by him, and may be served by
any person designated by such chalrman or
member.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
Cormack)., The time of the gentleman
from Massachusetts has expired.

RATILROAD ACCIDENTS IN
MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. BATES. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to
the reqguest of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr, BATES. Mr. Speaker, I am today,
like the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lane], introducing a resolution pro-
viding that the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commeree of the Congress
investigate the accidents which appear
to be occurring almost weekly. As a
matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, in the last
4 days there have been 4 accidents on
the Boston & Maine Railroad which goes
through my district as well as the dis-
trict of my colleague the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Lane]. I do not be-
lieve that we can, at this particular stage,
fix the blame, Mr. Speaker. There was
a very bad snowstorm going on in Mas-
sachusetts when the accident occurred
this morning, but I, like my colleague
[Mr. Lanz], have been deeply concerned
over the lack of maintenance and equip-
ment on some of these roads. Something
must be done.

I called the White House a few mo-
ments ago and asked them down there
to exercise all the authority at their
disposal to take action in this regard so
that we can prevent as far as humanly
possible these recurring accidents.

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

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. HESELTON. I am a member of
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee. I, too, hope that there will
be a prompt investigation to establish
the facts in regard to these very un-
fortunate accidents.

I hope also that the Interstate Com-
merce Commission on its own initiative

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

will start an investization to determine
these facts as quickly as possible. Those
who have served with the Boston &
Maine Railroad and all the other great
railroads are entitled to the full facts

now.
Mr. BATES. I thank the gentleman.

EMPLOYMENT IN SHIPYARDS AND
NUCLEAR POWER

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of fhe gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, the time is
not far off when all ships, both naval
and private, will be propelled by atomie
power. The first surface ship, a light
cruiser, is included in the fiseal 1957 con-
struction program.

Obviously, it will be necessary to have
trained personnel in all shipyards to in-
stall and service this new type of power.
A knowledge of nuclear reactors is some-
thing that can be acquired only by ad-
vance study and training. In my own
district in the State of Washington, I
have been gratified to find that recently
4 workers were nominated for a 1-
year course at the Atomic Energy Com-
mission’s Oak Ridge School of Reactor
Technology. Also, I am informed that
certain other engineers will attend
elasses in the navy yard for the purpose
of creating a nucleus of trained person-
nel to teach this important subject to
other skilled workers and, finally, I was
pleased to learn that the University of
Washington will establish classes for
those who desire study in this new field.

Because our first use of atomiec pro-
pulsion will be in combat vessels, it does
not follow that only the workers in pub-
lic yards should have training available
to them. I hope that Members of Con-
gress who are on the appropriate com-
mittees will see to it that equal oppor-
tunity is afforded to the personnel of
private shipyards for schooling in the
adaptation of nueclear reactors for ma-
rine propulsion.

Along this line, T might mention, Mr.
Speaker, that recently private industry
hired away from the Puget Sound Naval
Shipyard two men who are skilled in the
atomic field. These men may still be
available for Government work, but it
would appear to me that Members of
Congress should see to it that incentive
in the way of pay and retirement in
Government service is comparable. to
private industry so that we can retain
engineers and skilled workers who are
necessary to install and maintain the
reactors for our Navy.

President Eisenhower has said the
United States is making available for
sale or lease 88,600 pounds of uranium
235—#$1 billion worth—for power pro-
duction, one-half in this country and
one-half for foreign use, not including,
of course, the Soviet bloc. We are truly
waging peace by emphasizing and pro-
meoting the peaceful uses of atomic en-
ergy. It would seem to me, however,
that more know-how among American
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technicians and workers is needed. Arve
we going to have the skilled workers to
install, maintain, and operate atomic
powerplants and utilize this uranium
2357

Often one hears it said we have a cloak
of unnecessary secrecy over much
atomic inTormation. I hope, Mr. Speak-
er, the workers of Ameriea are not being
overlooked. Opportunities to progress
are their right, just as it is the right of
America to have a skilled work force
trained to make the most of this atomic
age. EKnow-how can be our greatest
resource.

MEDICAL CARE FOR DEPENDENTS
OF MEMBERS OF ARMED SERV-
ICES

Mr. DELANEY, from the Committee
on Rules, reported the following privi-
leged resolution (H. Res. 408, Rept. No.
1823), which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution 1t shall be in order to mowe that
the House resolve itself into the Committes
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
9429) to provide medical care for dependents
of members of the uniformed services, and
for other purposes. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill, and shall
continue not to exceed 2 hours; to be ecually
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on Armed
Services, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule. At the con-
clusion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such amend-=
ments as may have been adopted, and the
previous guestion shell be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE
PROJECT

Mr. COLMER. Mr, Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I ecall
up House Resolution 311 and I ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
3383) to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to construct, operate, and maintain the
Colorado Rlver storage project and partici-
pating projects, and for other purposes,
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill, and shall continue not to
exceed 4 hours, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the S5-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

CALL OF THE HOUSE
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move &
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

Evi-

[Roll No. 9]
Barden Gamble Mumma
Bell Garmatz Osmers
Bentley Gavin Poage
Boland Hays, Ohlo Powell
Bonner Horan Priest
Bowler James Prouty
Boykin Jenkins Rabaut
Carrigg King, Pa. Rains
Celler MeCulloch Simpson, Pa,
Chatham McDowell Tollefson
Denton MecIntire Van Zandt
Eberharter Macdonsald Watts
Edmondson Merrow Wharton
Fascell Metcalf Williams, Miss.
Fogarty Mollohan Zelenko
Fountain Morgan
Fulton Morrison

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this
rollcall 348 Members have answered to
their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

EXTENSION OF PATENT RIGHTS TO
CERTAIN WARTIME INVENTIONS

Mr. O'NEILL, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 409, Rept, No. 1824),
which was referred to the House Calen-
dar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H. R. 2128) to authorize the extension of
patents covering inventions whose practice
was prevented or curtailed during certain
emergency periods by service of the patent
owner in the Armed Forces or by production
controls. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill, and shall continue
not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on the
Judiciary, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule. At the con-
clusion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments there-
to to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except one motion to recommit.

PROCUREMENT OF CERTAIN MEDI-
CAL AND DENTAL OFFICERS

Mr. O'NEILL (on behalf of Mr. Map-
DEN), from the Committee on Rules, re-
ported the following privileged resolu-
tion (H. Res. 410, Rept. No. 1825), which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
regolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 9428)
to provide for the procurement of medical
and dental officers of the Army, Navy, Alr
Force, and Public Health Service, and for
‘other purposes. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill, and shall con-
tinue not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally
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divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on
Armed Services, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit,

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE
PROJECT

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
gentleman from  Mississippi
CoLmMER| is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Oregon [Mr. ELLSWORTHI,
and pending that, I yield 10 minutes to
the distinguished majority leader, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCorRMACK ],

Mr., McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, in
order to not only enable the needs of
America of today, and of 10 years or
more, to be met, we must plan and build
now.

As we view the world of today and lock
into the future, as far as we can with
reasonable certainty, we see a nation in
the next 12 years with a population of
200 millions of persons, and in a few
generations, with a population in excess
of 300 million. At the present time, the
increase in our population is at the rate
of about 3 million persons a year.

With this inecreased population will
come increased demands for services and
essentials of life and of industry and of
national character. This will be par-
ticularly so in the field of water re-
sources.

America is blessed with great natural
resources, and among them are our great
rivers, the resources of which are now,
in the main, going to waste. If these
resources are marshaled and utilized,
and capable of the great use not only now
but in the future, it will be for the hest
interests of our people and our country.
In order to meet the demands that exist
now, and which will rapidly increase, as
we can foresee, we should act now to
stop the wasting of our great resources.
In doing this, we are building for the
future,

In the pending bill, we are making an
investment which in terms of money will
be returned manifold, but greater, in
terms of happiness, to countless of Amer-
ican families will be of inestimable value;
and in terms of benefit to our country,
will be unlimited.

We must bear in mind that our organic
reclamation legislation goes back to 1902.
For it was during the administration of
Theodore Roosevelt that the National
Reclamation Act of 1902 was enacted
into law. It was nurtured under Theo-
dore Roosevelt, and under Franklin D.
Roosevelt and Harry S. Truman it blos-
somed into nationwide action and bene-
fits. And the projects built and com-
pleted during the past 50 years have been
an investment beneficial not only to the
area served, but to the country as a
whole. For an important element in
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the growth of our country is reclama-
tion and water-resources development.

In terms alone of conserving our
water for personal use, our country now
has a challenge in various sections; and
in the near future, it will be a national
challenge,

The mere fact that we live in a section
of the country removed from the wide
section that this great projeet will im-
mediately serve, and because of geo-
graphical residence alone, as a result of
which we have no immediate or special
interest, is no reason why we should vote
against this or any other worthwhile
project. We should not view projects
of this kind from a sectional angle. We
should view them from a national angle
and the national interests.

The Colorado River storage project,
now before us, while somewhat different
from the Senate bill, calls for an inte-
grated system of dams and storage res-
ervoirs to regulate and control the waters
of the upper Colorado Basin covering
major parts of four of our great States—
Colorado, New Mexico, Wyoming, and
Utah. In this great area, water alone is
of vital importance.

In the immediate intermountain re-
gion, the Colorado River with its tribu-
taries constitutes the greatest source of
water. From its source, the Colorado
River and its tributaries flow into the
Gulf of California. It is a great project
for a great country, the authorization
and completion of which will make a
great contribution to the future growth
and welfare of our country. Involved is
not only the question of water for per-
sonal use, but also reclamation and power
and other favorahle results that will be
of great benefit, not only in the area
served, but nationwide. The completion
of this project will, through its controlled
features, preserve millions of acre-feet of
water now permitted to escape in eroding
fury during wet years. It will assure the
lower basin States of a constant and de-
pendable source of water for the indef-
inite future.

It is interesting to note that in connec-
tion with this project, that although large
quantities of electric power will be gen-
erated if the dams are buili, the power
aspect is considered a byproduct of the
dam's purpose.

In past years we have witnessed great
fights in this body to have enacted into
law and to make the necessary appro-
priations for the construction of great
projects in different sections of the coun-
try. We know as we look back that each
and everyone of them have confributed
to the progress of America. This great
project is another step, another contri-
bution to the progress of our country.

After many years of legislative effort
and struggle, this project is before the
Congress in its final legislative stages.
Without regard to what section of the
country we live in, let us view this proj-
ect with vision and with courage, recog-
nizing its needs not only for the immedi-
ate future, but the great benefits that
will come to our country in the decades
that lie ahead.

1, therefore, urge my colleagues to vote
for the rule and to vote for the substitute
bill that will be offered by the commit-
tee and upon final passage to vote for
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the bill, for authorizing projects of this
kind today means a stronger America to-
morrow.

Mr. Speaker, T may say that before he
left Washington I spoke with Speaker
RavsurN about this matter. He is away
on a very unfortunate journey. We hope
and pray, all of the Members, for the
quick recovery of his loved one. Speaker
RaxyeurnN told me that he strongly sup-
ports the passage of the substitute bill,
as I do, which will be offered by the
committee to the bill reported by the
committee.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 13 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HAaLLECK].

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I have
sought this time in order to say that I
shall support this rule and shall support
the bill, and I sincerely hope that the
rule will be adopted and that the bill
will be passed. As I am quite sure at
least most of you know a measure deal-
ing with this problem has already
passed the other body, and that by a
substantial vote. I think it is fair to
say that the measure as it passed the
other body in many respects goes much
farther than the bill that is presently
before us.

Mr. Speaker, this whole matter has
been long under consideration. It has
been the subject of great controversy.
It has been debated in Congresses in the
past. I am quite convinced that the
time has come to resolve the matter and
to go ahead with the enactment of this
measure, which, I am sure, is in the
national interest.

Now, as everyone knows, I come from
the State of Indiana. My district is not
in the area directly affected by this proj-
ect, so I have no direct sectional interest
in it. But, as was pointed out by the
gentleman from Massachusetts who just
preceded me, I think this is one of those
measures where we are called upon to
look at the broad national interest and
what is best for our country rather than
in any sectional interest. And that is
not to say that in the passage of this
measure can I find anything of adverse
effect to my particular section.

I have given the whole matter such
study as I could. I have tried to become
informed about it. I do not claim to be
too well advised about all of the intricate
details that are involved in the legisla-
tion. But, having weighed the matter as
best I can and knowing also that there
are many conflicting views—and cer-
tainly those in opposition have my ut-
most respect—I am convinced that this
bill should be passed.

Let me say here that it is not my inten-
tion to inject at this point or at any
point any politics in this measure, be-
cause there should be no politics in the
consideration of such a measure as this,
but there have been some charges at
times that those of us who sit on our side
of the aisle are unmindful of the neces-
sities for programs of reclamation in
various sections of the country. Now, I
think the record clearly discloses that
any such charge as that is far from the
truth. I well recall that as the majority
leader in the 80th Congress I did my
part in the appropriation of funds for
reclamation that I think exceeded in
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their total any such sums theretofore
appropriated by any Congress. I well re-
call that in the 83d Congress, as the ma-
jority leader, I scheduled for action a
project somewhat similar to this known
as the Arkansas-Fryingpan project. I
did what I could to bring that measure
to successful passage, and in that effort
I was supported by an overwhelming ma-
jority of the Members on our side. But,
as you know, history has it that that
measure was defeated. Also, in that 83d
Congress, I was happy to do my part in
scheduling for action and bringing to
passage the Trinity River project. Of
course, in this Congress we have already
passed measures for the Washita and
Ventura projects.

In order that the matter may be per-
fectly clear—and possibly I should ad-
dress these remarks primarily to my col-
leagues on my side of the aisle—I well
recall that back in 1950 we Republicans
in the Congress undertook to draft a
statement of principles and policies. It
was my responsibility to take a primary
part in that because I was chairman of
the House committee of three on the
drafting of that statement. The com-
mittee of three Republicans from the
other body was headed by the late great
Senator, Bob Taft. In that statement
we said that we supported “continued
development and restoration of our soil
and water resources through soil con-
servation and reclamation.”

Then in the 1952 platform of our
party, having to do with Public Works
and Water Policy we said this:

The Federal Government and State and
local governments should continuously plan
programs of economically justifiable public
works. We favor continuous and compre-
hensive investigations of our water resources
and orderly execution of programs approved
by the Congress.

Then we come on down to the 1955
state of the Union message, and amplify
it further, when President Eisenhower
said this:

The Federal Government must shoulder
its own partnership obligations by under-
taking projects of such complexity and size
that their success requires Federal develop-
ment. In keeping with this principle, I
again urge the Congress to approve the
development of the upper Colorado River
Basin to conserve and assure better use of
precious water essential to the future of
the West,

I am also permitted to say that in
recent weeks and months the President
has again stressed the sincere conviction
on his part that this measure is in the
national interest; that it is for the good
of the country, and should be passed. As
a mater of fact, it was no longer ago
than this morning at the White House, at
our leadership meeting, that the Presi-
dent again urged us to do everything we
could to bring about the passage of this
measure.

As a matter of fact, the whole problem
of water conservation is one of the most
important things before the country. In
many places, on occasion, we have too
much water. On occasion, water can be
like fire. Fire is good at the right place,
but if it gets out of hand, it can be very
bad, very destructive. The same can be
said of water.
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At the moment, today, there is going
on out in my district a hearing having
to do with flood control. I would be
there as would my adjoining colleague,
Mr. MappEN of Indiana, but for our legis-
lative responsibilities here. There are
other times when we do not have enough
water and the problem then is how shall
we undertake to control this matter of
our water resources.

Let me say to my friends out in my
section of the country, this problem of
the conservation of our water resources
for the uses that are necessary is not
confined alone to the intermountain
country, or the West, or the arid areas.
It was not so long ago that I had occa-
sion to be in a discussion with the presi-
dent of one of the biggest industries in
the Middle West, the headquarters of
that company being in Cincinnati. We
got to talking about the availability of
water for industrial and other uses and
he said that while on occasion the Ohio
gets up to flood stage, there come times
in the season when water is at the low-
est point. He predicted that in 20 years
Cincinnati would experience difficulty
because of a shortage of water for indus-
trial purposes.

So, while at the moment I suppose the
matter of water is of much greater in-
terest to the people in the western arid
and semiarid areas, let us not forget that
the time may well come when these same
problems will be besetting us.

The upper Colorado project provides
for storage and for the conservation of
water for use, Iam quite sure that much
of the water that would be saved for
beneficial use, if this measure is passed
and these projects are carried out, would
be of tremendous value not only to that
section of the country but other sections
as well, and to the country as a whole,
instead of going to waste as it does now
at certain seasons of the year, flowing
into the ocean.

The upper Colorado project was pro=
posed after decades of negotiations,
agreements, and research. Perhaps the
most significant event leading up to the
present project was the formulation in
1922, 34 years ago, of a unique and com-
prehensive document known as the Colo=
rado River compact. This compact was
approved by the seven States of the Colo=-
rado River Basin and is recognized by
the Congress of the United States and
by the President as the law of the river.

This document is unique in that it
divided the waters of the river on a basis
of equity before any major development
was undertaken, It was recognized
early that there was not enough water
there for all of the use that might be
developed, so the compact prepared the
way for the development of the area
known as the lower basin of the Colo-
rado River, including principally Cali-
fornia, Nevada, and Arizona. Such
magnificant structures as Hoover Dam,
Davis Dam, Parker Dam, and the All
American Canal followed this compact,
with benefit to the lower basin. The
upper basin States, where 90 percent of
the water of the Colorado River orig-
inates, are now ready to proceed with a
siimlar development. This program has
taken years to plan, years to prepare for
your consideration today. It has been
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devised by the Bureau of Reeclamation,
by the Senate, by House commitiees,
gpproved by the Bureau of the Budget,
and it has received, as I have said be-
fore, the wholehearted endorsement and
support of the President of the United
States.

The total depletion of water from the
river in the upper basin, including all
present projects, will be approximately 4
million acre-feet annually. This, I am
informed, is well within the 7% million
acre-feet alloeated to the upper basin by
the compact.

This, then, as I see it, is a project
planned in acecord with a compact and
meeting the terms of that compact. On
meoral and legal grounds I say it is right.
It gives to the four States in the upper
basin what so far as I am concerned was
elearly eontemplated when the ecompact
was drawn.

From the standpoint of benefits to
the Nation it also is right. It will create
new markets for goods manufactured in
other parts of the Nation. It will pro-
vide for development of the raw ma-
terials and other natural resources in
an area that has become known as the
mineral treasure chest of the Nation.
It is advantageous to national defense.
It will strengthen a large area, and when
any region is strengthened our Nation
grows greater. This has been the his-
tory of the past and it will be the history
of the future as long as we seek and
plan for progress.

I think it should be clearly understood
that one obstacle to the enactment of
this legislation last year has been re-
moved, and that is the Echo Park Dam,
that met with the strong opposition of
econservationists all over the country.
That has been removed.

So I urge your support of the Colorada
River storage project because it meets
the provisions of an honorable compact,
because it has firm justification in bene-
fits that will accrue to the Nation as a
whole, because it will aid national de-
fense, and because it will be another
step forward for our Nation in the de-
velopment of eur ewn resources.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr, Speaker, I
yield 2 minufes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HosMER].

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, should
this matter be disposed of on the rule, it
would be a matter of disposing of money
at the rate of $83 million a minute when
you censider the cost of this project.
I think this Congress would hardly want
to handle such a difficult, complex, and
expensive problem in that cursory fash-
ion. Therefore, although I shall prob-
ably vote against the rule for the purpose
of indicating my opposition to the legis-
lation I de feel it deserves a great deal
of consideration, more than ean be given
in the short hour provided on the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the halance
of my time.

Mr, ELLSWORTH. Mr. Spesker, I
yield to my colleague the gentleman from
New York [Mr. DErounian] for a unan-
imous-consent request.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that our colleague
the genileman from New York [Mr.
Becxer] and I may extend our remarks
at this poinf, .
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. BECEER. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced two bills, H. R. 9583
and H. R. 9589, to amend and supple~
ment the Federal Aid Road Act for the
purpese of building what is known as the
Interstate System. The purpose of in-
troducing these bills is to provide the
funds to reimburse the various States for
highways already. built or under con-
struetion that will be designated as part
of the Interstate System. Taking my
own State of New York, in which I am
very much interested, we realized a num-
ber of years ago the great necessity and
the importance of building highways.
Just as rapidly as possible, we have
moved ahead to the end that now we
are completing what is known as the
New York State Thruway, part of the
Interstate System, which runs from New
York State to Buffalo and beyond that
point, a total of almost 600 miles at a
cost of approximately $900 million.

Under the present Fallon bill, H R.
8836, on which hearings are being held
before the Subcommittee on Roads of
the House Public Works Committee,
credits are provided, but no funds or
formula for paying the credits. The
bills I have introduced provide two
methods. One bill provides that the re-
imbursement money necessary be de-
ducted over a period of years from the
total sum of $24,800,000,000 authorized
in the bill. The second bill inereases the
money authorized to $27,800,000,000 to
provide the reimbursement money nec-
essary under the eredits provided.

New York State, and several other
States, that have moved ahead to meet
their obligations of both their economy
and national defense and have builé
their highways in accordance with Fed-
eral specifications, would be penalized
unless the provisions of these bills are
enacted.

I might point out that New York State
is not only penalized in this instance be-
cause it is and has been progressive in
building necessary facilities. The same
thing applies to school legislation and
other types of Federal aid because, while
funds are voted by the Congress to assist
various States in the Union that have
not kept up with the times, New York
will provide a great deal of the tax
money necessary to assist in nreeting the
current and future demands. But there
is never provision in legislation to reim-
burse New York and the several other
States for faeilities built and for which
the taxpayers of the State will be paying
off the bonds for many years to come.
This to me is unfair and unjust. I am
joined in this feeling by my Republican
colleagues from the State of New York.
I might further add that the Governor
of the State of New York has sent letters
to all of the members of the New York
congressional delegation requesting the
reimbursement features embodied in
these bills. The chairman of the New
York State Republican Committee has
also taken this position and has gone
on record supporting these reimburse-
ment features. I offer these hills as
amendments to present bills being dis-
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cuszed to provide the money that is
Necessary.

I have also embodied in these bills a
section providing that, under all the
contracts for the eonstruction of these
highway projects in the national system,
the contraetors and subcontractors pay
to all laborers and mechanies wages at
rates not less than those prevailing on
similar construction in the immediate
locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor in accordance with the act of
August 30, 1935, known as the Davis-
Bacon Act—40 United States Code, see-
tion 276-a. Last year I supported this
provision in the hill that was defeated,
and again I support it as a matter thaf
is just and fair to the laborers and me-
chanics throughout our country.

I shall bend every effort and seek the
support of the Members of the House
that the provision for reimbursement as
well as the prevailing wage seetions be
injected inte any highway legislation
that comes before this House and is
acted upon by the membership. High-
ways are sorely needed throughout eur
eountry. I support this to the fullest
exient, but I am also cognizant of the
fact and have been for many years that,
while a great portion of the taxes paid
into the Federal Government and ex-
pended for relief and aid to many parts
of our country comes from New York
State, very little filters back to the tax-
payers of the State of New York, and,
when I refer to the State of New York, I
also have in mind other States, sueh as
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Ohio, Califor-
nia, and several others.

JUSTICE UNDER FEDERAL HIGHWAY AID

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, my
colleague and neighbor in Nassau County
[Mr. BecreEr]l has today introduced
jointly with my colleague [Mr. PiLLION]
two bhills which seek to alleviate, by
amendment, some of the inequities of
H. R. 8836. As a member of the New
York State delegation, I am continuously
aware of the great burden thrown upon
the taxpayers of my State, in support of
Federal projects, and I commend my two
colleagues for their timely action.

These two bills provide for appropriate
repayment and credits for interstate
roads already constructed, not merely
by intent, but specifically, and provide
for recognition of the Davis-Bacon Act
in the employment of laborers and me-
chanics on initial construction work. In
order to design a highway bill which
will in reality aid our 48 States in the
constructon of their roads, it is essen-
tial that they be included in any measure
upon which we are asked to vote.

The present highway bil! will be muech
the better if the aforementioned amend-
ments are adopted.

- Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ttah [Mr, Dawson].

Mr, DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
I am delighted that my friend from
southern California has indicated there
will be no attempt to defeat the rule on
this measure. I agree with him thaf it
would be impossible in the sheort time
that we have fo attempt to dispel the fog
or, I should say, smog, with all deference
to my friend from southern Californi
that has been cast over this measure.
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I think our minority leader properly
advised you when he said that this meas-
ure has been under consideration for a
good many, many years, not the exact
measure before you today, but the gen-
eral investigation of this project.

During the last 7 years more than $10
million has been spent in engineering
investigations alone on the feasibility of
this project. Some of the greatest engi-
neers in this land have been at work on
it, the same engineers who designed and
helped construct the Hoover Dam,
Shasta, Parker, Davis Dam, Hungry
Horse, and other great dams in this
country. r

This matter has also been considered
about as thoroughly, or more thoroughly,
by the committees of this Congress than
any measure—at least any measure that
has been before our House Interior Com-
mittee.

The other body considered the matter
for a good many, many weeks; it came up
for consideration in the Senate and was
passed by a vote of 58 to 22.

When the matter was considered be-
fore your House committee in 1954 it was
impossible to bring it to the floor for
action before adjournment. It was also
considered for a good many weeks last
year; and, of course, this year also. I
believe there have been more weeks of
hearings on this measure than any meas-
ure before the committee.

The bill was reported out of committee
by a vote of 20 to 6. Of course, it has
passed the Rules Committee, and it is
now before you.

I simply call these matters to your at-
tention to indicate that we are not com-
ing before you with a hastily drawn or
ill-conceived measure.

Since as far back ¢: 1922 when these
waters were divided between the lower
basin States and the upper basin States,
there have been continuous investiga-
tions. I might also state that in the
Boulder Canyon Act a provision was in-
cluded that part of the revenue from the
Hoover Dam was to go into investigations
of projects in the upper basin States so
they could go ahead and develop their
projects. This money, together with
money put up by the States themselves,
has gone into these investigations. To
us in the arid States where we have less
than 12 inches of rainfall a year, I want
to assure you that this is a matter of life
and death,

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr, COLE. The gentleman from In-
diana suggested a thought which to me
is rather persuasive in reaching a deci-
sion on this issue, and that is that it is
presently proposed to extend to the
upper Colorado Basin the same extent of
Federal aid or Federal participation that
has previously been given in the develop-
ment of the lower Colorado.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. The gentle-
man is absolutely correct; and I may also
state the total amount of expenditures
made in the lower basin States taking
into consideraton reclamation, flood
control, power, and so forth is tremen-
dous. The amount of reclamation money
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that has been spent in southern Cali-
fornia is absolutely fabulous.

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

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I must refuse
to yield. I have only a short time and
wish to complete my statement.

I would simply like to remind you, Mr.
Speaker, that when the Hoover Dam was
constructed, as the gentleman from In-
diana said, it was provided, and the State
of California was required to and aid
enter into a limitation agreement pro-
viding that they would not take any more
water than was provided in the limita-
tion act; and the Colorado compact di-
vided the waters half to the lower basin
and half to the upper basin.

We have been all these years trying
to get our water divided among ourselves,
and our projects developed. Now we
come before the Congress with a com-
prehensive plan to permit us to go ahead
with the development.

I would also like to remind you that
99 percent of this money will be paid
back, the major portion of it with inter-
est. We are taxing our lands and pur-
chasing the water and power to help
pay for it. The power that is to be gen-
erated will be sold in our own area. All
we are asking is for an advance of these
funds, the major portion of which is go-
ing to come out of the reclamation fund
made up of moneys collected from our
own States. In my State of Utah 73 per-
cent of all the land is owned by the Fed-
eral Government. The Government re-
ceives oil and gas revenues from my
State which go into the reclamation
fund. We feel it is our own money. We
are asking for the right to use it and the
Reclamation Act provides it cannot be
used for any other purpose than to con-
struct reclamation projects.

All we are asking is for our own money
and the opportunity to work out our own
destiny.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr, MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I hope my colleagues will pass
the rule which will give the House an
opportunity to listen to 4 hours of hon-
est, sincere debate on the upper Colo-
rado River project. If you do not care
to hear the debate, perchance, you
might read the arguments, pro and con,
in the quiet of your office or of your
study. But, because of the importance
of this legislation it is absolutely neces-
sary that both sides have an opportunity
to be heard. It was reported by the
Interior Committee by a 20-to-6 vote
with 3 not voting.

We are not dealing, in this legislation,
with a matter that can be resolved in
terms of hours, days, or years. It is not
a matter of States, areas, or localities,
but of all the United States. We are
dealing more specifically with a matter
that will find its place in the future of
every man, of every woman, and every
child in the United States of America,
for future generations to come,

I want to say, in all frankness, that
with the adoption of this rule we will
be able to show that it has the support
of this administration and complete bi-
partisan support of the Congress, We
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will show that it is economically feasible;
we will show that its engineering is cor-
rect, that it will pay back to the Treas-
ury the money that is invested in the
development of this resource. We will
show that southern California will not
lose one drop of water guaranteed them
under the compact of 1922. We will
demonstrate and show, to your satisfac-
tion, that the bill does not cost $4 billion
or untold millions, to every State in the
Union. We will show that the land to
be irrigated eventually under this de-
velopment is only about 132,000 new
acres, not 586,000 acres as the opponents
would have you believe. We will show
that it will help the Navaho Indians and
the good people of this tribe.

When the Colorado River compact was
entered into nearly a quarter of a cen-
tury ago, California, and lower basin
States, under this compact were allo-
cated 72 million acre-feet of water each
year. The same amount was allocated
to the four upper States. Water was
also promised to Mexico.

Southern California, under the Colo-
rado compact made in 1922, approved
and signed in 1928 the building of
Hoover, Davis, Parker, and Imperial
Dams, and also the Palo Verde weir.
Much of this construction was under
the guise of flood control and did not
cost southern California one thin dime.
Southern California has prospered fab-
ulously under the wise use of this stored
water. They have had a tremendous
economic growth because of the elec-
tricity produced at the several dams.
The city of Los Angeles could not exist
without the long canal giving water
from the dams to the city. I am glad
they have had that growth. It is part
of a growing, dynamic America.

In my judgment, the key to the econ-
omy of the West rests in the ability of
its people to control two of their great
natural resources—land and water.
Without the electric power generated
from the Hoover Dam, the industrial
cities of southern California would not
exist. The great Northwest has had its
remarkable development because of the
projects on the Columbia River. There
would be no Los Angeles, no Spokane,
Seattle, or Long Beach, as we know them
today, if it were not for the men in
Congress, in the Government, and in all
walks of life who had the vision and the
courage to build these projects.

The upper States in the Colorado River
project now are asking for their 7% mil-
lion acre-feet of water. They are ask-
ing that it be stored in reservoirs and
that eventually about 132 million acres
of land will receive water. They are ask-
ing that electric energy be developed,
and, indeed, about two-thirds of the
money for this project is for the develop-
ment of electric energy and will be repaid
to the Federal Treasury with interest.

The great growth of southern Cali-
fornia can be attributed to the wise use
of water and electric energy. The same
stability and growth of communities in
the upper basin States will become a
reality when this project is in full force
and effect.

The upper Colorado project has been
the subject of one of the more strenuous
public campaigns in many years. Your
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desk has been flooded with propaganda
from the Colorado River Association,
with offices at 306 West Third Street,
Los Angeles, Calif. Before the debate is
ended, T am sure that many of you will
realize that mueh of this propaganda
has no basis in faet. Propaganda that
this would eost other States millions of
dollars has na basis of fact. The engi-
neering feasibility has been established.
ATl these faets will be established.

The project has been coneceived and
designed by some of the most sincere and
capable experts who have had the benefit
and experience dafing back to the de-
signing and constructionr of the Hoover
Dam. I am sure that Members of Con-
gress must be confused because of the
statements and counterstatements rela-
tive to this project. The only way these
misunderstandings and confusions can
be resolved is to listen to or read the
debate which will follow on the passage
of this rule.

What we are considering in this bill
is a matter of extreme national interest.
It will permit the people in the upper
States to utilize the water guaranteed
them by the solemnn compact with the
States in the lower basin, and it will
permit another forward step in the de-
velopment of the national resources im
the United States of America.

A rule has been granted that will
permit discussion on this legislation
which is so important to our welfare.
The rule recognizes that amendmrents
might be necessary to make this a better
piece of legislation.

I would like to make it clear that I
have no persanal interest in this Iegisla-
tion. My State will receive no water
and not one kilowatt of electricity will
be delivered in Nebraska from any of
this project. I am interested because I
believe the project to be a vital part in
the future of a growing, dynamic Amer-
ica. I urge my colleagues fo vote for
this rule.

You may nef agree with the proponents
or opponents, but I trust you will permit
the Congress to work its will by free and
open diseussion on this vital Iegislation.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield fo
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like the Recorp to show that
the 7% million aecre-feet under the
Sante Fe compact goes to all the Iower
basin States. I do not want fhe gentle-
man to give away all of Arizona’s water
in such a cavalier manner. Arizona is
a State in the lower basin and certainly
expects to share in that 714 million acre~
feet. California has, by her own act,
limited herself to 4.4 million acre-feet
of water from the Colorado River.

Mr. MILLER. of Nebraska. That is
correct; thank you.

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

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield fo
the genfleman from California,

Mr. HOSMER. I would just like to
say at this poinf that there are argu-
ments on the other side as to whether
or not the 4.4 million acre-feet to Cali-
fornia and the other water to the lIower
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basin is imperiled by this projeci, and
I shall discuss it further.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I hope the
gentleman will. Im the judement of
many, California’s water will not be
affected.

Mr. COLMER. Myr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HOLIFIELD].

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the
Congress is faced today with probably
one of the most complicated measures
which we have had to consider in this

those who are for and against this meas-
ure. It is my hope that during the time
of that 4-hour debate many of us who
believe this bill should be defeated can
appeal to the reason and good judgment
of the Members of this House to the
point where this bill can be defeated.
The Members from southern California,
on both sides of the aisle, may be placed
by the proponents of this bill in a false
position. They say that we are water
hogs, that we want all the water in the
river, and all that sort of thing. As a
matter of fact, this compaet has been in
controversy for more than 25 years.
Over 20 interstate commissions have
tried to get together to determime what
is the meaning of the Colorado River
compact. At this very time, as a result
of a suit by the State of Arizona against
the State of California, the matter is be-
fore the Supreme Court for the deter-
mination of the meaning of the compact.

There are at least 12 different points
that the people in southerm California
honestly and sineerely feel should be
clarified. The only place we can get
that clarification, inferstate conferences
having failed, is before the Supreme
Court of the United Sfates.

We have rested our case before the

Court and we are ready and

willing to abide by the opinion of the
Supreme Court when it comes, whatever
that opinion may be. It may be con-
trary to the belief of southern California.
On the other hand, it may support seme
of our beliefs as to what the compact
means. But we honestly and sincerely
believe that this tremendous and com-
plicated piece of legislation should not
be passed while there is pending in the
Supreme Court a suit between Séates of
the compaet, which will affect all of the
States within the eompact; the elarifi-
cation of which will affect the rights of
the separate States, ineluding that of
southern California. We feel our con-
tractual rights are in jeopardy. We
know of no other way to find out than to
seek the judgment of the Supreme Court.
We do not want any ill feeling between
neighboring States. The Members from
California have stood aside on 10 differ-
ent occasions when legislation confer-
ring benefits upon the upper basin States
has been offered. We supported the
compact for the upper basin and the ap-
proval of the contract by the Congress.
‘We have been willing that money that
comes from Hoover Dam go to the upper
basin States for engineering projects
over the years. We are not a dog in the
manger on this project. We merely seek
to protect our rights.
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We have & million people in southern
Califoynia that are depending upon the
water from the Colorado. And I should
like to say that the muniecipalities and
the irrigation disbricts and water dis-
tricts of California have expended over
$700 million in agueduets, irrigation
ditehes, and transmission lines fmm
Hoover Dam.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

My. DIES. Iithedeciahno(thes-u—
preme Court is in favor of southern
California, what effect would that have
upon the project as it is presented to the
House?

Mr. HOLIFIEED. In my opinion, if
the Supreme Court should recommend
in favar of southern California’s inter-
prefation of the compact, it would pre-
tect our rights under the compact. Buf
if it should rule against our interprefa-
tion of the compaet, we fear we would
Iose some of that protection.

Mr. DIES. That is not quite the ques-
tion. What I want to know is, if
southern California won the case would
that change the nature and effect of the
project; would it destroy the project?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Oh, no.
it?Mr' DIES. Or have any effect npon

Mr. HOLIFIELD, No, as far as I
know ; it would not.

Mr., DIES. Then what has the case
got to do with the project?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It might modify
the contract to give protection to
southern California for water rights
which if it were decided against us
would make some of our present con-
tracts null and void.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Spealker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to my col-
Ieague from California.

Mr. HOSMER. Also in the case be-
fore the Supreme Court is the definition
of beneficial consumptive use as it ap-
plies to the compact.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right.

Mr. HOSMER. That makes =z tre-
reendous difference in this particular in-
stanece, because that definition makes a
difference between the upper basin and
the fower basin as to what net water is
available for use; and also there is the
matter of something in excess of 2 mil-
lion acre-feet of water claimed by the
Indians that might have to be subfraeted
from the water available between the
Tower and the upper basins.

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. McDoNoUGH].

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
take this time merely to clarify a point
that seemed o be in doubt following tlhe
remarks of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. Harreck], the question as fo
whether this project eame into the same
category as far as equal benefits are con-
cerned as the lower Colorado develop-
ment and the Hoover Dam.

It does not by any means, because be-
fore a steam shovel was turned for the
Pbuilding of the Hoover Dam, and fthat
was after years and years of engineering
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and investigation as to the best location,
before a steam shovel was turned there
was a firm contract agreed to by Cali-
fornia and the Federal Government that
California would pay for the cost of
Hoover Dam by consuming the power de-
veloped at the dam. It was written
down and signed and agreed, and that
has been lived up to.

This project does not equal that in any
sense whatsoever. This project is seek-
ing to obtain all of the money from the
Federal Treasury without any assurance
of any return except from the result of
the sale of the power and the reclamation
of the land eventually. That is paying
beforehand, while we in California gave
every assurance and guaranty of the
payment of it before the project was
started.

Another thing, so far as the jeopardy
of the lower Colorado River water is con-
cerned, is that there is in the minority
report a reliable and a very dependable
statement made by Raymond Hill and
several other engineers. I quote Mr.
Hill because I know him personally. I
have had personal contact with him. I
know his reputation. He was retained
as a consulting engineer by the State of
Colorado. He gave to the State of Colo-
rado this statement as a result of his
survey:

When the upper Colorado River storage
project is consiructed and Iin operation,
there will not be a sufiicient flow in the river
below Lee Ferry—

That is the dividing point—

to supply the full right of the Metropolitan
Water District, namely, 1,212,000 acre-feet
per annum. It is quite probable that the
flow will not take care of more than about
one-half of the full right.

Here is an engineer's report that that
river compact is going to be violated if
these projects are put into effect.

The report goes on further to say that
the building of the upper Colorado River
projects will be disastrous to the lower
river States’ water supply.

I recommend that the rule be defeated,
because I do not think this project is in
a form in which it should be debated at
this time. It should be recommitted to
the committee. More study should be
made of it. It is not in a shape in which
we should consider it at this time. I am
going to vote against the rule just as I
voted against the rule the first time it
was on the floor, when this House de-
feated the rule the first time this proj-
ect was offered to the House for con-
sideration.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. RoGErs].

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

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado. ’

Mr. ASPINALL. Has this project
ever been before this body before?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. This proj-
ect has never been before this body
before.

Mr. McDONOUGH. The rule was
defeated.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I beg the
gentleman’s pardon, the rule was not.
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- The only reason I take a little time
here is to discuss the question of the so-
called lawsuit pending in the Supreme
Court of the United States. . That is just
another method that those in southern
California are using in an attempt to
defeat this bill.

May I outline to you that the people
of southern California and all of the peo-
ple of the Colorado River Basin States
agreed on a compact, providing for a
division of the water between the upper
basin States and the lower basin States.
The southern Californians insist that we
should deliver to them an average of 756
million acre-feet over a 10-year period.
In order to get the Boulder Canyon proj-
ect approved the State of California by
its legislature, adopted a bill which the
Congress of the United States directed
them to do under no circumstances and
under no condition were they to use or
attempt to assert any right in excess of
4,400 million acre-feet plus one-half of
the surplus thereof. That was in the
original Boulder Dam Project Act ap-
proved December 21, 1928 (45 Stat.
1057). Not until this bill began to see
the light of day did you ever have south-
ern California or anywhere else, any-
body question that compact at all. The
southern Californians went to the Su-
preme Court of the United States and
did their best to get the sovereign States
of Colorado, Wyoming, Utah, and New
Mexico into it for the purpose of then
coming before the Congress saying, “You
cannot pass it because it is now in the
Supreme Court of the United States.”
The Supreme Court of the United States
turned down the request of southern
California and said that this compact
as it deals with the upper basin States
and this compact and this hill, as we ex-
pect to pass it, did not in any manner,
and would not in any manner affect this
bill nor would we be engaged in any liti-
gation whatsoever.

It is my thought, and I think the rec-
ord will bear it out, that southern Cali-
fornia at the time the Hoover Dam was
built, agreed, as the gentleman from
California said a moment ago, to repay
by paying for the energy and for the
water. But what did they do? They
came to this Congress in 1940, after that
contract was entered into wherein they
agreed to pay approximately 5.6 mills per
kilowatt-hour for the electric energy
they wanted at Hoover Dam, and asked
this Congress for permission to rewrite
that contract. That contract is rewrit-
ten and today they are getting that ener-
gy for 2%, mills per kilowatt-hour. That
is one of the things they are fighting it
for because they know their obligation to
pay it.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 9
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. ASPINALLI.

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

Mr. ASPINALL. I yield.

Mr. DONOVAN. So that I will not
interrupt the gentleman at the high
point of his speech, I wonder if the gen-
tleman would tell the House how many
acres of new land will be put into culti-
vation if this Ilegislation passes the
House?
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Mr. ASPINALL. May I say to the
gentleman that that will all be brought
out in debate, however, I will answer
it now and say approximately 135,000
acres of new land.

Mr. Speaker, first may I express my
deep appreciation to my good friend, the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoL-
MER] for permitting me to have this
much of his all toco limited time, and also
I wish to thank my very fine and help-
ful friends, the Speaker pro tempore of
this body, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. McCorMack] and the for-
mer floor leader of the House o1 the Re-
publican side, the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HatrLeEck]l for the fine state-
ments that they made in support of the
rule. Muech of what has been said here
during the last half hour, of course, has
its place in the debate. My purpose here
is to use the time which I have been given
to suggest to my colleagues that this leg-
islation is of sufficient significance and
importance to have the rule adopted and
to proceed to debate.

Naturally, as sponsor of the bill, H. R.
3383, I support House Resolution 311
now under consideration, and sincerely
trust that the Members of this honor-
able body will approve such resolution
and make possible full debate of the
upper Colorado River project legisla-
tion—legislation about which much has
been said and publicized, and of which
a great part has been misleading.

My residence in the area to be directly
served by the project, which will be au-
thorized by the bill under approval of
House Resolution 311, began as a boy
in 1904. It has been continuous since
then. Although I retain a great warmth
of affection for the place of my nativity,
the distriet so ably represented by our
good friend and colleague the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Brownl, never-
theless, I shall be eternally grateful that
my parents found the needed haven in
western Colorado when my mother's
health made it imperative for us to find
a new home.

My forebears helped pioneer and set-
tle many areas of the East. I am happy
that the same fate fell to me as far as
a part of the Rocky Mountain West is
concerned. The place where my home
has been for a half century was out from
under Indian rule only 20 years when
I moved there. I am the only Member
of this great body who is an actual resi-
dent of the upper Colorado River basin,
an area larger than the whole of New
England. I believe that I am qualified
to tell you of the hopes and ambitions
of the people of that undeveloped store-
house of a large guantity of our coun-
try’s natural-resource values. Here is
an area with its people just waiting for
the opportunity to make its contribu-
tion to the general advancement and
welfare of our great Nation. The upper
basin area of the Colorado is a land of
great promise. Itsagricultural resources
now limited by the topography of the
area can be developed further. Its min-
eral resources are virtually untapped. I
do not need to advise this body that the
upper basin contains the greatest ura-
nium-producing area in this country and
perhaps in the Western Hemisphere.
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Just a few miles from my home lie
mountains of oil shale, vast beds of
coal and mountains of phosphates—to
mention a few of the items comprising
the mineral wealth of my area. The
same, of course, is true of New Mexico,
Utah, and Wyoming. These tremendous
mineral deposits with their vast poten-
tial benefits for the people of our land,
wait only for the availability of power
at reasonable rates and the availability
of sure supplies of domestic and indus-
trial water. The downrush of the waters
of the Colorado will provide the boot-
strap by which this area can pull itself
up, paying its own way as it goes, and
giving incalculable values to the Nation
generally.

I stand here in the well of the House
with a feeling of great hope that this
day will see a generation-old dream
come true—a dream of the people of the
upper Colorado River Basin area for a
rather limited number of new farms, a
somewhat greater number of old farms
with a sure supply of vital water at some
period in the future beginning not earlier
than 1964, a limited amount of municipal
water development, and electric power as
an incidental feature to bring new mines,
mills, and factories to develop our abun-
dant resources. If indeed industrialism
proceeds as visualized much of the agri-
cultural water will be taken for cities.
In it also is the first necessary step in a
long-range program to aid a large seg-
ment of our Navaho Indians.

We of the upper Colorado River Basin
have been working toward this sound
development for the better part of this
century. Bills to achieve it, following
upon negotiation, planning and inter-
state agreement, have been before the
Congress for several years. Now the
great effort is at a time of decision—the
bill is ready for House action. We of
the upper Colorado Basin area and
States directly interested therein stand
ready to justify the Nation's faith in our
plan with our assurances for repayment
of the financial credit we here seek.
There is no better demonstration of our
faith in this project.

I cannot here add dramatic new testi-
monials to the soundness of this legisla-
tion. I would not, if I were able to do so,
guild it as the lily, but I know it to be
fundamentally sound and worthwhile—
worthwhile to the underdeveloped area
through which the Colorado River now
flows as an erratic and wasting asset,
and equally worthwhile to the Nation as
well.

This Nation was built by, and has
glways profited from, the development
of its resources. Bonneville, Coulee, Cen-
tral California, Boulder—all these stand
as monuments to the gain for the Nation
to be achieved by initial advances from
the Government.

I have not time now to refute each dra-
matic thrust that has been made against
this legislation—thrusts made by skill-
ful and well-financed opposition. Such
opportunity will be afforded to us with
the adoption of the rule under consid-
eration. It is my hope that the facts
will be the basis of decision in your case,
as it has been in mine. These speak
for themselves and speak in solid sup-
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port for this Federal resource invest-
ment.

These facts have grown out of exten-
sive hearings. As chairman of the com-
mittee which held these hearings, I made
sure that each point of view was fully,
even redundantly, heard and considered,
whether fact or folly. We did not pro-
ceed as partisans or as wastrels, but
rather as men seeking to bring to frui-
tion the type of development which has
proven to be so valuable in other areas,
and to the Nation generally. Evidence
of this careful consideration can be
found in the newly adopted provisions
of the bill excluding and protecting na-
tional park and monument areas—which
legislative protection was sought by eon-
servation-minded groups. Further evi-
dence is found in our limit on the total
appropriation to an amount consider-
ably below the figure approved by the
other body, but a figure which we be-
lieve to he adequate to do the job.

This is now being submitted to you
from the House Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs for your judgment.
In the reports we have offered facts to
undergird the conclusions which resulted
from our extensive consideration.

Beyond this, to each of you who have
had a question to ask of me, I have given
a plain and forthright answer—as your
questions deserved. I have not, nor will
I now, paint this logical program as a
glittering package of indescribable and
limitless value, but my colleagues and I
shall do our best to present to you its
worth and possibilities to the area and
Nation. It will provide the economic
stimulus for a now underdeveloped area
which will enable it to build new farms,
new cities, new factories, and create
other income and tax-gathering facili-
ties out of which repayment can be made.
It is not something new, and for a testi-
monial of its economic worth and value,
just turn your ear to the concerted oppo-
sition rising up from southern California
which would like to profit from the use
of the same water even though they
signed solemn agreements that it was
not theirs.

I know only too well that all of you
have been treated to carefully calculated
points of opposition ranging from pur-
ported statistical data to side-show
routines about rock that dissolves in
water. To those of you on my right con-
vinced that you do not favor this legis-
lation, I offer this last chance to join
in a new and challenging adventure. To
those of you on my left in this same
situation I offer the reminder that this
is favored by past and present leaders
and spokesmen of your great party and
has an honorable history back to the
administration of the able and dynamic
Theodore Roosevelt. It isnot a partisan
matter at all.

What is it that we propose? We pro-
pose at last to control the upper half of
the turbulent Colorado River, much as
it has been controlled by Federal help
in its southern reaches. To do so, we
need a giant dam, not as high as Hoover,
but more expensive, to tame the erratic
flow. This dam, Glen Canyon, and the
falling water from it converted to elec-
trical energy, will enable us to put water
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to use in development elsewhere for
farms, cities and people; for mine and
mill and factory. These economic crea-
tions will generate the new income nec-
essary to repay the advances made dur-
ing construction. That is all there is to
it. True, the §760 million figure is a
considerable sum, but recall only that
the repayment to the Government, in
that it involves interest on two-thirds of
the features, will be even larger. It is
not, unfortunately, enough of a refurn
to attract private industry, but it is
enough to bring wealth, net new wealth,
new income, new taxes, new markets, to
the Nation. That is the criteria upon
which I support this legislation. It will
provide the necessary development of
now underdeveloped resources in a man-
ner that will return the advance. Is it
not good enough for you as well?

Just to save a lot of time, I should like
to cover in pointed terms what this bill
does not contain. I realize that this is
perhaps not the best way to approach
the virtues of any legislation, but until
we clear the tangled underbrush of cal-
culated confusion, we cannot see the
trees. There are many interests and
groups who fear to have the trees seen
lest they be appreciated and approved.
Accordingly, they take the devious path
of confusion. The upper Colorado stor-
age and development project is not
something new, something recently con-
cocted by a bunch of harebrained plan-
ners bent on development at any cost.
The history of this proposal, rather, goes
back before the turn of the century when
farseeing men began the development
of the arid West by means of irrigation.
This development was a key point in
the necessity which moved the States
along the Colorado to come to binding
agreement on the division of its waters
which culminated in the Santa Fe com-
pact in 1822, This development was
foreseen, supported, and advanced by
such farseeing political leaders of our
country as Herbert Hoover, Theodore
Roosevelt, Gifford Pinchot, Calvin
Coolidge, and a list of highly respected
conservationists too long to include here.
Indeed, some of the very dams proposed
as a part of this upper basin develop-
ment were surveyed and contemplated
for construction by the lower basin be-
fore they settled on a high dam in Black
Canyon, since known as the Hoover Dam.
This development merely provides for
the use of the waters of the Colorado
River and this has been contemplated,
planned, supported, and advanced by
each negotiation, legislative enactment,
compact, and proposal since the early
settlers were able to see that water was
life in the West. ‘This is not to say that
all has ever been harmonious or unani-
mous. Water is the lifeblood of the
West, and if I seem repetitious, let it
merely indicate a measure of the conflict
that has occurred over its control and
use. I wish each of you had time to go
over the history of the development of
this great region stretching from the
Rockies to the Gulf of California. I wish
you could go back with me over the long
negotiations, battles, and final agree-
ments affecting this river. It is a fas-
cinating story with able and energetic
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characters, a worthwhile plot, and more
than adequate drama. It has many au-
thors—men now forgotten, men once
famous but now passed into memory, and
men who were there and are still avail-
able to recount the ctory in personal
terms even though time is taking its
toll. It has many side plots and plots
within plots, yet it is all a consistent part
of the whole drama of development in
the Colorado River Basin—and how gen-
eral development is tied irrevocably to
the waters of this great stream.

The bill, consideration of which would
be in order upon the approval of the
resolution now before us, does not au-
thorize, or even contemplate, the con-
struction of any facility having any ad-
verse effect on any area reserved as a
national park or national monument.
On the other hand, the legislation as ap-
proved by the committee specifically pro-
vides for the protection of the Rainbow
Bridge National Monument should it be
endangered by the construction of the
Glen Canyon unit. It goes even further
and provides that it is the intention of
Congress that no dam or reservoir con-
structed under the authorization of this
act shall be in any national park or mon-
ument.

The suggested legislation does not au-
thorize or of necessity contemplate any
billion dollar boondoggle to siphon away
funds from the National Treasury or
zconomy. In fact, the nonreimbursable
zost allocations in this legislation are
very small with 99 percent of all the
funds advanced by the Federal Govern-
ment to be repaid in full to the Federal
Treasury with those costs allocated to
power, and municipal water repayable
with interest.

The bill does not involve, either as now
presented or originally proposed, any
multibillion dollar subsidy to this area
of the West. In fact, the legislation con-
fains no authorization for subsidy as the
word is so often misused these days. Evi-
dence will be presented by the proponents
of the legislation to show that the bene-
fit-cost ratio of this particular project
is most favorable to the Nation generally.
The plan to be considered by this body
does not involve or even contemplate any
use of water which will have adverse
effect upon present legitimate and legal
uses based upon the law of the river at
any place along the river, in its basin or
in areas now served by waters from the
river. In fact, the proponents will show
that provisions have been incorporated
in the legislation to cause the law of the
river to apply in every possible instance,
The bill does not involve or even contems=
plate any sudden or eventual use of the
Colorado River water not known to any
informed person of the whole area for
the last three decades, nor does it involve
any theory, proposal, or Federal aid not
equally well known and previously sup-
ported by several States and legal entities
of the area now supporting or opposing
the present program to be authorized
by the legislation to be considered. In
fact, it conforms, and in some respects
more conservatively, to the established
procedures, rules, and regulations for
reclamation developments heretofore
authorized by this body.
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The bill does not reqguire vast sums of
money from other States of the Union
to their damage and hurt. In fact, it re-
quires only a limited amount of aid over
the necessary construction period from
funds other than those available in the
revolving reclamation fund. Well-
grounded estimates show that in no year
during the construction period would the
Federal Government be called upon to
furnish from the General Treasury more
than $18 million a year, practieally all of
which would be repayable.

The bill does not involve or even con-
template power costs in excess of that
presently charged or available in the
foreseeable future for the area to be
served; nor does it contemplate hydro
power development adversely affecting
our diminishing resources of hydro-
carbons; nor does it contemplate any
program that would adversely affect our
nuclear power reactor projects. In fact,
the development of the upper Colorado
River project would aid the development
of the other programs and the power pro-
duced would be furnished at a rate bene-
fiting the users.

The bill does not involve or even con-
template the culture of any esoteric food
or any crop now in great surplus or in
competition with those produced in any
other area. In fact, the amount of land
to be developed under the project is con-
siderably less in acreage than the amount
now being withdrawn from agricultural
production for military, municipal, high-
way, and other uses made necessary by
an increasing: population, and the prog-
ress of our economy.

The bill does not involve any flimsy
program hastily thrown together without
a thought as to its integration to the
needs of the whole area or the Nation.
In fact, on the contrary it is a well
thought out and well planned project
carried as far along in concrete plans and
specifications as funds available have
permitted. Of course, there is consider-
able engineering work to be done yet to
insure that the various faeilities of the
project can be constructed effectively,
safely, and economically.

The bill does not, of necessity, involve
the appropriation of money at a time
when the budget may not be exactly bal-
anced. However, with the approachment
of the time when the budget is balanced,
the much-publicized phony interest and
nimble numbers charges would assume
their proper perspeetive and relation-
ship. In faet, the national benefits
which would be possible under the au-
thorization after it comes into operation
would aid and further our national wel-
fare to a material degree.

The sponsors of H. R. 3383 and com-
panion bills, if given the opportunity,
will present in an orderly, and we trust,
effective manner the facts and proce-
dures pertinent to the legislation. We
respectfully ask for your favorable sup-
port of the rule and close attention to the
matters which are factually involved.

I wish to suggest to-my good colleagues
the gentleman from California [Mr.
HosMer] and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr, SavLor] that it is a rather
pleasing experience for me to come this
far along in the consideration of this
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legislation and find ourselves in mutual
agreement at least on one thing and that
is that this legislation is sufficiently im-
portant to be considered by the House.

May I advise of the amount of consid-
eration that has been given to this bill?
More than 125 hours were devoted to the
taking of testimony by committees in
the 83d and 84th Congresses, and to care-
ful and close consideration of the matter.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASPINALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Utah.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Will the gen-
tleman tell the committee how that time
was divided?

Mr. ASPINALL., With the exception
of about 6 hours which were given to
departmental witnesses to present their
case, the time was divided 50-50, 50 per-
cent of the time to the proponents and -
50 percent of the time to the opponents.

More than 2,800 pages of printed testi-
mony are available for the Members of
this body to study if they see fit.

Of those witnesses who appeared be-
fore our committee during the 84th Con-
gress, 38 were basin proponents, 1 was
an REA spokesman supporting the hill;
3 were Indian representatives supporting
the legislation; 2 were private-utility
spokesmen supporting the legislation; 11
were conservationists who were opposed
to the legislation at that time; 2 were
in general support; 15 southern Califor-
nia witnesses appeared in opposition,
and only 1 witness other than this group
from southern California appeared in
opposition to this legislation. 4

When my colleague, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAvLor], sug-
gests that we are bringing to this body
an entirely different piece of legislation
than that originally put before the
House, the gentleman is absolutely mis-
taken. The germaneness of what is
proposed in the amendment has been
passed upon by those who are familiar
with parliamentary practice before this
body.

.We have stated we would not attempt
to bypass the important Rules Commit-
tee in any particular whatsoever.

One of the most important amend-
ments that has been placed in the sub-
stitute is to the effect that no national
park or monument area shall be tres-
passed upon in the construction of this
project.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ASPINALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I would
like to ask the gentleman whether or not
all of the so-called conservation coniro-
versies have been resolved? Is the con-
servation group satisfied with this bill?

Mr. ASPINALL. All of the conserva-
tion opposition that was formerly placed
before our committee to my knowledge
has been withdrawn. Some of them not
only have withdrawn their opposition,
but they now support this legislation
wholeheartedly, as is shown in the re-
port.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. That
includes the Sierra Club of California?
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Mr. ASPINALL. That includes the
Sierra Club of California, under the able
leadership of Mr. Brower.

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

Mr, ASPINALL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HOSMER. May I make a correc-
tion? Mr. Brower has contacted me
within the past few days, continuing to
voice his opposition to the proposition.

Mr. ASPINALL. We are not going to
get into any argument on that. I have
stated what is my opinion.

We have made one change in the sub-
stitute which goes to the formula for re-
payment. We have done this, as you will
be advised, in order to see to it that the
waters allocated to the upper basin
through the Colorado River compact of
1922 and the upper Colorado River com-
pact of 1948 ar~ properly allocated to
bring about the use of such allocations
heretofore made to the various States.
By direction we have attempted to do
what the former bill did by indirection.
It is the feeling of the committee that
this amendment is germane.

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

Mr. ASPINALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. DONOVAN. The gentleman has
just referred to a list of interests that
have approved the bill. Would the gen-
tleman care to inform the House wheth-
er or not the private power companies
of Utah, Colorado, and Arizona approve
this bill?

Mr. ASPINALL. I shall advise the
gentleman from New York that there ap-
peared before our commitiee two repre-
sentatives of the private power utilities
in that area, stating that they represent-
ed some 10 private utilities. They ad-
vised the committee that they were will-
ing to accept the responsibility of dis-
tributing the power that was surplus to
the needs of the REA.

Mr. DONOVAN. The answer of the
gentleman then is that this bill is all
right with the private power utilities o
that area; is that correct? .

Mr., ASPINALL. In that part of the
area we have had friendly operations.
They have come into the picture and
suggested to us their willingness to ac-
cept this responsibility.

Mr. DONOVAN. So that this is one
piece of public power legislation in the
West that the private power companies
do not oppose; is that correct?

Mr. ASPINALL. I will let the gentle-
man answer his own question.

Mr. DONOVAN. Would the gentle-
man care to inform the House as to what
knowledge he has as to why the private
power utilities concur in this bill?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Colorado has
expired.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Speaker, some question has been
raised here during debate upon the rule
as to the propriety of certain actions
that will be taken. It is my understand-
ing that the commitee proposes to offer
an amendment to its bill in the form of
a substitute, I take it if the substitute

is germane it may be offered. If it is
not germane an objection would stop it.
Therefore, I see nothing irregular about
this procedure. It is perfectly in order.

Mr. Speaker, while I personally am
constrained to oppose this bill and vote
against it, it is of sufficient importance
that the rule should be adopted and full
s:lslcussion had as is provided under the

e.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Mississippi
has expired.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore,

question is on the resolution.

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken: and there
were—yeas, 354, nays 26, not voting 53,

as follows:
[Roll No. 10]
YEAS—3564

Abbitt Christopher Green, Oreg.
Abernethy Chudoff Green, Pa,
Adair Church Gregory
Addonizlo Clark Griffiths
Albert Clevenger Gross
Alexander Caole Gubser
Alger Colmer Gwinn
Allen, Calif. Cooley Hagen
Allen, I11. Coon Hale
Andersen, Cooper Halleck

H. Carl Corbett Hand
Andresen, Coudert: Harden

August H. Cramer Hardy
Anfuso Cretella Harris
Ashley Crumpacker Harrison, Nebr.
Ashmore Cunningham  Harrison, Va.
Aspinall Curtis, Mass, Harvey
Auchincloss Curtis, Mo. Hays, Ark.
Avery Dague Hayworth
Ayres Davidson Healey
Bailey Davis, Tenn. Hébert
Baker Davis, Wis. Henderson
Baldwin Dawson, 111, Herlong
Barrett Dawson, Utah Heselton
Bass, N, H. Deane Hess
Bass, Tenn. Delaney Hiestand
Bates Dempsey Hill
Baumhart Derounian Hinshaw
Beamer Devereux Hoeven
Becker Dies Hoffman, T11,
Bennett, Fla. Diggs Hoffman, Mich.
Bennett, Mich. Dingell Holland
Berry Dixon Holmes
Betts Dodd Holtzman
Blatnik Dollinger Hope
Boggs Dolliver Horan
Boland Donovan Huddleston
Bolling Dorn, N. Y Hull
Bolton, Dorn, 8. C Hyde

Frances P, Dowdy Ikard
Bolton, Doyle Jarman

Oliver P, Durham Jennings
Bonner Edmond J,
Bosch Elliott Johansen
Bow Ellsworth Johnson, Calif,
Bowler Engle Johnson, Wis.
Boyle Evins Jonas
Bray Fallon Jones, Ala.
Brooks, La. Fascell Judd
Brooks, Tex. Felghan Karsten
Brown, Ga. Fenton Kean
Brown, Ohio Fernandez Kearney
Brownson Fino Eearns
Broyhill Fisher Eeating
Buckley Fjare Kee
Budge Flood Eelley, Pa.
Burdick Fogarty Kelly, N. Y.
Burleson Forand Keogh
Bush Eilburn
Byrd Forrester Kilday
Byrne, Pa Frazier Kilgore
Byrnes, Wis Frelinghuysen Kirwan
Canfield Friedel Kluczynski
Cannon Gm’x OX
Carnahan Gathings Knutson
Cederberg Gentry Krueger
Celler George Laird
Chase Gordon Landrum
Chelf Grant Lane
Chenoweth Gray Lanham

The
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I
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Lankford
Latham
LeCompte
Lesinski
Long

Lovre
McCarthy
MeConnell
MeCormack
McDowell
MeGregor
McMillan
McVey
Machrowlcz
Mack, 111,
Mack, Wash.
Madden

Mailliard
Marshall
Matthews
Meader
Metealf
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Md.
Miller, Nebr.
Miller, N. Y.
Mills
Minshall
Morano
Moss
Moulder
Multer
Mumma
Murray, Ill.
Murray, Tenn.
Natcher
Nelson
Nicholson
Norblad
Norrell
O'Brien, Ill.
O'Brien, N. Y,
O'Hara, I11.
O'Hara, Minn,
O’'Neill
Ostertag
Passman
Patman

Blitch
Carlyle
Davis, Ga.
Flynt
Haley
Hillings
Holifield
Holt
Hosmer

Andrews
Arends
Barden
Belcher
Bell
Bentley
Boykin
Burnside
Carrigg
Chatham
Chiperfield
Denton
Dondero
Donohue
Eberharter
Fountain
Fulton
Gamble

February 28
Patterson Smith, Wis.
Pelly Spence
Perkins Springer
Plost Staggers
Philbin Steed
Pofl Sullivan
Polk Taber
Preston Talle
Price Taylor
Prouty Teague, Calif,
Radwan Teague, Tex.
Ray Thomas
Reece, Tenn, ‘Thompson, La.
Rees, Eans, Thompson,
Reuss Mich.
Rhodes, Ariz. Thompson, N. J.
Rhodes, Pa. Thompson, Tex.
Riehlman Thomson, Wyo.
Rivers Thornberry
Roberts Trimble
Robeson, Va. Tuck
Robsion, Ky. Tumulty
Rodino Udall
Rogers, Colo. Vanik
Rogers, Fla. Van Pelt
Rogers, Mass, Velde
Rogers, Tex. Vinson
Rooney Vorys
Rutherford Vursell
Sadlak Wainwright
St. George Walter
Saylor Weaver
Schenck ‘Westland
Scherer Whitten
Schwengel Wickersham
Scott Widnall
Serivner Wigglesworth
Scudder ‘Willlams, N. J.
Seely-Brown Williams, N. Y.
Selden Willis
Sheehan Winstead
Shelley Withrow
Short Wolcott
Sieminski Wolverton
Sikes Wright
Siler Yates
Sisk Young
Smith, Va Younger
Smith, Eans, Zablocki
8mith, Miss.

NAYS—26
Jackson Poage
Jones, N. C. Roosevelt
King, Calif. Sheppard
Lipscomb Shuford
McDonough Simpsaon, T11.
Mason Utt
O'K skl Wilson, Calif.
Phillips Wilson, Ind,
Pillion
NOT VOTING—E&3

Garmatz Pilcher
Gavin Powell
Granahan Priest
Hays, Ohio Quigley
James Rabaut
Jenkins Rains
Jones, Mo. Reed, N. Y
King, Pa. Richards
Klein Riley
McCulloch Simpson, Pa.
McIntire Tollefson
Macdonald Van Zandt
Martin Watts
Merrow Wharton
Mollohan Wier
Morgan Williams, Miss,
Morrison Zelenko
Osmers

So the resolution was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Boykin for, with Mr, Riley against.

Mr. Arends for, with Mr. Osmers against.
Until further notice:

Mr. Bell with Mr. Martin.
Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Gavin.

Mr. Klein with Mr. Bentley.

Mr. Powell with Mr, Van Zandt.
Mr. Zelenko with Mr. Simpson of Pennsyl

vania.

Mr. Richards with Mr, Chiperfield.
Mr. Donohue with Mr. Belcher.
Mr. Eberharter with Mr. Fulton.
Mr. Granahan with Mr. Carrigg.
Mr. Morrison with Mr. McCulloch.
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Mr. Mollohan with Mr. McIntire.

Mr. Morgan with Mr. Dondero.

Mr. Pilcher with Mr. James.

Mr. Quigley with Mr. Merrow.

Mr. Rains with Mr, Jenkins.

Mr. Watts with Mr. Wharton.

Mr. Hays of Ohio with Mr. Tollefson.

Mr. Chatham with Mr. King of Pennsyl-
vania.
e Mr. Willlams of Mississippl with Mr., Gam-

le.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERSONAL PRIVILEGE

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
a point of personal privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will state his point of per-
sonal privilege.

Mr, HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I have
here an editorial from the Deseret News
and Salt Lake Telegram, a recent issue
which is entitled “Colorado Moves On.”

In speaking of the fate of the bill the
editorial says:

It appears the project can be brought to
the House for floor debate late this month,

leaving no excuse for failing to give it care-
ful consideration and a calm vote,

One may suggest that aside from the
Natlon's welfare, no time should be lost for
the sake of Congressman Hosmer of Call-
fornia. If he is given many more weeks in
which to dream up a bigger falsehood than
those he has already presented, the conse-
quences can't be foreseen.

Mr. Speaker, the editorial reflects
-upon my integrity as a Member of this
body.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will
the gentleman send the editorial to the
Chair?

Mr. HOSMER. I will

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair thinks the gentleman raises a
question of personal privilege.

The gentleman from California is rec-
ognized.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include extraneous
matter, including tables.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the edi-
torial being couched in the terms it is
leaves a question on everything that
I have ever said about this project over
several long years of effort. I am going
to itemize these to you and ask you:
True or false? And leave it to your
opinion.

Mr. Speaker, I have said that I op-
posed this project because it tramples
the water rights of California both as
to quantity and to quality. True or
false? .

Mr. Speaker, I stated, under date of
March 16, the reason for my opposition
to the upper Colorado basin project be-
cause as proposed it would qualify Cali-
fornia’s right to waters of the river
established by compact, contract, and
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appropriation. This is my full state-

ment:;

Southern California Congressmen have
been recelving numerous letters from home
urging us to oppose the upper Colorado Basin
storage project.

For myself, as a member of the committee
holding hearings on it, I wish to say that
I have devoted the majority of my time to
this great battle on behalf of the 6 million
southern Californians vitally dependent on
the quantity and quality of their lawful
share of the water of the Colorado River.
We vitally need it for our homes, our farms,
and our job-glving industries.

If the day should ever come that Colorado
River water failed to flow into our area, on
that day BSouthern California would be
changed from an oasis to a desert. On that
day, every southern Californian would lose
the value of his home and everything else
he owns that could not be transported to
another part of the country.

In addition, we must protect the almost
three-fourths billion dollars we have invested
in dams, canals, transmission lines, and
other facilities constructed to make use of
our share of the water.

All southern California Congressmen have
participated wholeheartedly in this nonpar-
tisan battle for southern California’s vital
interests.

The reason we oppose the upper Colorado
Basin storage project is that, as proposed,
it would viclate California’s rights to waters
of the river established by compact, con-
tract, and appropriation.

It is a strange, but true, fact that develop-
ments on the upper Colorado can proceed
without interfering with California’s rights.

Thus, our fight is not blindly directed
against upper Colorado Basin developments
in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mex-
ico. Rather it is against carrying them on
in 'such a way as to trample our water
rights,

Whenever these BStates are willing, in
building and operating their projects, to
recognize and respect our rights, I believe
California’s opposition will vanish like a
snowball in the hot sun.

We, in the arid West, are all interested in
seeing that every possible use is made of
what water we have. But we will forever
“stand on our ditch” and protect what is
rightfully ours.

Southern Californians can become “water
vigilantes” and help In this battle. They
should write their friends and relatives in
other parts of the country to contact their
own Congressmen and Senators urging oppo=
sition to the upper Colorado project until
the legislation contains provisions guarantee-
ing California’s existing water rights,

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield at
that point?

Mr. HOSMER. I decline to yield. I
wish to make my statement. If any time
is left I will be glad to yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.

Speaker, a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The

gentleman from California is not speak-
ing to the question of personal privilege.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
question of personal privilege is one of
rather broad latitude.
The gentleman from California will
proceed in order.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado, Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does

the gentleman from California yield for
that purpose?
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Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I de-
cline to yield at this point.

I state further that whenever these
States are able to build and operate their
own projects, I believe California’s oppo-
sition will vanish.

Again, on April 28, 1955, I made a simi-
lar statement and concluded it must be
revamped and redesigned, referring to
the upper Colorado River project, so that
ultimately it will produce results, not just
consequences. True or false? This is
the text of the statement:

Strong opposition to the proposed upper
Colorado Basin storage project has been
voiced to the House Interior Committee con=
sidering it by southern California’s congres-
sional delegation.

Acting as spokesman for the group, Repre-
sentative Cralc HoSMER, Republican, Long
Beach, presented the committee with a 121-
page statement summarizing objections and
supporting them with detailed economie,
engineering, and other data.

The Hosmer statement included the fol-
lowing points;

The project would seriously cut down the
amount of water the Golden State could ex-
pect from the Colorado River.

The quality of that water would be seri-
ously impaired by a higher concentration of
salts and alkalis,

Power generated at Hoover Dam would be
reduced by water shortages and to replace it,
southland home and industrial consumers
would have to pay over $2 million a year more
for power.

Going on to general objections to the
project shared by citizens of all the 48 States,
HosMER sald:

Lost power revenues during the life of the
present Hoover Dam contracts would cost
United States taxpayers at least $187 million.

The ultimate direct and hidden costs of the
project would cost United States taxpayers
an additional $4 billfon, and $372,800,000 of
that amount would be borne by California
taxpayers.

The project $4 billion cost means that the
price tag to irrigate each acre in the 600
square miles of farmland involved will be
$5,000. Its products would involve taxpayers
in further expenses when purchased as sur-
plus under price-support programs. There
is that much land in other areas of the coun-
try that can be brought into cultivation later,
if needed, at a significantly emaller cost.

The project’s vast hydroelectric production
facilities must sell power at 6 mills per kilo-
watt-hour for the next 100 years to pay for
themselves. This will be impossible because
of lower cost power developing from nuclear
fuels and the facilities will be left on the
taxpayers’ backs as the most monumental
white elephant in history.

The project’s Echo Park Dam will invade
scenic Dinosaur National Monument with
unsightly power facilities.

Utah's famed Rainbow Bridge, the world's
largest and most magnificent natural struc-
ture of its kind, will be endangered by con=-
struction and operation of the project’s Glen
Canyon power reservoir.

The project will saddle a limited agricul-
ture economy on the upper basin States of
Utah, Wyoming, Colorado, and New Mexico
whereas they have unlimited possibilities for
the future if left free to develop an indus-
trial economy.

In urging defeat of the project HosMErR
concluded, “it must be revamped and re=-
designed so it ultimately will produce results,
not just consequences.”

Southern California Congressmen jolning
Hosmer's general opposition to the project,
without specifically committing themselves
to any of the particular arguments against 1t,
were; Representative DownaLp L. JACKSON,




3478

Republican; Representative Gorbon Mc-
DownovucH, Republican; Representative Cecrw
Emvg, Democrat; Representative CHET HowrI-
F1ELD, Democrat; Representative Carn Hiwn-
sHAW, Republican; Representative Epcar 'W.
Hrestano, Republican; Representative JoE
Hovr, Republican; Representative CrLypE
Porie, Democrat; Representative James
Roosevert, Democrat; Representative Pat
Hiunmves, Republican; Representative GLEN=-
Azp P, Lipscome, Republican; Represeniative
Hasry Smepparp, Democrat; Representative
James Urr, Republican; Representative JOHN
PamLres, Republican, and ‘Representative
RoseErT WiLsoN, Republican.

T have said, Mr. Speaker, that Cali-
fornia is not opposed to this project on
the basis of any loss of low-cost power.
I have merely taken the opporiunity
to point out that the United States
Treasury will lose some $187 million in
revenues from the Hoover Dam if this
project is built. I have not opposed it
because it will cost some $2 million more
a year in power costs to southern Califor-
nia power users. That amounts to about
$2 a family, and we can afiord it. That
argument is specious.

I have argued that the quality and
guantity of the water that California
gets will be interrupted, interfered with,
and deteriorated because the overall
project will store 48 million acre-feet of
water, 48 million acre-feet of water that
will never pass through Lee Ferry to go
to southern California to serve that area,
and another 10 million acre-feet that
will disappear by means of evaporation.
Water is one of our most precious com-
modities; we cannot afford such waste.
. ‘The Bureau has stated to the com-

mittee in this connection that the upper-
basin States can store water for the pur-
pose of using it 50 years hence and keep
it from those who want to use it now
in the lower basin, that such is & proper
interpretation of the compact. That is
an interpretation of the compact which
is entirely strained and erroneous.

Whether you believe my statement is
true or false as to the deterioration of
California’s water in guality and guan-
tity, I want you to evaluate this on the
statement made by Gov. Ed C. Johnson,
who prabably knows more about the Col-
crado project than any other individual.
He served in the other body for a number
of years and is presently the Governor
of the State of Colorado. I refer to his
statement issued in December 1954 in
which Governor Johnson, among other
things, quoted ex-President Hoover, who
was the man at the head of the Colorado
River Compact Commission back in
1922. He quoted Mr. Hoover to the fol-
lowing effect: “The lower basin will re-
ceive the entire flow of the river, less only
the amount consumptively used in the
upper basin for agricultural purposes.”

Governor Johnson further stated:

I am compelled to keep emphasiﬂng that
whatever water is stored in
and Echo Park Reservoirs wm be surpius
to the agricultural and domestic needs of the
upper basin and must be delivered to the
lower basin.

There are serious misconceptions
abroad concerning the terms of the
‘Colorado River compact, according to
Governor Johnson.

- 'He says it imposes restriction on the
upper basin which must be understood,
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as they are basic to any plan of develop-
ment in the upper basin.

These basic gquestions are, according
to Johnson:

First. Does the compact deny the
upper basin the right to withhold water
it cannot use for domestic and agricul-
tural purposes?

Second. Does it deny the upper basin
the right to withhold water to develop
power?

The answers he gives are these:

Article II (h) of the compact defines
“domestic use” as for household, stock,
municipal, mining and milling, indus-
trial, and like purpeses, excluding power
generation,

Article III (e) says the upper-basin
States shall not withhold water and
the lower-basin States shall not require
delivery of water which cannot reason-
ably be applied for domestic and agri-
cultural uses.

Herbert Hoover was chairman of the
Commission that drafted and signed the
compact. He interpreted these provi-
sions at the request of Representative
Hayden, of Arizona, on January 27, 1923,
before any State ratified the compact.

Asked if article IIT (d) meant that
upper basin could withhold all except
75 million acre-feet within consecutive
10-year periods and thus secure not only
IIT (a) water but the entire unappor-
tioned surplus, Hoover replied:

No. Article ITI (a) gives the upper basin
7.5 million acre-feet per annum, IIT (e)
says the upper-basin States cannot withhold
water that cannot be beneficially used.
Il (f) and III (g) specifically leave to fur-
ther apportionment water now unappor-
portioned. So there 12 no possibility of con-
struing IIT (d) as suggested.

According to Governor Johnson, when
asked why article IV (b) made impound-
ing of water for power purposes sub-
servient to its use and consumption for
agricultural and domestic purposes,
Hoover said:

(a) Because that conforms to established
law in most semi-arid States.

(b) Because cultivation of land outranks
in importance generation of power.

(c) Because there was a general agree-
ment by all parties appearing before the
commission that such preference was proper,

Asked if such subordination of hydro-
eleciric power to domestic and agricul-
tural wuses would destroy Arizona's
claimed ability to develop 3 million
horsepower if the river continued to flow
undiminished into Arizona, Hoover an-
swered, according to Governor Johnson’s
statement:

Since the compact states that no water is
to be withheld above that cannot be used
for agriculture, the lower basin will thus
receive the eatire flow of the river, less only
the amount consumptively used in the upper
basin for agricultural purposes.

Governor Johnson then guoted Delph
E. Carpenter, Colorado’s compact com-
missioner who reported to the Governor
of Colorado on December 15, 1922:

Power claims will always be limited by the
quantity of water necessary for domestic and
agricultural purposes * * * power is * *
subservient to the preferred and dominant
uses and shall not interfere with junior
preferred uses in either basin.
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. On March 20, 1023, Carpenter, in a
letter to a Colorado Senator and Con-
gressman, reiterated:

All power uses in both basins are made
subservient to ™ * * goriculture and do-
mestic * * * and shall not interfere with or
prevent use for such dominant purposes.

Further explaining the point, Gover-
nor Johnsen said that an interpretation
of the compact published January 15,
1923, W. S. Norviel, Arizona's commis-
sion said:

The fifth principle (established by the
compact, s that the upper States shall not
withhold water that cannot be reasonably
applied for agricultural uses.

In response to written questions, Sena-
tor HavpEN, of Arizona, on January 20,
1923, elicited the following statement
from A. P. Davis, then Director of the
United States Reclama.t’ian Service, ac-
cording to Colorado’s governor;

The €oloradoe River compact provides that
the lower basin shall be guaranteed an aver-
age of 7.5 million acre-feet of water an-
nually from the upper basin and all the yleld
of the lower basin, and that water not bene-
ficially used for agricultural and domestic
uses shall likewise be allowed t0 run down
for use below.

I quote Governor Johnson directly as
follows:

The foregoing official interpretations were
made before the compact was ratified and

were not disputed. Most certainly we are
bound hand and foot by them.

Johnson added that the compact fore-
saw a subsequent treaty with Mexico as
to that country’s right to Colorado River
water and spelled out just how  that
burden should fall on the wupper and
lower basins. Article ITI (¢) provided
that it was fo come out of surplus to
the extent possible, and the halance of
the burden would be shared equally by
each basin. ;

Then Governor Johnson made this
admission:

If the upper basin States build storege
reservoirs at the Glen Canyon and Echo
Park sites as Is now contemplated, the water
withheld thereby will, of mecessity, be sur-
plus water sinece the upper States cannot
use it for agricultural or domestic purposes,
and the upper States, therefore, must de=-
liver such water to Mexico as 1s allocated
to her under the provision of the Seven
State Compact.

Senator Havpen’s question No. 15 to
Hoover on this point brought the reply:

The upper States shall add their share of
the Mexican burden to delivery to be made
at Lee Ferry. Article III (c) requires that
amount to be delivered in addition to the
75 million acre-feet otherwise provided for
* % % the upper basin must furnish its haif
of any deficiency,

Carpenter's report to the then Gov-
ernor of Colorado contained a similar
statement.

Governor Johnson then adds, that if
Carpenter had thought about it, he also
would have said:

Water held in the upper basin to generate
power and which for physical reasons could
not be used by the upper basin for agricul-
tural or domestic purposes is surplus water
to the upper bain.
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Governor Johnson clinches it with this
statement:

SBuch an interpretation must be crystal
clear to any student to the seven-State com-
pact and the official interpretations of its
provisions.

Then he goes on to summarize what
the compact does as follows:

The upper and lower basins were each ap-
portioned * * * the exclusive beneficial con-
sumptive use of 7.5 million acre-feet of
water per annum, and in addition the lower
basin was given permission to increase its
beneficial consumptive use of an additional
1 million acre-feet per annum of surplus wa-
ter (art. IIT (b)). However, the 7.5 million
acre-feet awarded the lower States had a

very clear priority over the 7.5 million acre-

feet awarded the upper States. In reality,
the compact gave the lower States 7.5 million
acre-feet of water per annum and the upper
States that much water if there should be
any water left in the river, provided the
upper States used that water only for do-
mestie or agricultural purposes.

As to the article IIT (b) entitlement
of lower-basin States to make beneficial
use of an additional million acre-feet of
water, Governor Johnson said this is to
be met out of surplus water over and
above article IIT (a) water, provided the
upper States are using their 7.5 million
acre-feet for agricultural and domestic
purposes. Even if the upper basin stores
for power, at least 1 million acre-feet per
annum must go to satisfy this article
III (b) demand.

HavpeEN questioned Hoover on this
point, according to Governor Johnson,
and he answered that the article III (b)
water was not just to come out of tribu-
tary sources in Arizona, but was to come
from the main river or from any of its
tributaries.

So, Governor Johnson stated:

I am compelled to keep emphasizing that
whatever water is stored in Glen Canyon
and Echo Park reservoirs will be surplus to
the agricultural and domestic needs of the
upper basin and must be delivered to the
lower basin to satisfy the award of 1.5 mil-
lion acre-feet to Mexico and the 1 million
acre-feet (of article III (b) water) to the
lower basin; further, should the lower basin
require an additional supply of water for ag-
ricultural and domestic purposes, the water
stored in these reservoirs must be released.

Governor Johnson adds, the upper
States must deliver 75 million acre-feet
during each 10-year period plus 714
million acre-feet to Mexico, total 8215
million acre-feet, before they can use
any water beyond that used before the
compact was ratified.

In the currenft 10-year period that
would leave 3% million acre-feet. In
the previous 10-year period it would
have been 4,150,000 acre-feet. In 1902
upper basin would not have had any-
thing under this formula,

Eight hundred eighty thousand acre-
feet would be lost per year in evapora-
tion. Colorado would be charged with
400,000 acre-feet of that loss, yet
would not get one drop of water out of
the storage dams. Colorado is too close
to the bottom of the water barrel and
cannot afford that loss, so must insist
on storage projects in Colorado, accord-
ing to Johnson.
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The Hill report, bought and paid for
by the State of Colorado, indicated
about 1 million acre-feet of unappro-
priated water in Colorado. But it did
not charge Colorado with the Mexican
burden of at least 375,000 acre-feel
which will jump to 750,000 acre-feet if
the dams are built for storage. This
plus evaporation would leave the State
without any unappropriated water at all.

In connection with the statement true
or false as to the reduction in California’s
rightful share of water, I quote the At-
torney General of the State of Cali-
fornia, Mr. Pat Brown, who states I am
correct.

The following article appeared in the
Los Angeles Times under date of Febru-
ary 24, 1956:

UrpER CoOLORADO BiLL's DEFEAT URGED BY
BrOWN—ATTORNEY GENERAL CaLLs ProJ-
ECT UNNEEDED AND THREAT TO CALIFORNIA'S
WATER RIGHTS
California’s Demoecratic attorney general

spoke out decisively yesterday against the

billion-dollar upper Colorado River project
bill now nearing a vote in the House in

Washington.

The long struggle over the controversial
measure has been moving toward a climax.

Attorney General Brown's statement sum-
med up the California position and explained
the opposition of this State to the measure.

“In the interest of sound reclamation and
sound national economy, the upper Colorado
River project bill ought to be decisively de-
feated,” Brown sald. “I understand that it
is scheduled to come up for a vote in the
House of Representatives during the week of
February 26."

ADVERSE TO STATE

“I am convinced that the upper Colorado
River project bill as it is being presented
to Congress will adversely aflect California’s
vitally important water rights on the Colo-
rado River.

“The office of the attorney general now is
engaged in defending California’s water
rights on the Colorado River in a sult pend-
ing before the Supreme Court. With this
suit in progress, certainly every other pre-
caution also must be taken to protect Cali-
fornia’s rights on the Colorado River from
harmful legislative measures. I belleve the
upper Colorada River project bill constitutes
such a threat.”

OTHER BASIC REASONS

“There are other basic reasons why the
bill should not be adopted. Certainly it is
inconsistent for our good neighbors in the
upper Colorado River Basin to press for a
bill that would bring hundreds of thousands
of acres of new land into crop production
&t a time when Congress 1s faced with the
plan to pay farmers billlons of dollars to
withdraw some 40 million acres of farmland
from erop production,

“I am convinced that there is no justifica-
tion for the passage of the upper Colorado
project bill, at this session of Congress.”

Now, if that is not enough, I want to
tell you this statement that Governor
Johnson made in conneection with the
Colorado River controversy I just quoted
is based on the report of Raymond C. Hill
and Associates, an engineering firm who
was sufficiently able to be hired and paid
for by the State of Colorado to report on
their water resources. This very serious
statement made by Governor Johnson I
have mentioned is based on that report.

Mr. Hill was also employed by the San
Diego County Water Authority to make
a survey of its water resources. The San
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Diego County Water Authority is one of
some 67 southern California agencies,
cities, towns, and groups that are in the
metropolitan water district that vitally
depend upon the Colorado River for its
water supply. This is what Mr. Hill told
the San Diego County Water Authority:

When the upper Colorado River storage
project is constructed and in operation there
will not be a sufficient flow in the river below
Lee Ferry to supply the full right of the MWD
{metropolitan = water district), namely,
1,212,000 acre-feet per annum. It is quite
probable that the flow will not take care of
more than about one-half of the full
-2 R g B

Any reduction in the Colorado River aque-
duct diversions will mean a proportionate
decrease in the amount of water available to
the San Diego County Water Authority
through the existing aqueduct. Its effect on
the authority would be disastrous.

Of course, Mr. Speaker, what affects
one member of the Metropolitan Water
Distriet disastrously affects all members
disastrously. All 67 cities and authori-
ties in southern California would be so
affected—~6 million people, a tremendous
part of the economy of our country.

If I did less than to use every best
effort that I have to oppose this project
on the basis that I have just read to you,
I would do that much less than my oath
of office and my duty to the people of
southern California would require.

I set forth California’'s reasons for op-
posing the upper Colorado project in a
speech found: in the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
orp, volume 101, part 9, page 11412,
During 1956, I made remarks entitled,
‘“State of California Officially Opposes
Upper Colorado—A Resolution of the
State Legislature”—and “California’s
Opposition Based on Protection of Her
Water Rights.”

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr,
Speaker, a point of order.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

gentleman will state it.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The gen-
tleman is not speaking on his question
of personal privilege, but is speaking as
to the nature of this bill,

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The
Chair has previously stated that in lay-
ing the foundation for answering the
charge of falsehood in the editorial, the
gentleman from California would have
rather a broad field to discuss his reasons
for defending himself. The Chair calls
attention to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, that there are limits to the lib-
erality extended in this connection and
suggests that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia proceed in order.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen=
tleman will state it.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I under-
stand this editorial is several weeks or
months old. Does the age of the edi-
torial make any difference with the
Chair in that it should have been an-
swered more promptly and that the gen-
tleman should have been more resource=
ful than to use this particular time in
dealing with the editorial?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair feels that that question has no
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purpose at all in the present problem.
The gentleman from California will pro-
ceed in order.

Mr. HOSMER. WMr. Speaker, I have
said that the $1.5 billion upper Colo-
rado River storage project -as approved
by the Senate and an ostensibly similar
House bill are one and the same thing.
True or false?

' In actuality, the project is the non-
divisible $1%% billion entity described in
House Document 363 of the 83d Con-
gress. Only segments of that entity
are contained in the House bill. Al-
though such expensive and controversial
integral parts of the whole project as
Echo Park have been deleted from the
House bill to make it appear palatable,
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they cannot be deleted from the project.
Authorization of the initial seements will
make mandatory later authorization of

the remainder so that power revenues

can be obtained to help repay the invest~
ment.

Like an iceberg, the House bill dis-
plays only part of its mass to view, but
the remaining bulk nevertheless exists
and must be reckoned with.

The bill as reported out by the com-
mittee is S. 500 with all after the enact-
ing clause stricken and the body of H. R.
3383, as amended by the committee,
substituted. We thuos have two versions
of S. 500. The projects they provide
for are as follows as can be seen from
the chart I have here:

8, 500 (Senate)

8. 800 (House) and H, R, 3383
(substitute)

Power and storage dams__________|
Participating irrigation projeets

uthorized). ida, Guosefxu:r
@ Barge, Lyman,
extension,
Fork.
Participating lrrmtlon project.s
(conditionally suth Troublesome,
By Senate, 21. Divide, Woody C

By House, 24,

Glen Canyon, Echo Park, Flaming
Gorge, Curecantl, Juniper, Navajo.
Central Utah l:.mery County, Flor-
Hammond, La
Saonia, Pine River
ee, Silt, Smith

Ban Juan-Chams, \n\’sm P'\rsha!'l,
{ah bit. Ei

vide, B].uvswnc, Tlaf.unmun. Mesa
Tomichl Creek, East River, Ohig

Creek, Fraitiand Mesa, Bostwick

Park, Grand Mesa,

Savery-Pot Hook, Dolores, Fruit

Growers extension, Sublette.

Glnn Csnyon, Flaming Gorge, Cure-

Centra i? Umh Fme'ry County, Hﬂﬁda.
Hammond yman,
Paonia, Pine River Exu:nslim,
skadee, Bilt, Smith Fork.

ooscbvm'y San Juan-Chama, Navajo,
tu', Fagle Parshall, Troubleseme, Rabbit Ear,
reck, West 13- Eagle .l)!rlrle San Migued, West
Divide, Bluaswne, Battlpment Mesa,
Tomichl Creek, East River, Ohio
Creck, Fruitiand ‘Mesa Bostwick
Park, Grand Mesa, Dallas Creek,
Savar’s‘-?tﬂ. Hoaok, Daolores, Frait
Growersextension, Sublette, Animas-
La Plata, Yellow Jacket.

Dallas Creek,

From the foregoing tabulation it may
be seen that as to projects the only dif-
ference between the bills is this: the Sen-
ate authorizes the Echo Park and Juniper
Dams now, as well as Gooseberry project,
while the House version neglects to men-
tion Echo Park and Juniper although it
conditionally authorizes Gooseberry,
substitutes San Miguel for Woody Creek,
and adds Animas La Plata and Yellow
Jacket.

Although the bills differ in detail, they
are essentially the same in objective, and
in projects contemplated for develop-
ment of water and power in the upper
Colorado River Basin. Both bills must
be considered together and treated as
one bill. Should the House pass the
measure before it, it is pbvious that the
principal maiter for the conferees to dis-
cuss would be the treatment of these
small differences about which projects
to authorize now and which to come baeck
for later.

Should the House act favorably on the
pending bill, it is likely that the project
authorizations and other provisions of
the Senate bill will be added to the House
bill in conference.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. For the
last 5 minutes the gentleman has made
mo reference to the truth or falsity of
the charge that he raised under his
question of personal privilege. On the
contrary, he has placed before the Mem-
bers of the House a chart, and from that
he now proceeds to discuss the bill. Tt
has no relation to the truth or falsity of
the charge. The gentleman has refused
to permit anyone to ask him any ques-

tions and proceeds to discuss this bill,
so that it does not come within the
definition of personal privilege, on which
grounds he sought the floor.

The SPEAEER pro tempore. The
Chair might state that he feels that the
gentleman from California is very close
to the line where the Chair may sustain
a point of order. As the Chair under-
stands it, the gentleman has the right
to discuss the facts involved in the pend-
ing bill insofar as that is necessary in
order for the gentleman to express his
views with reference to the charge of
falsehood contained in the editorial, and
to answer that charge, and make his
record in that respect. The Chair again
suggests fo the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, having in mind the observations
of the Chair, particularly those just
made, that he proceed in order and con-
fine his discussion of the bill at this
time only to that which is necessary to
challenge the charge of falsehood con-
tained in the editorial.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I am in
a difficult position, because the editorial
states merely that, “He would dream up a
bigger falsehood than those he has al-
ready presented,” and I can only say
what I have said about the bill for the
purpose of challenging that statement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has not stopped the gentleman
to date but has suggested to the gentle-
man that he is getting very close to the
borderline where the Chair reluctantly
may be constrained to sustain a point of
order. I might say the Chair has been
very liberal and hopes that the gentle-
man from California will not present
arguments on the merits of the bill
which are not related to meeting the
charge of falsehood contained in the edi-
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torial, to a point where the Chair will
feel constrained to sustain a point of
order.

The gentleman will proceed in order.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I proceed
now to the point whether it is true or
false, the statement that I have made
that these various versions of the bhill
are one and the same thing, that it is
actually a $1% billion entxty I have
shown you the various participating
projects, and have explained to you the
very minute difference in the authoriza-
tions sought in similar projects.

I now want to explain my allegation is
supported by statements contained in
the majority report. If the Members
will turn to the report, they will find on
page 6 the statement:

The legislation recognizes that the units
and projects authorized and the additional
projects named for planning constitute only
an initial phase of a comprehensive plan
for development of the water resources ap-
portioned to the upper basin and that the
legislation is not intended to limit or pre-
clude, in the future, as additional needs are
indicated, aur.horlzatlon by the Congress of
other projects for the use of waters appor-

tioned to the upper basin States under the
Colorado River compact.

That is why I say that this is just
the initial foot in the door, camel’s nose
under the tent, that we are dealing with
a $1% billion entity here labeled as the
upper Colorado River storage project:
and that once we mire ourselves down
in the beginning of it, there will be no
end to expenditures that will have to be
made.

I have said that the ultimate cost of
this piece of legislation before the House
will be $5 billion. Why have I said that?
Is it true or is it false?

In order to answer that question and
in order for you to evaluate the accuracy
of it, I must say this: In connection with
reclamation projects in general, the por-
tion of the funds that goes to construct
the irrigation phase, as distingunished
from the power phases of the project, are
reimbursable to the United States Gov-
ernment, but reimbursable without
interest.

Therefore, there is a burden upon the
taxpayers of the United States of the
interest that accumulates on the money
that the Federal Treasury borrows and
has to continue borrowing during the
whole period that a projeet pays out.
That bears directly on whether or not
this is a $5 billion entity or not.

Just take the projects alone that are
in our bill, or take the Senate bill, which
is practically the same, insofar as those
projects on which this type of nonreim-
bursable interest would accumulate are
concerned, not for 10 years, not for 20
years, not for 30, not for 40, but for 70,
80, or up to 100 years, we do not know,
at 215 percent for 10 years you accumu-
late an interest charge of a guarter of
the prineipal amount borrowed. In 40
years you have accumulated an amount
equal to 100 percent. In 80 years you
have accumulated an amount equal to
200 percent of the original investment,
and that is the reason why this type of
legislation involves the taxpayers of the
United States in such tremendous costs.
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Just on those projects that we have in
the bill, and although they are listed at
$760 million in the authorization, the
Bureau of Reclamation has told us they
will cost $933 million, on the projects
alone substantially, according to the cal-
culations on the paybacks and the time
they will take, and, parenthetically, you
notice that portions of the bill talk about
up to 100 years and other portions talk
about up to 50 years, to pay back the ac-
cumulated interest would be $1,428 mil-
lion, on a probable direct project cost, of
more like $1,093 million: that would
make its total cost $2,521 million. Give
or take half a billion on that to accom-
modate it to the $933 million price tag
on this bill and you still have a $2 hil-
lion project.
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That is why I say that this initial
phase fs so extensive. If you do the
same type of calculation for those proj-
ects which are listed for study and later
authorization, you will find that the bill
adds up to $56 billion. You get back
your original investment in power, you
get back your original investment in ir-
rigation, if the thing pays out, but you
are still out those tremendous sums in
the payment of interest. Proponents will
be coming back in later years to get the
additional projects listed for study by
the bill. That is why I say this will end
up as a $5 billion project. I refer you to
the following chart prepared at a time
when the projects in the bill totaled
$1,093 million, as illustrative of the hid-
den interest burden, together with how it
is distributed among the States:

Actually suthorized *‘“‘h%ﬁm ]mteg izt
Percent of
Federal
taxes borne Cost of in- Cost of in-
by the Cost of terest on Cost of terest on
Btates project con- | construction | project con- | construetion
struction allocated to | struction | allocated to

irrigation irrigation
Alabama. . 0.93 | $10,164,000 | $13,280, 400 | $15,354, 300 $31, 889, T00
Arizona. 4 .41 4, 481, 300 5, B34, 500 6, 760, 100 14, 058, 000
Arkansas. 5 .48 5, 246, 400 6, 854, 400 7,024, 800 16, 459, 200
Callorpiis Ze oo e Sl e e 9.22 100, 774, 600 131, 661, 600 152, 222, 200 316, 153, 800
Colorado. .. vy 1.01 11, 039, 300 14,422, 800 16, 675, 100 34, 632, 900
C tieut 1.88 20, 548, 400 26, B46, 400 31,088, 800 64, 465, 200
.50 B, 465, 000 T, 140, 000 8, 256, 000 17, 145,000
1.47 16, 067, 100 20, 601, 600 24, 260, 700 &0, 406, 300
1.30 14, 208, 000 18, 564, 000 21,463, 000 44, 577,000
.26 2, 841, 800 3, 712, 800 4, 292,600 B, 915, 400
7.64 B3, 505, 200 | 100,000, 200 | 126,136, 400 2061, 975, 600
2.55 27, 871, 500 86,414, 000 42, 100, 500 87, 430, 500
121 13, 225, 300 17, 278, 800 19,977,100 41, 490, 900
97 10, 602, 100 13, 851, 600 16,014, T00 33, 261, 300
1.01 11, 038, 300 14,422, 800 16, 675, 100 34, 632, 000
1.09 11,913, 15, 565, 200 17,995, 900 37,376, 100
.38 4, 153, 400 5, 426, 400 6, 273, 800 13, 030, 200
1. 95 21, 313, 500 27, B4, 000 32, 194, 500 66, 865, 500
3.23 , 8113, 900 46, 124, 400 53,327, 110, 756, 700
6.78 63, 175, 400 82, 538, 400 05, 427, 800 168, 196, 200
L68 18, 362, 400 23, 000, 400 27, 736, 800 57, 607, 200
.46 5, 027, 80O 6, 508, 800 7, 594, 15,773, 400
248 27, 106, 400 35,414, 400 40, 544, 800 85, 039, 200
.31 3, 388, 300 4, 426, B0) 5, 118, 100 10, 629, 600

T8 7,978,900 10, 424, 400 12,052, 25,031, 7
16 1, 748, 800 2, 284, 800 2, 611, 600 5, 486, 400
.27 2,951, 100 3, B55, 600 4, 457,700 9,258, 300
3.62 39, 506, 600 51, 693, 600 68, 766, 200 124,128, 800
.31 3, 388, 300 4, 426, 800 5, 118, 100 10, 629, 500
M.75| 161,217,500 | 210,630,000 | 243, 522, 500 505, 777, 500
138 15, (83, 400 19, 706, 400 22, 788, 800 47, 320, 200
22 2, 404, 600 3, 141, 600 8, (32, 200 7, 543, 800
6. 39 60, B42, 700 01, 249,200 | 105, 498, 000 219,113, 100
89 10, 820, 700 14, 137, 200 1, 344, 900 33, 47, 100
Oregon. ... = . <05 10, 383, 500 13, 566, 600 15, 684, 500 32, 575, 500
Pennsylvania 7.53 82,202,000 | 107, 528,400 | 124, 320, 300 258, 203, TO0
Rhode Island .52 &, 683, 600 7,425, 600 585, 200 17, 830, 800
South Carolina . 65 7, 104, 500 9, 282 000 10, 731, 500 22,288, 500
Sonth Dakota, 24 2, 623, 200 3, 427, 200 62, 400 8, 229, 60O
T p L17 12, 788, 100 16, 707, 60O 19,316, 700 40, 119, 300
iy T R A ek £, 4. 05 44, 266, 500 67, 834, 000 66, 545, 500 138, 874, 500
oy T T A PR TR .34 3, 716, 200 4, 855, 200 5, 613, 400 11, 658, 600,
Vermont & 16 1, 748, 500 2, 284, 800 2, 641, 600 5, 456, 400
Virginin_ - - 1.48 16, 176, 400 21, 134, 400 24, 434, 8300 B0, 749, 200
Washitrtom o200 0l L Tl L57 17, 100, 100 22, 419, 600 25, 020, 700 &3, 85, 300,
West Virginia. il 7, 760, 300 10, 138, 800 11, 722, 100 24, 345, 900
Wi i 2,05 22,406,500 | 20, 274,000 33, 845, 500 70, 264, 500
L .15 1, 639, 500 2, 142, 000 2, 476, 560 5, 143, 500
District of Columbia, Hawaii, Alaska, ete. 141 15,411,300 | 20,134,800 | 23,279, 100 48, 348, 900
Total Tk, 100. 00 |1, 063, 000, 000 |1, 428, 000, 000 (1, 651, 000, 000 | 3, 420, 000, 000

2,521,000,000 b ,000,000

More than that, the secondary phases
of the central Utah project, and only the
initial phases are provided for here, are
such that in the Rules Committee one
of the project’s opponents admitted that
the direct cost of that without interest
would probably be in excess of $3 billion.

If you think that this is a falsehood’

with respect to the interest and its ac-
cumulated cost, the compound interest

on the money that is borrowed, just let

me quote to you from a lefter dated
March 17, 1955, to the chairman of the
CII——219

Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommit-
tee of the other body from the Depart-
ment of the Interior, signed by a man
named Crosthwait, of the Bureau of
Reclamation, in which he said that the
project recommended by the Secretary
would involyve a total interest cost of
$1,153,000,000. That is a lot of money,
and that is why I make these charges.
Here is the pertinent paragraph of the
letter:

The project recommended by the Secre-
tary would involve an interest cost to the
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Federal Government discounted to year 1957
of about 175 million based on the allocation
to power being repaid in year 2002 and $190
million based on the final payment from the
frrigation water users in year 2032, Studies
show (1) that compound interest at 2.5 per-
cent on the construction costs would be in
the magnitude of $550 million which amount
less credits of $15 million for interest on pay-
ments by the irrigation users would result
in an interest cost in the order of $535 mil-
lion, and (2) that the interest cost incurred
through year 2032 and interest from year
2003 to year 2032 on the remaining balance
would amount to about $1,200,000,000 which,
less credits of $47 million for interest on pay-
ments of the water users, would result in a
%&l interest cost of $1,153,000,000 in year
2.

8o that there may be no question as:
to how I arrived at the $933 million di-
rect cost of the project referred to a few
moments ago, let me put it this way.

Section 12 of the bill reported by the
committee contains an appropriation
authorization of “such sums as may be
required to carry out the purposes of
this act but not to exceed $760 million.”
This implies that such sum is sufficient
to construct the projects authorized by
the act. In fact, according to the Rec-
lamation Bureau figures contained in
the hearings, an additional $173,468,300
would be required to construct the au-
thorized fea bringing the total sum
to $933,468,000.

In view of the notoriously inadequate
estimates made in the past by the Bu-
reau, it is a very good possibility that
ultimate costs for these features alone
will be well over $1 billion.

In any event it should be thoroughly
understood that the figure used in the
bill will not, according to Bureau esti-
mates, construct this project. Instead
of $760 million the actual figure is $933
million, or, if a lower Curecanti should be
constructed (either is authorized by the
bill) the cost would be §894 million.
Here are the figures taken from those
supplied by the Bureau at pages 64617
of the hearings. The projects here ac-
counted for are only those named as au-
thorized in section 1 of the bill:

11 participating

projects .. $304, 356, 300
Glen Canyon
_________ 421, 270, 000
F Gorge-. 82, 942, 000
Navaho {dam
and reservoir
only) ceeeeeuoa 49, 305, 000
Curecanti (940,«
000 acre-feet). 49, 305, 000
$894, 273, 300
Curecant! (modified plan).... 88,500, 000
933, 468, 300

Actually, the project development
sought to be authorized by the bill is
just the starter for some 34 or more
storage and reclamation projects specifi-
cally named, contemplated, and desig-
nated in House Document 364 as the
upper Colorado River storage project, in-
volving a construction cost of $1.6 billion
at least, or over twice the amount of the
appropriation set forth in the House bill.
The figure of $760 million in the House
hill is an attempt to hide from Congress
the true cost of the development.

I have mentioned before that the
$760 million appropriation figure in the
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bill should not mislead you when it comes
to determining whether or not what I
say about the cost of this bill is true.
Now that cost even at that is prob-
ably a very low one because I have taken
the precaution, as I have in all my state-
ments, to have the documentation nec-
essary to back them up. I obtained from
the second Hoover Commission a full list
of the projects that have been carried
on by the Bureau of Reclamation—what
the Congress brought the hammer down
on them for—what the Bureau of Recla-
mation told the Congress they would
cost—and what the Congress actually
ended up appropriating for them. It is
a long list but you may be interested in
Jjust a few excerpts. One Colorado proj-
ect was sold to the Congress for $1,300,-
000 and ended up costing $8.9 million.
A New Mexico project was supposed

to cost $2.3 million and Congress ended
up appropriating $27 million. These are
direct construction costs.

A Wyoming project was supposed to
cost $9.4 million and the Congress ended
up appropriating $26.6 million.

A Utah project started out at $9.9 mil-
lion and ended up costing the taxpayers
$33.4 million.
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Estimated
Date |{8HMAA] Estimated

{ au- total cost
Project b at time of '
Efﬂﬂn anthorl- Ju&%go’
zation

Truckee storage, Nevada-

California. . ..-...-.....| 1935 | $1,000,000{ $1,092, 423
Buffalo Rapids, Mont....| 1937 | 3,055,000 5,669, 336
Colorado-Big 'l‘hompaon-

Colo. o ommceememaemn-| 1937 | 31, 702, 772(164, 131, 000
Colorado River, Tex......| 1837 | 20,000, 000 961, 704
i} hutes, Oreg 1637 8, 000, 000¢ 12, 843, 000
G AT e s 1937 | 19, 474, 000450, 083, 860
Pine River, Colo. - cuv.-. 1837 3,240,000 3,471,437
Tucumeari, N. Mex_.....| 1937 | 8, 278,000{215, 540, 011
Austin, W, Q., Okla......| 1938 | 5,600, 000| 12,205, 102
Fort Peck, Mont.-N.

Dak., (exclusive of

powerplant and dam{._ 3l B R b 25, 400,000
Fruitgrowers Dam, Colo.| 1938 200, 000 200, 300

Buford-Trenton
Dak., (WCU)..
Paoni, Colo_ .. ...
Rapid Valley, 8. Dak____| 1939
Colorado  River, Ariz.-
QCalif.-Ney. (front work-

levees) ---| 1040 ® 912, 100, 000
Eden, Wyo.. -| 140 2, 445,000| 6, 152,000
Mancos, Colo. .. ... 140 1,475, 000] 3, H26, 000
Mirage E“iﬁls. Nebr.......| 1940 2, 560, 000} 3, 282, 58S
Newton, Utah_..._______.| 1840 505, 000 712, 501
S8an Luis Valley, Colo.

(st ety e 1040 | 17, 465, 000) 56, 230, 577
Davis Dam, Nev.-Ariz.-

Oalif. oo aieeocarcanaaa| 1041 | 41,200, 0001118, 602; 056

Palisades, Idaho-Wyo....| 1941 | 24,092,000 76, 601, 000

--| 1043 640, 000

-| 1044 847, 000

Scofield, Utah____
Balmorhea, Tex. . o
Hungry Horse, Mon

943, 889
429, 554

(POWEr) - . omoocoeaa---| 1044 | 48, 319, 0001102, 900, 000
Here is the complete chart: Intake, Mont.............| 1944 [ 62,000 90,530
Missouls Valley, Mont...| 1944 250, 000 278, 762
Rathdrum Prairie, Idaho.| 1044 300, 000 482,
Date [Hote e Bstimatea  JENOGRErS IR0 1007 | 220 Coal % o058
Project O au-l at time of | 9431 €08t Cachuma, Calif--_ 1048 | 32,810, 000( 36, 967, 000
: o] authore | “URE  Ochoeo, Oreg......_.....| 1948 | 1,500,000) 849, 830
zation Preston Benech, Idaho._._| 148 453, 000 449, 554
Solano, Calif 2| 1048 | 45, 577, 000| 47,111,000
Hondo, N, M 1$350,000  $371, 788 ot P Ovogro| Todo b 100,000 100,000
ondo, ¥ G 55 i e li T % ran ass, rug ________ Ml A
Milk Rivér, Mont.__ 1,000,000 - 9,881,774 ‘Weber Basin, Utah....___ 1949 | 69, 534, 000( 70, 385, 000
Newlands, Nev... 1,250, 000| 7,899,479 . Canadian River, Tex..... b1 | it 6, 079, 100
North Platte, Neb 2,516, 000| 27,030, 501  Eklutna Alaska.....__.__| 1950 | 20,3865, 400 33, 800, 000
Balt River, Ariz_. 2, 800, 000| 26, 244, 688 Middle Rio Grande, N.
Uncompahgre, Colo 1,300, 000| 8, 965,950 Mex: ... easeiemcmans 1950 | 30, 176, 000] 20, 606, 000
Bell Fourche, 8. Dak_.___| 1004 | 2,100,000{ &, 288, Vermejo, N, MoX.-oavan-- 1960 | 2,679,000 2,919,000
Buford-Trenton, N. Dak. Collbran, Colo- -coccnaae- vyl i 17, 236, 000
¥ old T 1904 ® 223,423
gwar ikl 4 Exclusive of contemplated allocation of $1,553,565 of
ont.-N.Dak._____.... 1904 | 1,200,000 3,633,219 S1ve ¢ plated Do
Min{doks, Idaho-Wyo....| 1904 | 2, 600,000| 43, 706, 054 %‘?gﬁ;}?&gﬁ:”l Dam herein included in All American
%’;";‘;ﬂ’:{-"’ I:":%%]'};’{om"" }% 5 ;\:%l % z;: g!?)g' gﬁ‘g 5 Exelusive of cost of storage works (Conchas Dam)
Folse Taabo . o s 110, 852, 000| 66,371, 938 oo:Jstrueted by Corps of Engineers.
gaﬂdsimdéjw. Mex.. ¥606, 000/ 5, 800,085 $100,000 per year,
arden & i >
Huntley, Mont A 900,000| 1, 552, 159 As T have indicated on the hidden in
Klamath, Oreg.-Calif.____ 14,470,000| 18,871 222 terest chart I referred to previously, if
e o e 1005 | 444,000 1,635,973 you total these direct costs and ex-
Rio Grande, N. Mex.- int £
B“I‘exi_’ ..... e TR 1905} 3,317, 113 2;335% tremely dextra;ragg}?t hiddex;: t;tl'lest
trawberry Valley, Utah. » 250, 408, costs and apply the percentages tha
ot =
o S - 10,000.000] 60, 350,008 each of the various States of the Union
Sun River\‘]}io 1906 | 7,372,000/ 10,059, 013 contribute in taxes to support the Fed-
o R 1900 | 165t 00| 2 a0p%5  eral Government, you can find out how
%andﬂ \lfl:lmleg.ICol 13, 2:,2‘; % Eli. ;;;;‘ ﬁ much your own State would pay.
S L s SR ' 1 957, It is true, I have said, that while this
3 i »
E{Iﬁe‘:at:ﬁ’.x il‘%';”“ n,frfs,uou :&&‘% river is running through four States, it
ryhee: Oreg.-Idaho.. 2 | 15,715,000/ 18,008 744 will drain 44 States, and from these
Wobar River, Utah oo 5000 000| 275 g4 charts I think you can see well why; and
All Amill‘lijcan Cana R P R well see why I have consistently termed
Redldae: Cibyon, Ay ’ et this piece of legislation the solid gold
Nev. (Hoover Dam and reclamation project; and have asked
werplant) would it not be just as sensible for the
Bitter Root, Mon
:']?ake? _é)lreg_,‘j _____ 1931 ?:,,'3% : gongress to ;};grppriat.ﬁ money t?,] grow
urnt River, Oreg_.._.._. I ananas on e’s Peak as i
Central Valléy, Calif_ _ | 1035 (170, 000, 000/737, 774,000 ¢ iat Tor th t wo éllbe
Colorado Basin, Wash.___| 1035 (487, 030, 228|754, 476, 000 appropriate money ior the upper Colo-
Frenchtown, Mont. _| 1035 220,000 200,797 rado project?
o e | 1oae | S0 000l “asdsa It is because I believe that this proj-
ect is not sound that I am opposing it.
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
two points of order.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state them.

! Estimated in H, Doe, 1262, 615t Cong., 3d sess,,
Fund for Reclamation of Arid Lands 1011,

? Combined cost of Williston and Buford-Trenton
estimated in 1911 at $1,195,000.

# Included in estimate of Yuma project.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, the first
point of order is that the gentleman is
not permitted under the rules to refer to
something said by a Member of the other
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body in that body, and secondly, that the
gentleman from California is not re-
ferring to the truth or untruth of the
allegations in the editorial when he is
quoting some person such as a Member
of the other body.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state that the point of order
made by the gentleman from New York
sounds correct. Reference cannot be
made to what has taken place in the
other body. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia made such reference previously,
but no point of order was made. The
Chair has been very liberal in permitting
the gentleman from California to retain
the floor because if the Chair sustains
the point of order, the gentleman would
lose the floor and the Chair hesitates to
go that far with reference to any Mem-
ber of the House who has the floor on a
point of personal privilege. The Chair
suggests that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia cooperate with the Chair in try-
ing to enable the gentleman from Cali-
fornia to retain the floor for the re-
mainder of his time. The gentleman
from California may proceed in order.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
another point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, the
Chair having sustained the point of or-
der, which has just been made, must
now declare the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has lost the floor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state that what the gentle-
man said in raising the point of order
was sound, but that the Chair has not
yet passed on that point of order, and
has recognized the gentleman from Cali-
fornia to proceed in order.

Mr. HOSMER. I thank the Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I will certainly attempt
to proceed in order and will expunge the
remarks with reference to a Member of
the other body from the REcorp.

Mr, Speaker, I have said that the proj-
ect is not self-liquidating—true or false?
Start with the $933 million which the
Bureau states it will cost.

The Bureau presents this as being a
self-ligquidating project. Plain arith-
metic shows that it would not be. Sim-
ple interest alone, even at 215 percent on
$993 million of original investment for
the smaller project proposed is $23,325,-
000 per year, for the larger $1.6 billion
development proposed is $40 million per
year. Total net revenues, as estimated
by the Bureau for the smaller or larger
developments, would average less than
these amounts. At page 12 of its report
the Interior committee estimates for the
first 50 years of the project, power rev-
enues of $1,075,000,000 and water rev=-
enues of $36,600,000. Total $1,111,600,-
000, or revenues of $22,230,000 a year on
the average. Obviously this is a smaller
sum than the $23,325,000 annual interest.
Equally obvious is that the project is
bankrupt before it even starts.

As the project could not pay simple in-
terest on the investments, its revenues
could never retire the capital cost. The
Nation’s taxpayers would have to do that.
Or if revenues were earmarked to retire
the capital, the taxpayers would have to
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pay about all of the interest. In any
event, the net burden on the taxpayers
would be more than $1 billion for the
smaller development and $4 billion for
the larger development, by the end of the
proposed repayment pericd. The ac-
cumulated debt would keep on increasing
until paid off by general taxation since it
could never be repaid from project rev-
Enues,

These ficures I think show us that the
project is obviously not self-liguidating
as claimed by the Bureau of Reclamation,

Now, I next have said that the finan-
cial scheme is unsound and will burden
the taxpayers for generations and gen-
erations to come. 7Is this true or false?

I have made certain charges under-
lying and supporting this. I want you
to determine whether they are true or
false, I have said the irrigation proj-
ects are financially infeasible, requiring
an average subsidy of 85 percent of the
cost. True or false? Here are the
facts:

None of the reclamation components
of the project would be financially
sound themselves. The original direct
irrigation investments on the 11 projects
recommended by the Secretary range
from $200 to nearly $800 per acre for the
central Utah project—initial phase. For
the Navaho project authorized by the
Senate-approved bill, the original in-
vestment would be over $1,500 per acre.
Including the cost of the storage umits
allocated to irrigation, the average direct
investment—construction cost—disre-
garding hidden interest, would be $750
to $900 per acre, varying with the num-
ber of projects included.

As compared to these costs, the aver-
age value of already irrigated farmlands
in the project area is about $150 per
acre. Thus, the average investment
proposed by the project would be 5 to
6 times the average value of the land
after irrigation.

Of the total irrigation investment, the
jrrigation water users on the average
would be able to repay about 15 percent.
Consegquently, these irrigation projects
must be subsidized to the extent of about
85 percent either by power revenues or
directly from the Federal Treasury by
such devices as allocations for assumed
flood-control benefits, fish and wildlife
benefits, and so forth.

I have said project repayment pro-
visions are unrealistic and economically
indefensible. True or false? Here are
the facts: The proposed repayment plan
for the project would be to pay off the
entire irrigation investment in 50 years
by applying all power and irrigation rev-
enues toward that end. Thereafter, the
huge power investment would be paid off
in not to exceed 100 years.

‘The record reveals that such a plan
might work in the case of a development
comprising the Glen Canyon and Echo
Park storage units and the 11 participat-
ing reclamation projects recommended
by the Secretary of the Interior, but
would fail with additional projects added.

At the House hearings, a Bureau wit-
ness, E. O. Larson, stated, page 215,
House hearings on H. R. 3383:

With 11 participating projects paid out
concurrently, you could do that and pay off
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power in less than 100 years. But 1 disad-
vantage of that plan is that you cannot take
on more than the 11 projects without rais-
ing the power rate, if additional projects are
developed while the power is taking 100
years to pay out, the higher you have to
raise the power rates.

Studies indicate that the minimum
number of projects specified for author=
ization in the House bill might pay out
under the repayment provisions of the
bill, and that it would take 90 to 95 years
to repay the power investment with pow-
er sold at 6 mills per kilowatt-hour. But
with additional projects added, either
storage units or irrigation projects, either
the power rate would have to be mate-
rially inecreased to get within the 100-
year payment pericd for power, or the
period of repayment would be far greater
than 100 years.

The $1.6 billion overall project would
have no possibility of payocut with 6-mill
power under the repayment provisions
of the House bill. In fact, it could never
pay out under such a finaneial program.

Moreover, to predicate a repayment
plan on continuing revenues from hydro-
electric power development for 100 years
in the future is unrealistic and unsound,
in view of possible changes in economic
conditions, obsolescence and competing
sources of power, including atomic
ENErgy.

I have said the project’s financial
scheme is based on the impossible as-
sumption that 6-mill power will be mar-
ketable for the next 100 years.

If my statement is to be determined
true or false, we will have to see what the
prospects for the power revenues are.
Every single estimate and calculation
that has been made as to paying off
this project from power have been based
on selling 6-miil power for the next 100
years. Here are the facts:

Six mills or more, the price to be
charged for power generated by the
hydroelectric plants in this project, is an
extremely high rate for public power.
There is no guaranty that the power can
be sold at that rate. The bill does not
require that contracts for the sale of the
power be negotiated before construction
begins, such as was required under the
Boulder Canyon Project Act which
authorized Hoover Dam.

It is especially doubtful that a market
for 6-mill power will continue for 100
years—a full century—as contemplated
by the bill. These power units will be
located in a region having boundless
energy potential in the greatest coal, oil
shale, and uranium depaosits in the coun-
try. These resources, combined with
the approaching availability of atomic
electric power, will make 6-mill power
competitively obsolete in the near future,
and the project will not be able to repay
the Federal Treasury as scheduled, or,
perhaps, at all.

We are being asked to look 100 years
into the future by this newspaper that
accuses me of falsehood. To consider
the future, let us look back 100 years.
The Civil War had not even been fought;
Thomas Alva Edison was 9 years old; and
electricity had not even come into use
for any purpose other than an occasional
bolt of lightning. ;
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One hundred years in the future is a
tremendous interval, especially in the
light of present atomic development.
Can you imagine how it will develop?
Can you compare hydroelectric power
with atomic generated power? Is it
feasible to expect these revenues to come
in to make the project feasible and pay
out having to sell hydropower against
atomic-developed power during the next
100 years? That is why I ask you to
evaluate my statement as to the proj-
ect’s scheme of financing being wholly
unsound.

Let us get into these nuclear develop-
ments. Today Congress has sericusly
before it a bill introduced by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Corel, and
others, to provide actual atomic heating
and lighting of the Capitol of the United
States. The Shoreham Hotel downtown
is determining whether or not it will in-
stall an atomic plant. So you see these
developments are not speculative, they
are not 100 years ahead of us, they are
here today. When these installations
have been made what is to become of
them? Hydroelectric power can in no
way be modernized and be made com-
pelitive as these developments unfold.

This project is not financially sound.
If you took out the hydro part and put
in nuclear power, yes, it could he mod-
ernized and made competitive, but you
cannot make hydropower competitive
with atomic power. That is why I say
the project’s financial scheme is not fea-
sible or workable. That is why I made
the following statement on the subject
on March 6, 1955:

The age of nuclear power has arrived and
electric power companies are now building
at their own expense new plants which will
s;.lpply electricity - produced by atomic fis-
sion.

‘What does this mean to conscientious leg-
islators who must evaluate proposals to in-
vest large sums of money in new Federal
hydroelectric projects?

Simply that they must look at them, not
only in the light of all factors heretofore
conslidered, but with this additional ques-
tion in mind: Will nuclear power be trans-
formed into electric energy at cheaper rates
than electric energy can be obtained from
water power in the foreseeable future?
~If the answer is “Yes,” then our wvast
hydroeleetric plants may become obsolete
white elephants, giving way to more efficient
nuclear-electrie plants just as the horse and
buggy gave way to the more eflicient auto-
mobile. If this should happen, the Federal
Treasury would never recover the millions
it might pour into hydroelectric and re-
lated developments.

With millions, and possibly billions at
stake, consideration of this possibility is
absolutely essential if Congress is to act with
responsibility in this day of swiftly moving
sclentific progress. -

The proposed multibillion dollar upper
Colorado storage project is a speclfic in-
stance,

Bills now before the Congress call for a
spending authorization ranging from $1 bil-
lion. to $1.8 billlon on the Upper Colorado
River. They would construct numerous ir-
rigation projects, the revenues from which
could repay only 7 percent of their cost.
Tiled in with the bills are expensive hydro-
electric projects, the power revenues from
which would be expected to repay not only
the cost of the power dams and installations,
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but also 93 percent of the cost of the irriga-
tion projects. |

Planning figures show that it may take
up to 100 years to pay for these projects
out of the hydroelectric power “cash regis-
Thus, for financial success, nuclear-elec-
tric energy must not be produced more
cheaply than hydroelectric energy for at least
100 years.

What are the prospects in this regard?

Simply, that not in 100 years, not in 50
years, but in a much shorter time nuclear-
electric energy will be produced much
cheaper than hydroelectric energy.

Remember, just 15 years ago, in 1940 nu-
clear power was practically unheard of. By
1945, 5 short years later, the first A-bomb
had exploded over Hiroshima. Research for
peacetime use was so concentrated during
the subsequent 10 years that today com-
merical nuclear-electric energy generating
plants are being constructed.

The British Government announced a 10-
year program for building 12 atomic power
stations at an estimated cost of $840,000,000,
The British say these plants will produce
electricity at a cost of 6 mills per kilowatt-
hour in comparison with their present con-
ventional generating cost of 7.2 mills.

United States cost figures prepared by
James A. Lane, of Oak Ridge National Lab-
oratory, show the average figure in this coun-
try for producing electricity in conventional
steam plants is 7 mills per kilowatt-hour,
while the cost in a nuclear plant would be 6.7
mills.

That is without considering that nuclear-
electric plants can actually preduce pluto-
nium as a byproduct which can be sold for
& high price, in the neighborhood of 100
a gram.

If this be done, there is little cost left for
power generation to bear, and a reactor plant
could put on the transmission line 1 or 2
mill cwrent instead of 6.7 mill current.
Even if the military demands become satis-
filed and the price of plutonium eases back
to its full value of about $20 a gram, the
sale of byproduct plutonipm can be a sub-
stantial source of operating revenue.

That 1s why Representative Cars T. Dur-
maMm, of North Carolina, vice chairman of
the Joint House-Senate Atomic Energy Com-
mittee, just a few days ago predicted that
atomic experts will develop a reactor in the
next 2 years that will produce power as
cheaply as oil, coal, or water.

Within 5 years, he said, atomic power-
plants should be commercially competitive
with present. lower cost sources of power,
which, of course are the hydroelectric plants.

During & speech in Los Angeles on Feb-
ruary 15, Floyd B. Odlum, financier and
president of Atlas Corp., predicted that by
1975 all electricity in the United States will
be generated by uranium-based powerplants.
He, too, sald that even at present atomic
energy is practically competitive with other
fuels for the generation of electrie power.

Using a cubic-inch block of wood as a
symbol representing a similar block of ura-
nium-235, Odlum said that 20 such little
blocks of U-235 would supply enough energy
to provide New York City with all its elec-
trical needs for a 24-hour period.

Of course, there are numerous technical
difficulties yet to be overcome in the pro-
duction of nuelear electricity. But the fact
is they are being overcome and sometimes in
the very process of building nuclear-electric
facilities.

Consolidated Edison of New York, one of
the Nation's leading power producers, boldly
announced only a month ago that it will
soon bulld a nuclear-electric generating
plant to add to its system.

Thus the problem is facing us squarely,
and we cannot dodge it in connection with
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the upper Colorado proposal. The Bureau
of Reclamation and the Congress must have
their eyes open to these facts of modern-day
life. There must be a clear-cut determina-
tion as to whether or not nuclear-electric
energy developments will turn this pro-
posed multibilllon dollar expenditure into a
dead loss, We cannot inflict such an enor-
mous new burden on the Nation’s taxpayers
for several generations to come.

Therefore, Congress must hcld thorough
hearings on this point. It must even delay
consideration of the legislation for a year
or two, if need be, so that the legislation
may be evaluated in the light of results of
nuclear-electric energy research and -devel-
opment now under way.

So that the Congress may be further in-
formed I am backing up this plea with addi-
tional information I have collected over the
past few weeks.

That is why I made another statement
on this subject on February 21, 1956, as
follows:

Production of electric power by atomlc en-
ergy 1s not a dream of the future. The age
of nuclear power is here.

Today the United States is engaged in a
vital contest with the Soviets to maintain
its nuclear leadership not only in weapons,
but equally in economic uses of the atom's
secrets. If we fail in this, then we will fail
to stem the tide of ruthless, aggressive, dicta-
torial communism. Such a failure would not
be America’s alone, but would be shared by
people everywhere who look to us to pre-
serve the peace and maintaln the freedom
and dignity of mankind.

Yet in the midst of this deadly struggle,
Congress is being asked to waste hundreds
of millions of dollars worth of our resources
to build hydroelectric plants as “cash reg-
isters” for irrigating arid land at high alti-
tudes in Colorado, New Mezxico, Wyoming,
and Utah. This is a project so infeasible
that its water revenues could repay less than
15 percent of its cost. It is a project that
could only add to the Nation’s bulging agri-
cultural surpluses.

I refer, of course, to the “solid gold Cadil-
lac,” a multibillion dollar upper Colorado
River storage boondoggle.

If political pressures are so great in an
election year that Congress cannot resist this
greatest hoax since P. T. Barnum invented
the “egress,” at least it should be carried off
in a manner minimizing its drag on the Na-
tion's vital strength in the great battle
against the Communist evil,

If Congress should insist on spending bil-
lions of dollars to put arid new land under
cultivation and at the same time enact a
81 billion a year program to deposit 40 mil-
lion acres of farmland in soil banks, then
at least in the process it should provide
something of national benefit to salve the
welts on United States taxpayer's backs.

This can be done if Congress firmly and
courageously yanks out of the bill every
cent of the $504,212,000 provided for ‘“horse
and buggy"” hydroelectric plants and directs
this amount of money be used to build
nuclear-electric facilities.

Such a substitution has a greater value
merely than giving the United States
nuclear-electric program a half-billion~
dollar shot in the arm to spur it toward
supremacy over the Reds. The idea may well
save from ruin the already shaky financial
structure of the upper Colorado scheme. It
is presently based on selling 6-mill power for
the next hundred years. Obviously, 6-mill
power will be rendered competitively obso-
lete in a fraction of that time by nuclear-
electric developments. Starting out with
nuclear power plants, they could from time
to time be modernized and bring power pro-
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duction costs down. Starting out with
hydro plants, nothing could be done to stop
them from being turned into history's most
monumental white elephants by swiftly
unfolding technologlical developments.

In short, not only do common sense tac-
tles vis-a-vis Soviet developments ~emand
this nuclear for hydroelectric substitu-
tion, but dollars and horsesense as well
demands 1it.

This is particularly true because there is
no need for water storage behind power
dams to enable the upper basin to make
the new uses of 600,000 acre-feet of water
annually contemplated in the bill. Over a
million acre-feet of new uses can be made
without such storage. The unnecessary
storage provided for hydroelectric uses
would permit evaporation from extensive
lake surfaces of over 800,000 acre-feet of
precious water annually—125 percent of
the amount put to beneficial use.

In the water-short West this is an addi-
tional and compelling reason to pull out the
hydro plants and put in nuclear ones.

There is no justification for building great
hydroelectric dams when atomic power can
be more effectively utllized.

I have also pointed to the infeasibility
of the financial scheme of the project
by bringing to the attention of the Mem-
bers of this body another swift-moving
development that has occurred within
the past few months. That is exempli-
fied by the report of the President's Ad-
visory Committee on Weather. It is a
report that shows rain making is here
today and that at a cost of a million
dollars a year these four States—Wyom-
ing, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico—
can get more water than they need. Yet
the financing of this scheme calls for
no recognition of that, no competition
with that kind of a financial threat to
the finances of the United States Treas-
ury. The following is the text of my
recent statement on this subject:

UrPER CoOLORADO RIVER PROJECT—WEATHER
CONTROL MAEKES IT A WHITE ELEPHANT

There has been an important scientific
development since the upper Colorado River
project was conceived which makes such
project, if possible, even less economic and
more infeasible than ever before.

The development is weather modification
or control, commonly known as ralnmaking.

The President's Advisory Committee on
Weather Control has just made its report
to the Presldent. Additional precipitation
of water through cloud seeding and similar
weather modification methods has been
proven, and acceptable methods of meas-
urement of the degree of success of ob-
taining precipitation over normal have been
found.

The President's Advisory Committee has
studied the possibilities of additional water
for the Colorado River through weather-
control operations in the upper Colorado
watershed and has stated that if the pre-
cipitation can be brought to 20 percent above
the normal—that is, what it would be for
a given year without such weather control—
the upper river basin runoff for dry years
would be increased by approximately 3 mil-
lion acre-feet; for normal years by approxi-
mately 4,500,000 acre-feet; and for wet years
by approximately 5,700,000 acre-feet.

Dr. Irving KErick, meteorologist, of Den-
ver, Colo.,, who has carried out many such
weather modification projects including
studies and test work in the upper Colorado
watershed, states that a 20-percent increase
in precipitation is an exceedingly conserva-
tive estimate and that the average increase
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of precipitation over normal in other proj-
ects has approximately 50 percent. If the
50-percent figure were used for the upper
Colorado basin, the additional runoff in dry
seasons would be about T million acre-feet
and for normal seasons would be more than
11 million acre-feet.

The upper Colorado River project now
before Congress creates no additional water.
It merely impounds water that is in the
river anyway. It actually causes the avail-
able water to be decreased because it is
admitted even by the proponents of the
project that close to 1 million acre-feet would
be evaporated into the air annually from
the proposed reservoirs.

The water that would be brought to the
Colorado River by weather control—rain-
making—in the upper Colorado River water-
shed ‘is more than the needs of the upper
basin area. It can be used on its way down
to the main river from the snowpacks, rain-
falls, and so forth, to give moisture to pasture
lands. It can be impounded here and there
near its sources in small reservoirs to take
care of the needs of present or proposed
frrigation projects in the upper basin and
then it can go down to the river for use
below Lees Ferry.

The cost of such small impounding dams
above various points of use would be small
compared with the nearly $1 billion for the
project as proposed in the bill.

The cost of obtaining this added runoff
would approximate—according to the Presi-
dent’s Advisory Committee—less than 50
cents per acre-foot or about $1 million per
year. On Dr. Erick’s estimate of a greater
precipitation the annual cost per acre-foot
would be much less than 50 cents.

This added water, as it passes into Lake
Mead and through the Hoover power plant,
would be worth at least 50 cents per acre=-
foot for electric generation alone. But it
then goes down the river where it can be used
by various Irrigation districts and water
districts such as the Imperial and Coachella
irrigation districts and the Metropolitan and
S8an Diego water districts, The water for
these purposes is worth more than $2 per
acre-foot.

Thus, on & more than self-sustaining basis
from the start and with an expenditure of
approximately $1 million per year, all the
nonpower objectives of the upper Colorado
River project are met without the expendi-
ture of nearly a hillion dollars.

Furthermore, this increased precipitation
will cause the water as it reaches points of
use in the l.wer Colorado areas to have less
salt content, whereas the evaporation of 1
million cubic feet a year resulting from
the carrying through of the upper Colorado
River project would admittedly cause the
salt content of the water to increase ma-
terially. The water already carries about a
ton of salt per acre-foot of water. "Any in-
crease of this salt content would require more
water by the irrigator for leeching purposes
and if the salt content increases greatly it
would render such irrigator's soll worthless
for purposes for which now used.

Weather modification in the upper Colo=
rado Basin, in view of the findings of the
President’s Advisory Committee, should be
tested for a few years before commitment
is made for a billlon-dollar project. The
billion-dollar project will merely impound
water already in the river and destroy part
of 1its wusefulness through evaporation.
Weather modification at almost insignificant
expense—which will be self-gustaining from
the start—will create additional available
water through increased precipitation and
increased runoff.

The potential deflcit of water In the Colo-
rado River Basin is indicated by the Presi-
dent’s Advisory Committee to be 9 or 10
million acre-feet per year. This cannot be
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produced by the project covered by the bill
because no water is created, It can be pro-
duced without such project by simple and
inexpensive weather control by cloud seed-
ing, and so forth.

Dr. Erick has indicated his willingness to
undertake such weather modification at
actual out-of-pocket cost estimated at not
to exceed $1 million per year and to take his
fee for services on a contingent basis at the
rate of a certain number of cents per acre-
foot of water produced over normal for the
year in question.

From the above it is clear, based on the
findings of the President’s Advisory Com-
mittee, that the Colorado River project can-
not be justified from the standpoint of irri-
gation and domestic needs in elther the up-
per or lower river basins.

Few who have considered in Congress the
bill for the upper Colorado River project
have known much about weather modifica-
tlon—ralnmaking—and its possibilities in
the upper Colorado basin. What has been
accomplished in this new fleld has been
known only by a few. But the recent find-
ings of the President’s Advisory Committee
change all this,

The upper Colorado River project bill
should be sent back to the Interior Commit-
tee and carefully restudied in the light of
this new development. It points the way to
greater benefits for the areas and popula-
tions involved at far less cost.

I have pointed out that the finanecial
scheme of the project is unsound, and I
ask you whether it is true or false when
I also said that the very water rights
upon which the project depends to pro-
duce its power revenues are in litigation
now and may never be available for use
by the power dams in this project. Why
do I say that? Because the whole finan-
cial structure of the Colorado River stor-
age project depends upon power produc-
tion at Glen Canyon Dam, and this in
turn depends on whether or not the up-
per basin States, under the Colorado
River compact, have a right, as against
the lower basin States of Arizona, Cali-
fornia, and Nevada, to accumulate and
withhold water at Glen Canyon for
power generation if it is needed for do-
mestic and agricultural uses in the lower
basin. The upper-basin spokesmen are
in disagreement among themselves on
this point. Governor Johnson, of Colo-
rado, submitted a prepared statement in
the Senate hearings in which he said:

I am compelled to keep emphasizing that
whatever water is stored in the Glen Canyon
and Echo Park Reservoirs will be surplus to
the agricultural and domestic needs of the
upper basin, and must be dellvered to ihe
lower basin to satisfy the award of 1,500,000
acre-feet to Mexico and 1 million acre-feet
to the lower basin.

Furthermore, should the lower basin re-
quire an additional supply of water for agri-
cultural and domestic purposes, the water
stored in these reservoirs must he released.

Under the T7-State compact the upper
States must deliver at Lee Ferry in each 10-
year perlod 75 million acre-feet to the lower
States and 7!; million acre-feet to Mexico
before they can use 1 drop of water them-
selves beyond what they used before the
T-State compact was ratified.

In the current 10-year period that will
leave only 3,250,000 acre-feet per year for
their total use. In the previous 10-year
period they would have had 4,150,000 acre-
feet a year. In 1902 the upper basin States

under this formula would have had no water
at all.
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Governor Johnson bases his conten-
tion on articles IIT (e) and IV (b) of the
Colorado River compact, which provide:

ArT. IIT (e). The States of the upper divi=
slon shall not withhold water, and the States
of the lower division shall not require the
delivery of water, which cannot reasonably be
applied to domestic and agricultural uses.

Arr. IV (b). Bubject to the provisions of
this compact, water of the Colorado River
system may be impounded and used for the
generation of electrical power, but such im-
pounding and use shall be subservient to
the use and consumption of such water for
agricultural and domestic purposes and shall
not interfere with or prevent use for such
dominant purposes.

If Governor Johnson is right, all the
estimates of power revenues at Glen
Canyon are wrong, because they are
based upon the assumption that if the
upper-basin States release to the lower
basin 75 million acre-feet in each 10
years—the minimum required by article
III (d) of the compact—they may keep
everything else, Even at that, it would
take 25 years to fill Glen Canyon Dam if
the next quarter century is as dry as the
last 25 years.

These questions of interpretation of
the Colorado River compact are now at
issue in the United States Supreme Court,
in the case of Arizona against California,
et al. Whether or not the upper States,
who have been impleaded by California,
become parties to that case, the Court
cannot divide the water in the Colorado
River among Arizona, California, and
Nevada, without ascertaining how much
water these States have a right to receive
from the four upper States of Colorado,
New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. It is
foolhardy to invest hundreds of millions
in Glen Canyon Dam on an interpreta-
tion of the Colorado River compact which
is challenged by the Governor of Colo-
rado, and may be set aside by the Su-
preme Court in an action which is
already pending in that Court. The con-
sideration of this bill should await the
Supreme Court decision.

Also in that court dispute is the ques-
tion whether or not some millions of
acre-feet of water annually of Indian
claims to water are available. :

Of course, when I mentioned Governor
Johnson's statement a while ago saying
that the water had to be let down, then I
mentioned that the Bureau of Reclama-
tion said “No,” it could be stored. Who
can say that an additional court case go-
ing to the Supreme Court will not have
to be fought over this water, which could
be lost, and which, therefore, has a bear-
ing on whether or not the financial
scheme of this project is unsound? True
or false?

Mr. Speaker, I have made several
statements with respect to the project
being dangerous to agriculture in this
country. I have said that the project
would grow crops already in surplus.
True or false?

I have the word of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation on that and they have listed
the crops that will be grown on the vari-
ous projects and whether or not they are
surplus. From Reclamation Bureau re-
ports a table has been compiled showing
every type of crop which would be
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grown on each of the 33 proposed proj- .
ects, and whether or not they are sup= oo (ACESIO L Cropstobe | (IR
ported crops. Here is the table: gated Bro ported
Acres to Crops  Sablette...__..... 84,0001 Hay- i ooincenis
Name of project | be irri- cr"lr’g“t,?lb“ sap- t Pasture....
gated £ ported Small gra
Beef cattle......
Barg 7,970 | H Fruitgrow i
La [ 3, R |z S
4 "7 | Srmail grains..-| Yes.
Pasture.___
Dairy cow Yes
Sheep.-. ... Yes
Seedskadee. ... 60, 720 | Dairy cows... Bostwick Park...
Dallas Creek.....
TN DAIY s vitivns
.| Yes
: | Yes.
[ O 1 G5 East RIVOr. oova--
.| Xea.
Yes.
Dairy cows.......| Yes
gtl‘:el cattle Fruitland Mesa__|
Smith Fork. ..... 10, 430
Beef cattle
Sheep.... .| Yes.
Dairy cows......[ Yes.
Grand Mesa.._..| 25300 | Alfalfa. ...
Paonks - - o oo 17,040 Small grai .| Yes.
: Pasture_ .
o Frudt_. .
! Beel catfle ____. Dairy cows. Yea.
Florida. oo .o 18, 050 | Dairy cows_____ Yes Beefcatile. ...
Beel eattle______ Yes
im&ai'!sgrmus. cex| Yes Ohio Creek....... 16, 910
Pine River....... s Smallgrains_.___| Yes,
] Beafl cattle. .
> oy Tomichi Creek...
s A Small grains. _..| Yes.
Beef cal.t.lo,_. i
Bheep...__. Yes,
Battlement Mesa.} 6,830
Central Utah..__.
Dairy éom
Bluestone. ... 10,875 | Alfalfa__
Grain.___ Yos.
Hammond....... Vegetables ...
Froit....._. 2
Sugar Deets.
Beef cstlle
Clooseherry......- Eagle Divide..... 10, 875
Navahoo...o....| 137,240 | Alfalfa__ Parghall ... 27, 510
Grains_ | Yes
Pasture. _ 08,
Beef cattle.
Sheep...c..-—.-| Yes:
L Dairy cows_.....| Yes,
Woody Creek._ . __ 2, 065 Ay
8San Juan-Chama_| 225, 000 Pasture. .
Small gra
Beel cattle.
Bheeb, R o
l)nfryw\ﬂ. ...... 4 Yes,
Rabbit Bar_..._._ 19, 100
- Pasture. . e
R I invite your attention to what the
;';mlpp 3 2:.‘5. table says and to the large number of
RLEY oW il products now in surplus that would be
Troublesome. .. 13,040 | Hay ...
T : Pastn: produced if this project is allowed to
%m}li i‘.{alns _____ Yes pass this House.
oel cotlle
Sheep.. .- Yes Further, in evaluating whether or not
Dalry cows. Yes the statement I made that this is dan-
s i A 2 7
Wast Divide_._..| 65,610 E,‘,{?.','?mm_'_ v gerous to agriculture is true or false,
i §3E$}m‘;.l] I have pointed out that for the most part
Sy ves.  only marginal agricultural lands would
Dairy cows. Y be serviced by the project. That comes
SR GRS 3, 018 | Al directly from the Bureau of Reclamation
Pasture. .. itself. Remember I said only marginal
heep.. ... i ¥e agricultural lands would be serviced by
Doloreseenencaennn| 66,000 ﬁfﬁ"ﬁﬁ{;"" o this project. True or false?
"t ol Only 20 percent of the lands serviced

Dairy cows
Beel cattle......

by the project are classified by the Bu-
reau as class 1. The lands are at high
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elevations—as high as 7,000 feet. The
growing season on this high mountain
plateau is very short. On some of the
lands there is frost every month of the
yvear. Low-value feed crops will be the
prinecipal products.

It has been demonstrated that these
lands, even when fully developed under
this bill, will be worth on the average
only about $150 per acre. Yet the cost
to the Nation’s taxpayers to develop
them will average $3,000. to $5,000 per
acre on the Bureaus figures. Such a
result cannot be justified in the face of
the fact that at a cost of less than $100
per acre fertile lands in the East, Middle
West, and South could be irrigated, thus
bringing heavier yields than ever from
the best agricultural land in the Nation.

I have also said that there already
exists 20 million acres of land in this
country that could be put into produc-
tion at considerably less than the cost
of this project will require. I have said
that. What are the Iacts? Is what I
said true or false?

The Department of Agriculture settled
that one when they submitted a tabula-
tion showing there were 20 million acres
of land in the humid areas of this coun-
try that could be put into production at
a cost of from $60 to $100 an acre com-
pared with the cost this project involves
for its land.

As an example, the Department of Ag=
riculture lists acreage available for low-
cost development in these 21 States, as
follows:

Acres
Alabama.. 683, 000
APEBNBRS. Y. S DL i Lo 1, 865, 000
Florida 1,970, 000
L 7o ARGAR hEdaal  F o daiae R LT 1,721, 000
Iinois__-- - 69, 000
Intdlanas o L Nl el 135, 000
Kentucky.____ 170, 000

Horth Carolina 1, 15? ano
Ohio =t 95, 000
Painsgleanial i L JL e T a1 90, 000
South Caroiina_ ——e—== -098, 0DO
Tennesses: = s =Lk o8 S0 el 242, 000
(. eyl <R P RIS T T 3,928, c00
Virginia 514, 000
Wisconsin —== 818, 000

I said also that in addition to these
20 million acres there exist 21 million
additional acres of land that have been
in agricultural production herctofore
that is not today and could be put back
into production. Is that true or is it
false?

Well, I got these figures by having a
man go to the Soil Conservation Service
itself. True, the raw figures upon the
books of the Soil Conservation Service
were those taken through a survey in
1944, but consistently the keepers of the
books said this, that there has been some
in and some out. But, land in and land
out just about balance each other out.
So my figures are substantially correct,
and as correct as anybody can get. They
total up to almost 21 million acres of idle
land. So, let me say this: We have heard
that new agricultural land is needed, and
I have said that this project is not the
way to do it. True or false?
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For your information, the statement I
made on this subject was as follows:

WE ALREADY HAVE AN IMMENSE SOIL BANK

The President has made a very commend-
able proposal to relieve the farm problem
by use of soil banks. Few people know that

the deposits he envisions will be additlonal.

to nearly 21 million acres of fine farmland
in ‘19 Eastern, Southern, and Midwestern
States already in the bank.

These 21 million acres are good cropland
now lying idle in the farms of these 19
States—States and acreage amounts tabu-
lated below. They are not woodland or
pastureland. They are good, unused farm-
land in soll classes I, IT, and III.

The interest the Nation will be paid by the
existence of these two soil banks should not
be diminished by inconsistent reclamation
programs, such as the upper Colorado River
project, which would bring large amounts of
new land into production,

If 40 million acres are to be taken out of
production, as proposed by the President,
and placed in a soil bank and reserve for
future use, then these idle 21 million acres
must be added to the total. Thus, the pro-
posed soll bank would have deposited in it
a total of more than 60 million acres,

Early last fall I began a study to determine
the amount of idle cropland in certain areas
of the Nation.

Specifically, the question I wanted an-
swered was this: How much good agricul-
tural land Is unused in farms in the humid
sections of the United States?

PURPOSE OF SURVEY

Evidence has indicated to me that there
was a large amount of good land in eastern,
southern, and midwestern farms that was
not producing crops.

How much? ;

In line with my opposition to the proposed
multi-billion dollar upper Colorado River
project, I considered this a matter of great
significance.

The upper Colorado River project would
bring into production more than bhalf a mil-
lion acres of cropland, the major part of
which would produce crops of the kind
already In great surplus and heavily sup-
ported by the taxpayers.

In the present session of the Congress,
the problem of our mounting surpluses has
priority on the legislative calendar. Con-
gress will consider a plan for decreasing the
number of acres producing crops in surplus.

Yet, while Congress is struggling to de-
crease the number of acres now producing
agricultural products, it is being asked to
approve a glgantic irrigation project that
would bring more acreage into production
at extremely high cost.

Data before me at the time Congress ad-
journed last year showed that large amounts
of the acreage contained in farms was lit-
erally soll in the bank. That is, we already
had a large soil reserve that might be
brought into production when and if this
country needed it to produce food and fiber,

My observations were begun before any
specific’ sgoil-bank program was officially
tendered the Congress for consideration.
Now that has been done. However, I shall
not dwell on the present legislation designed
to curtail our agricultural production and
decrease the enormous load of surpluses.

I shall report on the findings of my study
of idle land in farms. These findings show
us that all during the time we have been
burdened with the dilemma of a mounting
agricultural surplus, we already had an
enormous amount of our best farmland lying
completely unused.

Here, on the one hand, are millions of acres
of first-class agricultural land lying idle in
areas of adequate rainfall, On the other
hand, legislation before Congress proposes to
spend enormous amounts of public money
to bring more acreage into production in
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such developments as the upper Colorado
River project. In addition, the Reclamation
Bureau is proposing an extensive program
for developing hundreds of other projects,
all designed to increase our agricultural pro-
duction with money from the same taxpayers
who are paying heavily to support crops and
store them,

IDLE LAND SURVEY FINDINGS

My survey of idle land in farms showed
there are nearly 21 million acres of fine
farmlands now lying idle in 19 Eastern,
Southern, and Midwestern States.

In determining this total—precisely 20,-
937,153 acres—only agricultural lands in
classes I, IT, and III, the best farmland, was
included in the survey.

The acreage tabulated was contained in
privately owned farms.

Woodlands, pasture or lands owned by the
Federal Government, municipalities, or
echool districts was not considered.

Some of the land tabulated had a history
of agricultural usage, but was idle in all
respects, according to the latest data avail-
able.

Official records of the United States Soll
Coneservation Service were the basic source
of the information obtained. Permission to
examine records and to confer with fleld
officials was obtained from Soil Conservation
Service headquarters.

A trained researcher visited each of the 19
States in which the survey was conducted,
and at State headquarters of the Soil Con-
servation Service conferred with soil sclen-
tists and engineers.

Every effort was made to obtain the most
factual data, and no information was in-
cluded that was not approved by the Service
officials,

THE STATES SURVEYED

The States in which my survey was con-
ducted all lie in the humid section of the
country, where crops depend upon rainfall,
and where irrigation, if used, is supplemen-
tal. It is interesting to note that even in
these sectlons of more or less dependable
rainfall, supplemental irrigation is being
used increasingly to assure annual produc-
tlon. Thus, in the Eastern, Southern, and
Midwestern areas of the Nation, supplemen-
tal irrigation is helping to increase produc-
tion and contributing to the prevention of
crop failures,

The States selected for my study may be
divided into three general geographic sec-
tions.

Midwestern States: Ohio, Indlana, Illinois,
Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Mis-
souri.

Southern BStates: Arkansas, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Alabama, Tennessee, Kentucky.

Southeastern States: Florida, Georgia,
South Carolina, North Carolina, Virginia.

Tabulation of idle farmland, in classes I, II,
and III only, in the South, Southeast, and
Midwest as obtained from the U. S. Soil
Conservation Service

SOUTH
State: Acres
Alabams cuit e oo R JE e D 823, 664
Arkansas_ s A ! 2,928, b47
EentuCKy weweeesme-s T a 671, 673
Louisiana 2, 487, 300
Mississippi’ 1, 270, 691
TODNEEEOE i o o it e s 278, 563
Total 8, 256, 338
SOUTHEAST
State:
Florida 2,037,302
Georgia . 872, 748
North Carolina, 4 264, 763
Bouth Caroling. e 492, 300
WIS, e S T IR L 010, 80T
Total < 8, 686, 519
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Tabulation of idle farmland, in classes I, II,
and III only, in the South, Southeast, and
Midwest as obtained jrom the U. 8. Soil
Conservatlion Service—Continued

MIDWEST
State: Acres
2 E 1 e Yok S T e e 627, 135
Indiana & it 231, T80
Michigan 1,761, 380
Minnesota.___ - ___ e e 564, T02
Ohio o 491, 98
Wisconeln. .- ool s o 2 124, 133
Towa.- 7 50, 759
BUSBOUI] s s L it e o 143, 249
OBl o ame it L il T8 DD4., 206
Grand total._....._.. --- 30,937,153
CONCLUSIONS

Here is evidence to show that while Con-
gress is being asked to approve enormous
costly new Irrigation projects, at least
20,937,153 acres of the hest American crop-
land are unused for any purpose.

Right now we have before us in Congress
the gigantic upper Colorado River project.
Unquestionably the most expensive and un-
sound scheme yet devised, it alone would
bring into production more than half a mil-
lion acres in high barren, remote areas of
‘Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, and New Mexico.

~With millions of acres of the best farm-

land awaiting the plow in areas where the
rainfall is heavy and the growing season
long, it is proposed to force this great new
burden of the upper Colorado River project
on the American taxpayers.

I consider the findings of this survey noth-
ing short of amazing. In addition to the
21 million acres of the best farmland that is
now idle in 19 States there are millions of
other acres in lower soil classes and in other
States that are idle in the humid area of the
Nation. Much of this idle lower class land
could be improved with little cost and de-
veloped into pasture.

These milllons of idle acres of the best
lands are close to markets, to population
centers, with roads and transportation run-
ning through them, and with schools and
munieipal governments established.

Where the multi-billion dollar upper Colo-
rado River project would be built, there is
little population, few roads, no metropolitan
markets, few towns. The enormous cost of
establishing municipal governments, police
forces, schools, bullding of highways and new
towns must be added to the cost of develop-
ing the arid lands.

It is an unbelievable proposal for the pur-
pose of growing more farm products of the
kinds already in great surplus while there are
these millions of acres of good idle land in
the Midwest, South, and East.

The Bureau of Reclamation would have us
believe that we must spend billions to de-
velop projects like the upper Colorado in
order to provide food and fiber for our grow=-
ing population.

That simply is not true. On the presently
producing farmlands we are growing so much
food and fiber that we cannot find adequate
space to store it. The President has asked
that 40 million acres of our presently pro=
ducing lands be placed in-a soil bank.

Each year new methods are reported for
increasing per acre yields.

Yet the Bureau of Reclamation would have
Congress appropriate billions of dollars for
such unnecessary and wasteful projects as
that proposed in the upper Colorado Basin.
This project alone would saddle a new $4
billion tax loss on the Nation's taxpayers.
The four States benefiting would pay less
than 2 percent of the cost, Taxpayers of
the other 44 States would have to pay the
balance.

The cost of bringing the millions of acres
of good farmland now idle into full produe-
tion would run from only $156 to $150 an
acre—when and if they are needed,
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Compare that with the $5,000 an acre cost
of building the upper Colorado project and
you see how inconcelvable the scheme is.
Bringing into production the good lands now
idle in the East, Midwest, and South would
cost the taxpayers nothing. In the upper
Colorado project the taxpayers would have
to pay not only the excessive cost of build-
ing the irrigation projects, the roads, schools,
and other necessary community projects, but
then the taxpayers would have to subsidize
the crops that would be grown, such as dairy
products, grains and wool. The whole thing
is nothing short of economiec idiocy.

Well, of course, this is the fact. The
faet is that with the 20 million acres
that the Department of Agriculture says
are available and with the 21 million
acres of idle land, that is 41 million.
The estimates are that by 1975 the addi-
tional needs of the country’s increased
population will be 100 million more acres
and that 70 million of those acres will
come from land capable of production,
which leaves 30 million to go. Well, we
have 41 million right here, so certainly
my statement with respect to the agri-
cultural effect of this project should be
true.

I most urgently commend to your at-
tention Adm. Ben Moreell’s recent re-
marks on water policy in regard to what
I have just said on the agricultural prob-
lem. Here are extracts:

ExtRacT FROM SPEECH PY ApM. BEN MoREELL,
NaTioNwaL WaATER PoLicy CONFERENCE, ST.
Louis, 1856
Federal water resource policy should be

related to national policy in the determina-
tlon of priorities for the uges of water. In
particular, Federal policy should not en-
courage or condone the commitment of
scarce water to meet needs of marginal
utility or for uneconomic purposes.

A notable example of confusion in policy
is our handling of croplands. We have a
total of 350 milllon acres now being har-
vested. Another 134 million acres are avail-
able on existing farms but are not being

ested, although about half are used for
pasture,

Irrigated lands in cultivation total 26 mil-
lion acres. But of these, less than 7 million
acres are on Federal projects, the remainder,
19 million acres, having been developed by
private enterprise. While the current Fed-
eral program provides for bringing more land
under  brrigation at costs ranging up to
$1,600 per acre, the Department of Agricul-
ture reports that 21 million acres of good
cropland can be obtained by clearing and
drainage works which would cost only $175
an scre. During the 3 years 1853, 1954, and
1855, the Pederal CGovernment, under mar-
keting quotas, removed 31 million acres from
cultivation. And recently, we have learned
that 40 million additional acres would be
taken out of cultivation under the Presi-
dent's soil-bank plan.

‘Why should the Federal Government com-
mit large quantities of precious water to
provide inecreases of cropland acreage while,
at the same time, it is foreing large-scale
withdrawals of good lands from cultivation?
Ilogical allocations of water to agriculture,
which'is already burdened by oppressive sur-
plus problems, will stifie industrial and
urban development and will result in profii-
gate waste. The spending of huge sums to
bring more land under cultivation while
the Government is paying even more money
to take land out of cultivation is inexplica-

ble—unless, of course, the primary urpose
is to get rid of the money. %

Now, I have also made several points
with respect to the geology of this proj-
ect, and you have all heard that. I said
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that this project should be delayed until
these geological questions are settled.
True or false?

Well, that, of course, is a matter of
opinion and speculation, and you cannot
say whether that statement of opinion
is true or false. I do not think that is
what the Salt Lake paper is talking
about, but I do think they are talking
about a statement that I made that there
could well be landslides of gigantic or
earthquake proportions occur in the
reservoir area of the Glen Canyon Dam
and thereby imperil the financial ability
of this project to pay back.

A number of you have seen this chinle
shale that I sent to you and have
watched it disintegrate, and I have
pointed out that that would be a danger.
True or false?

Well, there is approximately 50 miles
of it, 47 miles to be exact, in the Glen
Canyon reservoir area. The Bureau of
Reclamation admits to knowing only
about 14 miles in this entire area. It is
usually found in areas where it is formed
in cliffs 400 feet high, overlain by mas-
sive sandstone rock formation, which,
when undermined by disintegration of
the chinle, would crash down and fill up
the reservoir. This picture I have here
shows some of that type of disintegra-

tion, and I just want to read you an ex-

tract in determining whether what I
have said is true or not, an extract from
forgotten pamphlets down in the Bureau
of Reclamation by a man who investi-
gated the area for the Geological Survey
back in 1931, Prof. Herbert E, Gregory.
He wrote:

[Extracts from U. S, Geological SBurvey pub-
lications describing Chinle]
Txe EalrarowITs Ruclon
(U. B. Department of the Interlor Geo-

logical Survey Professional Paper 164

(1231), by Herbert E. Gregory and Ray-

mond C, Moore)

The Chinle formation includes the group
of shales, “marls,” thin, soft sandstones, and
limestone conglomerates lylng between the
Shinarump conglomerate and the Wingate
sandstone. * * *

Records show that the Chinle is thickest in
northeastern Arizona and southwestern
Utah * * * 320 to 393 feet in upper Glen
Canyon, and 830 feet in the San Juan Can-
yon (p. 53).

A fragment of fresh rock immersed in water
swells to nearly twice its bulk, and after dry-
ing is nothing more than a pile of discon-
nected, irregular grains; alternate drylng and
wetting produces a substance part of which
passes through flter paper. Under the
microscope, most of the material appears to
be colloidal (p. 57).

When the Chinle marls and shales on steep
slopes are saturated they seem to move by
their own weight, carrying their broken
strata and talus blocks to lower levels. At
the south base of the Paria Plateau slides in
the Chinle have spilled over the Shinarump
conglomerate and down the Moenkopi cliffs
to the EKaibab below, and at a place about 14
miles south of the Burr trail the Chinle beds
have lost their hold and have slid, accom-
panied by huge fragments, over the up-
turned beds of Navaho sandstone, down the
west side of the Halls Creek Valley in a jum-
bled mass that is roughly three-fourths of a
mile wide, 135 miles long, and B0 feet deep
(p. 1456).

As viewed from the rim of the Kaiparowits
Plateau at Fiftymile Point the landslides are
impressive. ‘The slopes below the ecapping
Cretaceous sandstone constitute a fleld about
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2 miles wide and 10 miles long, everywhere
strewn with boulders, the largest of which
are square blocks of sandstone 40 feet thick.
Buccessive slides have banked the materials
in huge ridges like a serles of terminal and
lateral moraines.

Except in areas of Chinle and Tropic shales
landslides were not observed. The steep
slopes of other formations are bare or coated
with only ribbons and scattered patches of
debris (p. 146).

THE SAN JUAN REGION

(U. 8. Department of the Interlor Geo-
logical Survey Professional Paper 188
(1938), by Herbert E. Gregory)

The position of the relatively soft Chinle
between two clif makers accounts for its
preservation in a region where erosion is
vigorous (p. 49).

In the Chinle formation the conditions for
producing slides are exceptionally favorable.
The thin sandstone beds readily break into
talus fragments, and the marl beds when
saturated seem to move by their own
weight. * * * Instability is further shown
by mud flows that after heavy rainfall issue
from the base of slides. In places recurrent
movement is indicated by the arrangement
of material in parallel ridges on Chinle slopes
and by unconformities in the piles of debris
successively pushed over cliffs (p. 102).

Note particularly Professor Gregory’s
description of a Chinle landside 2 miles
wide and 10 miles long. Well, 10 miles
of land sliding down into a narrow
reservoir is to my mind a landslide of
earthquake proportions, The following
is the statement I made respecting the
Chinle question:

GLEN CANYON RESERVOIR PERILED BY CHINLE
ForMATIONS

Gigantic landslides were pictured as pos-
sibly devastating the $421 milllon Glen
Canyon dam and reservoir, key unit of the
proposed multibillion dollar upper Colorado
River project, by Representative Craic
Hosmer, Republican, of California, today.

Fifty miles of the immense walls of the
long, narrow reservoir site are comprised of
rock so eoft that it swells to nearly twice
its size and disintegrates when touched by
water, Hosmer declared. The reservoir would
extend 186 miles along the Colorado River
and 70 miles along the San Juan River.,

The soft rock—known as Chinle shale—
forms immense cliffs in numerous areas that
would be covered by water impounded by the
proposed 700-foot high Glen Canyon dam
The dam, known as the “cash register” of
the upper Colorado project now before Con-
gress, was designed to produce power reve-
nues to pay off some 30 other units of the
project that cannot pay for themselves.

HoswmEer stated that he had been advised
by independent geologists that the reser-
volr's water would swiftly disintegrate the
Chinle shale, and it would flow downslope
into the reservoir, More importantly, it
would undermine and cause collapse of all
overlying cliff-forming rocks, Hosmer said.
All of the broken debris, the Congressman
explained, including blocks of sandstone as
big as houses, would move downslope and
partizlly or completely fill the proposed
r:;salrvolr in the extensive areas of Chinle
Bhnalke.

“If this is permitted to happen,” said
Hosmer, “the finances of the entire upper
ﬁolorado River project would collapse with

“The Natlon’s taxpayers would be left with
& billion-dollar mud puddle.

“Congress should withhold any consider-
ation of the legislation pending a full and
complete geologieal survey and report of
the site.”

HosMmER's sensational charges were based
on a personal investigation he made of the
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reservoir area last December in the company
of two independent consulting geologists.
The expedition was made by helicopter to
remote sections of the reservoir site in north-
ern Arizona and southern Utah. Several
hundred pounds of the Chinle shale were
gathered and flown out for Iaboratory tests.

Using samples of the Chinle rock he ob-
tained in Glen Canyon, HosMER demon-
strated the rapldity with which it turns to
mud when placed in an ashtray containing
a small amount of water.

“I am presenting to Congress reports of
the distinguished geologists who accom-
panied me to Glen Canyon,” Hosmer sald.
“These reports show that if this Chinle shale
is brought in continuous contact with water
from the proposed reservoir it would immedi-
ately disintegrate and flow down slope into
the reservoir.

“Obviously, with evidence such as this,
obtained from unimpeachable sources, the
least that can be said is that there are sound
reasons why Congress should not approve
this Immense investment of public money.”

Hosmer sald that the geological investiga-
tion and the collection of rock samples was
done by Harold W. Hoots, Ph. D., and Peter
H. Gardett, consulting geologlsts.

He stated that landslides which could
occur would be of unbelievable size to any-
one except a geologist. Much of the Chinle
shale, now dry, supports several hundred
feet of overlylng Wingate and Navaho sand-
stone which would collapse into the reservoir
when the Chinle disintegrated in water.

“The size of the landslides which could
occur may be pictured by considering the
fact that the Chinle itself has a thickness of
800 to 1,000 feet in the drainage area of the
Ban Juan River, for instance. On top of the
Chinle are the great cliff-forming sandstones.

“The whole upper Colorado River project
would cost the taxpayers more than §4 bil-
lion, and it would be entirely unworkable
without Glen Canyon to produce power rev-
enues,” HosMEer sald,

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
parliamentary inquiry?
~ Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr.
Speaker, my parliamentary inquiry is
this. I want to know if the provisions of
this bill are broad enough to provide
that every citizen of southern California
might have a handful of rainmaking
pellets. In southern California you have
a situation where there gre more clouds
for rainmaking and they are confined
closer than any place in the country.
It is the only place I know of where with
a handful of pellets you can sow clouds
at arm’s length and cause it to rain on
your feet while your head remains per-
fectly dry.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, that is
not much of a parliamentary inquiry,
but I hope the gentleman is happy that
he has made some kind of a point.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Who
answered that parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr.
Speaker, I withdraw the parliamentary
inguiry.

Mr. HOSMER. I have also said that
there is a great possibility that this Glen
Canyon Reservoir would never hold
water even if the dam were built. True
or false? Again, that is a statement of
opinion, but let us see whether the facts
I have stated with regard to it are true
or false.

I have said that there exist in the area
of the reservoir gigantic geological down-
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warps. These are simply the ground
formations swinging down into little val-
leys and going underground.

I have said that this area is Navaho
sandstone. I do not think there is any
question about that. I point to the ex-
istence of these downwarps. I have had
the Geological Survey draw a map show-
ing them so there would not be any ques-
tion about their existence, if you are go-
ing to believe the Geological Survey.

I have also said that this Navaho
sandstone has a porosity of 22 percent.
That was admiftted at the hearing.

I have also said that it is quite pos-
sible that these tremendous downwarps
which have such a vast capacity might be
dry and therefore drain off any water
that started to be impounded behind the
reservoir. The following is the complete
text of my statement on this subject:

GREATEST ENGINEERING BLUNDER IN OUR
HISTORY

Representative Crarc HosMmer, Republican,
of California, said today that gigantic Glen
Canyon Dam, $421 million main unit of the
proposed upper Colorado River project, could
become the “greatest engineering blunder
in our history,” because water for the project
would pour into two enormous subterranean
sleve-like basins, instead of flowing through
the dam to make hydroelectric power.

“Alongside of the proposed Glen Canyon
Dam and Reservoir are two underground
bagsins of almost unbelievable size. Once
the 700-foot high dam was buillt across the
Colorado River, the flow of water could back
up and pour into these immense sieves,™
Hosmer stated.

“One of these great subbasements of the
earth is known as the Kaiparowits Basin.
It would hold at least 250 million acre-feet
of water. The other is the Henry Mountains
Basin, and it would hold 100 million acre-
feet of river water, (Note: An acre-foot of
water is enough water to cover 1 acre of
ground a foot deep.)

“That is 350 million acre-feet of water,
or at least 26 years’ flow of the whole Colo-
rado River at this point.

“If adequate power cannot be produced
by the dam to pay its cost, it hardly seems
reasonable to build 1t and force this great
new loss on the taxpayers of the Nation.”

Hosmer sald that scientific data in his
hands make it doubtiul that Glen Canyon
Reservoir could be filled “in our lifetime,”
and doubtful as well that adequate power
could be produced by the dam.

“This matter demands an exhaustive in-
vestigation by independent geologists and
engineers who have no personal interest in
the project,” HosMer declared.

The Ealparowits and Henry Mountains
basins would hold enough water to cover the
District of Columbia to a depth of 8,000 feet.

That Is enough water to serve the people
of New York City for 98,000 days, or 268
years.

“Here, based on sound geological reports,

we have the frightening spectacle of the
whole Colorado River flowing for years into
gigantic underground sponges,” said Hos-
MER.
.. “The great dam that is proposed here
would stand as a towering monument to en-
gineering folly and a memorial to the wan-
ton waste of all these milllons.

“These endless cellars are immediately ad-
Jacent to the reservoir site and are 2,000 feet
in depth below the river. There are miles
and miles of rock of great porosity through
which the river water would flow away, to
be forever lost to use In the cavernous depths
of the earth.

“This rock 1s marked by enormous cracks
and fissures which I have observed myself
as late as last December, Water backed up

3489

behind Glen Canyon Dam could have free
flowing passage into them and into the great
basin through them. Undoubtedly many of
these cracks and fissures occurred during
the gigantic geologic earth movements that
created these tremendous downwarps.

“Such a loss. would be a major tragedy.
In addition to the great money loss to all
taxpayers, the entire economy of most of the
West would be irreparably damaged. This
in turn would effect the welfare of the en-
tire Nation.”

Hosmer sald that last December, in the
company of geologists Harold W. Hoots, Ph,
D., and Peter H. Gardetf, he made an exami-
nation of the Glen Canyon Dam and reservoir
area in northern Arizona and southern Utah.
The country contains no reads, and the trip
was made by helicopter. Sample of Navaho
sandstone and Chinle shale rock were
brought out from the reservoir site.

HosMmER quoted from a report submitted to
him by Dr. Hoots as follows:

“The Navaho sandstone clearly Is suffi-
clently porous and permeable to contain
large quantities of water, and to permit
movement of this water from the proposed
reservoir into and through the sandstone
walls to areas of lower hydrostatic pressure.”

HosMmer emphasized that the Bureau of
Reclamation has reported favorably on the
proposed upper Colorado River project and
its chief unit, Glen Canyon Dam, without
adequate Information as to the practicability
of the project, without proper engineering
studies, and without determining the im-
mensity of water losses that would occur,

In House Document No. 364 of the 83d
Congress, the Bureau of Reclamation’s ex-
planation of the project, a startling admis-
sion is made as to water losses of an unex-
plained nature in the San Juan Basin, into
which the reservoir's waters would extend
and which is crossed by the Henry Mountains
downwarp.

HosMER quoted the following from the doc-
ument (p. 180):

“Unexplained losses of water have been
reported also in the San Juan River Basin,
The proposed study in the vicinity of the
Navaho Reservolr is for the purpose of evalu-
ating this loss, and determining the quanti-
ties that are lost by evaporation and tran-
spiration.”

In connection with these structural basins,
House Document No. 364 adds (pp. 180-181) :

“There 1s also the question whether the
Kalparowits and Henry Mountains struc-
tural basins contain significant amounts of
unsaturated strata in positions where they
might draw water from the Glen Canyon
Reservolr.

“SBeveral wells drilled in the region for
oll indicate that the regional water table is
at great depth below the plateaus. In the
Mexican Hat field along the San Juan River,
small quantities of oil were encountered in
8 cynelinal structure, an exceptional occur-
rence which has been explained as due to
the lack of ground water in the area.
Ground-water studies are proposed for the
purpose of determining the position of the
regional water table. There is aleo the 5=
tion whether the Eaiparowits and Henry
Mountains structural basins contain sig-
nificant amounts of unsaturated strata in
positions where they might draw water from
the Glen Canyon Reservoir.™

Hosmer stated: “I most emphatically
agree with Dr. Hoots and other eminent
geologlsts and engineers that the Glen
Canyon reservoir project has been

proposed
‘and recommended without benefit of a vast

amount of information essential to a de-
termination of the practicability and future
success of this project. This is evident from
statements made by the United States Geo-
logical Survey that much of this essential
information is not available.

“Orderly consideration of this project
should come only after the Geological Sur-
vey has had an opportunity to complete the
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topographic and geologic mapping of the
entire proposed reservoir area, investigate
underground water conditions, soil and
erosion hazards, and appraise and make
available to all concerned the results of
these studies.”

I have not just dreamed up those fig-
ures, taken them out of the thin air and
as to whether they are true or false, I
want you to look at the record that I am
going to include with my remarks. This
is in a report of a Ph. D. geologist who
probably knows more about rocks and
downwarps and leakage than any of us
-here do. He says that it will go in there,
if those things are not now full of water.
This is Hoots’ statement:

MEMORANDUM ON GGEOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF THE
ProPoseEp GLEN CANYON DAm SITE AND REs-
ERVOIR AREA IN NORTHERN ARIZONA AND
SOUTHEASTERN UTAH

{By Harold W. Hoots, consulting geologist,

Los Angeles, Callf., December 28, 1955)

The writer was requested by Hon. CraIo
Hosmer to undertake a geological investiga-
tion of the proposed Glen Canyon dam site
at Mile 15 on the Colorado River in northern
Arizona, and the proposed reservoir area lo-
cated prineipally in southeastern Utah and
extending 186 river miles up the Colorado
River from Mile 15, and 71 miles up the San
Juan River.

PURPOSE OF THIS INVESTIGATION

The purpose of this investigation was
threefold, namely:

(1) To inspect in the field critical geologi-
cal aspects of the proposed Glen Canyon dam
gite and reservoir area, and to collect rock
samples considered essential to this investi-
gation;

(2) To review: (a) existing conclusions
and recommendations pertaining to the pro-
posed dam site; and (b) published geologi-
cal data pertinent to the proposed dam site
and reservoir area, for the purpose of ap-
praising the adequacy of geologleal investiga-
tions that preceded the recommendation of
this construction project; and

{(3) To ascertain from tests by qualified
engineering laboratories certain critical
physical properties of rocks exposed at the
proposed Glen Canyon dam site and in the
reservoir area.

PROCEDURE

Field work

The geological investigation and collection
of rock samples In the fleld was done by
Harold W. Hoots and Peter H. Gardett, con-
sulting geologists, December 12-14, 1955.
Transportation by helicopter made 1t possible
not only to inspect the geclogy of the pro-
posed Glen Canyon Dam site and reservoir
area from the air, but also to land at strategic
localities for the examination of rock out-
crops and the collection of rock samples
along both the Colorado River and the San
Juan River.

Several hundred pounds of rock samples
were collected, flown out by hellcopter, and
shipped for laboratory determination of cer-
tain physical properties of the Navaho sand-
stone and the Chinle shale, Samples of wa=
ter from the Colorado River and the San
Juan River also were collected for use in
conducting laboratory tests on rock samples
under conditions that would approach actual
field conditions within the proposed reser=-
voir area.

Photographs were taken to illustrate the
erosional characteristics of rock formations
critical to the proposed reservoir area, and
to emphasize the difficulty and tremendous
expense involved in constructing a dam that
would adequately protect Rainbow Bridge
from destruction by the proposed reservoir.
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Laboratory tests of rock samples

The more important of the laboratory tests
were directed toward:

(1) Determination of the permeability and
porosity of the Navaho sandstone which
forms the walls of the Canyon of the Colo-
rado River at the proposed Glen Canyon
Dam site and along most of the 186 river
miles of the proposed reservolr area.

These tests were made with water from the
Colorado and San Juan Rivers, and were de-
signed to duplicate, insofar as possible, con-
ditions that would exist within the proposed
reservoir. Their purpose was to determine:
(a) the ability of this Navaho sandstone to
absorb water from the reservoir; (b) the
capacity of the pore-spaces within a unit
volume of this sandstone; (c¢) the total
quantity of reservoir that could be lost by

leakage through the sandstone walls of the .

proposed reservoir, and thence by natural
gravity drainage into the large structural
basins known to extend from the Colorado
River for many miles to the north; (d) the
magnitude of the leakage that might occur
around the abutments of the proposed Glen
Canyon Dam at mile 14; and (e) whether
Rainbow Bridge National Monument can he
protected from flooding by a dam bullt in
this sandstone.

(2) Determination of the physical charac-
teristics of the Chinle shale which outcrops,
and would be covered by water, along 50 river
miles of the proposed reservoir area.

The purpose of these tests was to deter-
mine the ability of the Chinle shale to main-
tain its position and physical strength when
saturated with water, and, under these con-
ditions, to support the load of several hun-
dred feet of overlying cliff-forming Wingate
and Navaho sandstone, and to thus prevent
the ultimate loss of much of the calculated
capacity of the proposed reservoir.

Office studies and preparation of this
memorandum

Critical review of available information
bearing directly on investigations of, and
recommendations made for, the proposed
Glen Canyon Dam and Reservoir was essen-
tial to this investigation and the prepara-
tion of this memorandum. Particular atten-
tion has been devoted to (1) published and
mimeographed reports by the Uniteu States
Bureau of Reclamation and the United States
Geological Survey on the geology and ground
water of the area containing the proposed
Glen Canyon Dam and Reservoir area; (2) to
the adequacy of the investigations made by
the Bureau of Reclamation of the physical
character of the Navaho sandstone at the
proposed Glen Canyon Dam site, and to the
extent that the Chinle shale in the reservoir
area will increase sedimentation and reduce
the storage capacity and usefulness of the
reservoir; and (3) the problems and expense
involved in the construction of a dam de-
signed to protect the Rainbow Bridge, and the
uncertainty that such a dam would actually
provide this protection.

FINDINGS
The Navaho Sandstone

The canyon of the Colorado River at the
proposed Glen Canyon Dam site and along
most of the 186 river miles of the proposed
reservoir 1s composed entirely of Navaho
sandstone, This sandstone, as it occurs in
this region, is described by Dr. Herbert E.
Gregory and Dr. Raymond C. Moore® as
follows:

“The Navaho sandstone is essentially an
ageregate of white, crystal-clear quartz grains,
loosely held together with cement. * * * In
general the cement is weak. Even where
iron oxide forms the bond, it is not easy
to obtain a well-trimmed hand specimen,

and much of the rock exposed at the

1The Kaiparowits Region, U. 8. Geological
Survey Professional Paper 164, pp. 65 and 66,
1831.
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surface is so friable that it crushes under
the foot, and a single blow of the hammer
may reduce a block of sandstone to a mass
of dust. Blasting this rock with powder
presents special difficulties.”

J. W. Harshbarger, C. A. Repenning, and
J. T. Callahan * of the United States Geo-
logieal Survey, make the following statement
regarding the Navaho sandstone:

“One striking feature of this sandstone is
its great permeability and capacity to ab-
sorb, immediately, a substantial portion of
the light precipitation. Bvidence of this
rapid absorption is the extremely small
amount of runoff from the area of out-
crop. * * * Undoubtedly the Navaho sand-
stone transmits water more freely than any
other water bearer in the region.”
Laboratory tests of porosity and permeability

Samples’' of Navaho sandstone collected
from the lower part of the canyon wall at
the site of the proposed Glen Canyon Dam
were determined to have a porosity varying
from 24.3 percent to 25.5 percent, and an
average porosity of 25 percent. One acre-
foot of thls sandstone thus has sufficient
porosity to contain one-fourth of one acre
foot of water.

The permeabilities of these samples of
Navaho sandstone to air were found to be
uniformly high, to vary from 4,920 to 5,180
millidarcys, and to average 5,060 millidarcys.
Their permeabilities to Colorado River water
under normal vertical hydrostatic gradient
for 100 hours averaged, at the end of this 100-
hour perlod, 1,330 millidarcys. Permeabil-
ities of this magnitude permit comparatively
rapid movement of water into and through
the Navaho sandstone.

Significance of established porosity and
permeability: The Navaho sandstone clearly

'is sufficiently porous and permeable to con-

tain large quantities of water, and to permit
movement of this water from the proposed
reservoir into and through' the sandstone
walls to areas of lower hydrostatic pressure.
Several such areas of lower pressure adjoin
the proposed reservoir and are tabulated
below:

1. The sandstone walls of the canyon ad-
jacent to the proposed dam and the lower
end of the proposed reservoir: Average per- .
meability of this sandstone indicates that
in excess of 15 million gallons of water may
leak around the abutments of the proposed
dam every day.

2. The Kalparowits downwarp or structural
basin: This geologic feature, one of the
major structural basins of this region, ex-
tends from the lower part of the proposed
reservoir northwestward for 70 miles. (See
accompanying map of A. A. Baker of United
States Geological Survey). It i5 a magnifi-
cent natural basin for containing water in
volume many times that calculated for the
proposed Glen Canyon Reservoir.

Access of water to this basin from the pro-
posed reservoir is provided by porous and
permeable Navaho sandstone walls along 50
river miles of the proposed reservoir immedi-
ately above the proposed dam. This basin
covers over 1,700 square miles and has the
capacity, within the Navaho gandstone
alone, to hold an estimated 250 million acre-
feet of water when the proposed Glen
Canyon Reservolr is full. Since this capacity
is about 10 times that calculated for storage
in the proposed Glen Canyon Reservoir, it is
essential to determine how much of this
capacity is empty and is thus free to drain
water from the proposed reservoir.

3. The Henry Mountains basin: This
geologic feature crosses the Colorado River
about 45 river miles above the mouth of the

*The Navaho Country, Arizona-Utah-New
Mexico, included in the Physical and Eco-
nomic Foundation of Natural Resources, p.
121, by Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee, House of Representatives, U, S. Con-
gress, 1952.
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San Juan River. It is similar to the
Kalparowits basin in its geclogic character
and ability to drain water from the proposed
reservoir. It has ready access to the reser-
voir through permeable Navaho sandstone
walls along many river miles of the proposed
reservoir, and it has the capacity, within the
Navaho sandstone alome, to hold an esti-
mated 100 million acre-feet of water when
the proposed Glen Canyon reservoir is full.
It is essentlal to determine how muich of this
capacity is empty and is thus free to draln
water from the proposed reservoir.

4, The Rainbow Bridge National Monu-
ment: This area, it is proposed, is to be
protected from flooding by a dam built in
the porous and permeable Navaho sand-
stone, but regardless of the cost expended
this low area will be subjected to flooding
by seepage of water from the proposed reser-
voir through the Navaho sandstone.

The Chinle shale

The Chinle shale is exposed along the can-
yon walls of the Colorado and San Juan
Rivers for an aggregate distance of about 50
river miles within the  proposed reservoir
area. Its Importance to the proposed reser-
voir area lies in the fact that it Immediately
underlies the canyon-forming Wingate and
Navaho sandstones and, in areas of exposure
of this shale, provides the only foundation
support for these overlying clff-forming
rocks.

The Chinle shale is a fine-textured, bento-
nitic-type rock that varies in color from
gray to blue, red, and purple. When ex-
posed to the elements it has little resistance
to erosion, and when brought in contact
with water it expands and rapldly disinte-
grates to a shapeless mass of mud.

If brought In continuous contact with
water from the proposed reservoir this Chinle
shale, which now is partially protected in
canyon walls above the river level, would
immediately disintegrate and flow do
into the reservoir. More importantly, it
would undermine and csuse collapse of all
overlying cliff-forming rocks in extensive
areas bordering the proposed reservoir. All
of the broken debris resulting from this col-
lapse would move downslope and would par=-
tially or completely fill the proposed reser-
voir in these extensive areas of Chinle out-

Fleld and laboratory investigations of the
character, distribution, thickness, and geo-
logical relations of the Chinle shale strongly
indicate that this formation, if brought in
contact with water in the proposed reservoir,
would contribute materially to rapid dim-
inution of the capacity and usefulness of
the reservoir for water storage.

The Chinle shale is not thin. According
to H. D. Miser ? this formation has a thickness
of B0OO to 1,000 feet in the drainage area of
the San Juan River. Itsthickness in atleast
some of the critical areas of exposure along
the nearby Colorado River appears to be
similar.

LACK OF ADEQUATE INFORMATION

It is essential that' the expenditure of
money required for the proposed Glen
Canyon Dam project be supported and jus-
tified by adeguate data, and expert appraisal
and interpretation of these data, Published
statements by the United States Geological
Survey emphasize the fact that a vast quan-
tity of data essential to a technical evalua-
tion of the soundness of this project has
not been obtained.

The following quotations of statements
by the United States Geological Survey are
taken from pages 178-182 of House Docu-
ment No. 364, 83d Congress, 2d session, en-
titled “Colorado Storage Project.”

3 The San Juan Canyon, U. 8. Geologieal
_E'.slzzr'\re:p4 water supply paper 538, fig. 2, p. 34,
1824.
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Page 178, second paragraph: “Although
much information on water resources of the
upper Colorado River basin already has been
‘collected, available records fall far short of
‘presenting the complete understanding of
‘water resources which will be needed for
purposes of the storage plan outlined in
this report, and for full utilization of the
waters allocated to the réspective States un-
der the terms of the upper Colorado River
basin compact. Detailed geologic maps and
data for the upper Colorado River basin are
inadequate, and in large areas they are en-
tirely lacking. The topographlc mapping es-
gential for inventory of both water resources
and mineral resources is likewise far from
adequate. Only 11 percent of the basin is
adeguately mapped, and mapping is in prog-
ress in an additional 2 percent of the area.”

Special erosion and sedimentation studies,
page 179, first and second paragraphs):

“The Colorado River has always been out-
standing in sediment transportation, and
has been cited as a horrible example of land
erosion and soil wastage by many writers,
The sediment has been a vexing problem in
the preparation of the storage project.” = * *

“s & * Par more research is needed be-
fore reliable predictions can be made as to
sedimentation in the future, and before eval-
uation can be made of proposed preventive
‘measures. * * * A complete analysls of the
problem will involve study also of meteor-
ological aspects, as well as soils and vege-
tative cover—that is, coordination of effort
among the Geological Survey, the Weather
Bureau, and agencies of the Department of
Agriculture.”

Speclal water-loss studies—page 179, last
paragraph: “In the case of Glen Canyon, it
has been estlmated that evaporation losses
would average about 63 Inches annually, of
which 64 inches would be chargeable to the
basin. These estimates are based on very
mesager data as to evaporation from free
water surfaces, and transfers of data from
remote areas In the case of natural losses
from the stream. Detalled investigations
have not-been made ef evaporation from
streams in the basin under varying condi-
tions of turbulence, or of evapotranspiration
from riparian vegetation or from flood plains
‘bordering the streams.™

Glen Canyon Reservoir and vicinity, Arl-
wona and Utah, page 180, last paragraph,
and page 181, first-and second paragraphs:

“Topographic mapping of more than 2,600
square miles has a high priority for the Glen
Canyon project. Geologic mapping of a
slightly smaller area along the Colorado and
Ban Juan Rivers is proposed. The rocks
cropping out in the reservoir area are pre-
dominantly sandstone, as shown by geologie
reconnaissance, It is known that structural
basins e northwest of the reservoir site
under the Ealparowitz Plateau and also un-
der the Henry Mountalns. Ground-water
studies are proposed for the purpose of de-
termining the position of the regional water
table. There is also the question whether
the Kaiparowitz and Henry Mountains struc-
tural basins contain significant amounts of
unsaturated strata in positions where they
might draw water from the Glen Canyon
Reservoir.

“Several wells drilled in the region for oil
Indicate that the regional water table is at
great depth below the plateaus. In the
Mexican Hat field along the San Juan River,
small quantities of ofl were encountered in
a synclinal structure, an exceptional occur=
rence which has been explained as due to
the lack of ground water In the area,
Ground-water studies are proposed for the
purpose of determining the position of the
regional water table. There is also the ques-
tion whether the EKaiparowitz and Henry
Mountains structural basins contain signifi-
eant amount of unsaturated strata in posi-
tions where they might draw water from the
Glen Canyon Reservolr. * * *
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“The Glen Canyon Reservoir will extend

into Cataract Canyon, where gyp-

sum and salt of the Paradox formation crop

.out near the river level in several places.

The possible effect of these rocks upon the

quality of water in the reservoir should be
Investigated.”

Classification of Federal Lands for Water
Development, page 182, first paragraph: “The
Geological Survey is responsible for classi-
fication of Federal lands as to their water-
storage and water-power values. These val-
ues are dependent in part upon the upper
basin’s ability to furnish water to the lower
basin as required by compact, and dependent
therefore upon the Colorado River storage
project. Many of the streams in the basin
are not adequately mapped, and geological
investigations of possible dam sites must
precede any classification as to their water-
power or water-storage value.”

CONCLUSIONS

The Glen Canyon Reservolr project has
been proposed and recommended without
benefit of a vast amount of information es-
sential to a determination of the practica-
bility and future success of this project. It
is evident from the above quoted statements
by the United States Geological Burvey that
much of this essential informatlon is not
available.

Orderly consideration of this project
should come only after the Geologlcal Sur-
vey has had an opportunity to complete the
topographic and geologic mapping of the en-
tire proposed reservoir area, investigate un-
derground water conditions, soil and erosion
hazards, and appraise and make available
to all concerned the results of these studies,

Of particular importance is the determi-
nation of (1) the magnitude and rapidity of
water-loss that can be expected from the
proposed reservoir into the large Kaiparo-
wits and Henry Mountains' Basins; (2) the
extent to which the disintegration of water-
soaked Chinle shale and other similar for-
mations will reduce the capacity and use-
fulness of the proposed reservoir; and (3)
how the dam suggested for the protection of
the Rainbow Bridge National Monument can
be built in the impassable terrain surround-
ing this area, and how any dam, I Tess
of its construction, can protect this National
Monument from flooding.

HarorLp W. Hoors,
Consulting Geologist.

And if you go to House Document No.
364, which is the basic document on
this matter, you will find that the Bu-
reau itself admitted that they did not
know whether these downwarps are dry,
wet, or in what state they were. My
statement above contains excerpis from
this document,

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. HOSMER. 1 yield fo the gentle-
man from Texas, for whom I have a very
high regard..

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from California yield to
the gentleman from Texas for an in-
quiry on the question of personal privi-
lege? The Chair will state that the in-
quiry has to be confined to the question
of personal privilegze. Does the gentle-
man from California yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas for that purpose?

Mr. HOSMER. I thought I was yield-
ing for a gquestion. I do noft wish to
yield for any other purpose.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question the gentleman asks must relate
to the question of personal privilege,

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, it is very
difficult for me to frame a guestion under
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that definition. I shall be glad to ask
my question and if the Chair thinks
it is not pertinent, I shall withdraw it.

The gentleman has made a very care-
ful study of this project and he has
given us some valuable information. I
wanted simply to ask whether in the
course of his investigation he has found
anything good in the project. I ask that
geriously. I have not made up my mind.
I want to hear both sides. I have no
interest in this measure but almost
everything has something good in it and
I want to find out frankly from the gen-
tleman if there was any phase of this
project that had any merit, in his opin-
ion.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, if I may
propound a parliamentary inquiry, may
I answer that question and still be in
order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman may use his own judgment
and the Chair will pass on the question,
if the gentleman answers it, as to
whether it is subject to a point of order.

Mr, HOSMER. I shall merely say yes,
that I have. Because I have also said
about the project that there is a great
amount of uranium it will cover up and
that will be in it, and we will be losing
a valuable resource, a great amount of
uranium deposits. True or false?

I have here a letter from a geological
consultant, not from Los Angeles, not
from Riverside, Pasadena, or Cuca-
monga, but from the heart of Utah, a
town named Moab. In evaluating
whether or not my statement is true or
false, I want you to hear what he says:

GEOLOGICAL CONSULTANT SERVICE,
Moab, Utah, February 1, 139586,
Hon. Cralc HOSMER,
United States Representative, California,
Washington, D. C.

Dean Smm: After reading your protest of the
construction of the dam under the proposed
Glen Canyon unit, Colorado River storage
project, in the Salt Lake Tribune dated Jan-
uary 31, I would like to commend you on
your stand.

However, as a geological consultant with
over 3 years' experience in uranium, and asso-
ciated minerals, of the Colorado Plateau in
general and with the Glen Canyon area in
particular; perhaps you have overlooked a
most vital reason for objecting to the Glen
Canyon unit, Colorado River storage project.

No mentlon was made of the uranium
deposits, now so vital to our national de-
fense and national economy, which would be
buried under millions of tons of water and
which could never be recovered if the Glen
Canyon area was flooded by the Colorado
River storage project.

I have recently completed a comprehensive
geological examination and report on the
Glen Canyon area for several large uranium
companies. This examination required ap-
proximately 4 months of detalled field study
of the area in question, and consisted of
both aerial reconnaissance and exhaustive
field investigations. During this time I
flew Glen Canyon and the canyons of the
San Juan In a chartered super cub for the
purpose of mapping detailed structural and
sedimentary geology. I flew in and along
the canyons for a distance of approximately
100 miles. Outcrops of considerable im-
portance were noted on the map and were
subsequently re-visited by use of a jeep and
by foot. During this period I flew for 3 days
giving adequate time for this examination.

Several trips into the area required camp-
ing and long stays as it is quite far from the
nearest settlements. During these trips I
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examined numerous Chinle-Shinarump
sandstone lenses and paleo-stream channels
which are one of the most important guldes
to the discovery of uranium deposits on the
Colorado Plateau. Enclosed you will find
several pletures taken during the examina-
tion, containing notes on the reverse side,
regarding their importance and location, If
the Colorado River storage project is com-
pleted and a dam constructed, it is probable
that all of the pictured area, in addition to
a great proportion of the area examined, will
be inundated and rendered useless to the Na~-
tlon.

For example, the Whilwind Mine located
in section 2, T 41 8, R 13 E, has produced
over 1,000 tons of uranium ores. It is prob=
able the waters backed up by the dam will
flood the Whilwind property and parts of
Copper Canyon, Nokal Canyon, and most im-
portant Oljetoh Wash, wherein is located
some of the best uranium mines on the
Colorado Plauteau. Also, Industriol Uranium
Corp. has just recently blocked out an
estimated 125,000 tons of wuranium ore.
Other major deposits situated in Oljetoh
Wash are the Mitten-Skyline, Koley-Black,
and several other interests too numerous to
mention,

The Chinle formation in the area which
probably would be covered by water possesses
a great potential of uranium reserves, and
that any destruction will be of considerable
detriment to our national defense and econ-
omy; therefore, in the best interest of the
Nation I would like to volee my support in
your stand.

Sincerely,
GEORGE R. GRANDROUCHE,
Geological Consultant.

Mr, DIES." That answers my question,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. HOSMER. As a matter of fact,
there has been a persistent difficulty in
getting geological information out of the
Bureau of Reclamation concerning this
project.

Secretary McKay himself exuded
doubts about the geologic capability of
Glen Canyon to support a 700-foot dam;
doubts which I have expressed and to
which the Salt Lake paper may have
been referring. Here is the statement
I made on the subject:

PLaws ror Huce Urper CoLoRADO DaM
UNCERTAIN, SAYS SECRETARY MCEAY

Proponents of the upper Colorado storage
project are asking Congress to authorize an
appropriation of 421 million for a gigantic
power dam at Glen Canyon, Ariz., without
knowing whether the rock foundations at
the site would support the immense struc-
ture as it would have to be built to integrate
with other overall features of the project.

This amazing fact was disclosed In a letter
written November 30, 1954, by Secretary of
the Interior Douglas McKay to David R.
Brower, executlve secretary of the Sierra
Club.

Glen Canyon is on the Colorado River, and
the proposed dam would be a key structure
designed to raise power revenues to help pay
for the multibillion dollar upper Colorado
River project (H. R. 270) now before Con-
gress.

In his letter, Secretary McKay stated that
the materials on which the dam would stand
are "poorly cemented and relatively weak
* * * in comparison with the foundations
common to most high dams."” The Secre-
tary also revealed that "experiments to im-
prove the strength of the foundation through
a chemical grouting process were unsuc-
cessful.”

Further, although the Bureau has pre-
sented prel iry plans for a 700-foot dam,
it does not intend to present final specifica=-
tions for it until after Congress has ap-
proved the present vague project.

February 28

On this subject, Secretary McEay wrote
Brower:

“Following congressional authorization,
more intensive studies will be made of the
foundation conditions and of the Bureau's
preliminary design to secure information for
the preparation of plans and specifications
for construction of the Glen Canyon Dam.
If such intensive studies indicate the ad-
visabllity of modifying the present selected
height of dam, appropriate changes will be
made in the designs prior to construction.”

Despite this situation, great pressure is on
Congress to approve the project. After that
is done the Reclamation Bureau would con-
duct studies to determine what size and
type of dam can be built. In other words,
Congress is being asked to approve spend-
ing this great sum of Federal money when
Reclamation Bureau engineers themselves
don’t know what the final plans and designs
may be, how big the dam would be, how
much it would cost, how much power rev-
enues it would bring, and when there are
grave doubts that such a structure would
be secure.

Thus, Congress is being asked to buy a
“pig in a poke.”

The Secretary’s disclosures refute a 1050
report of the Reclamation Bureau which
stated that the rock at the dam site “is re-
markably free of structural defects.”

This 1950 report also sald: “The Glen
Canyon site is geologically favorable for a
high concrete dam.”

Secretary McKay told Brower:

“Subsequent to writing the 1950 report on
the Colorado River storage project, the Bu-
reau conducted grouting tests in the drift
tunnels driven 50 or more feet into each
canyon wall of the Glen Canyon Dam site,
Also, special bearing tests of 6-inch cores
and large fragments of the foundation ma-
terlals were made In the Bureau’s Denver
laboratory. The poorly cemented and rela-
tively weak condition of the materials in
comparison with the foundations common
10 most high dams has given the engineers
who prepared the preliminary designs of the
dam fome concern as to the competency of
the foundation to support any structure
higher than 700 feet. Experiments to im-
prove the strength of the foundation
through a chemical grouting process were
unsuccessful. These are the geological rea-
sons why Commissioner W. A. Dexheimer
made his statement in Denver about the
limitation on the height of the proposed
Glen Canyon Dam."

It has been the custom of the Reclamation
Bureau to secure authorization of a project
based on a cost estimate which they assure
Congress will be ample. However, it is
rarely found that these cost estimates prove
sufficient. Actual costs of projects usually
have been 60 to 100 percent greater than
the estimates made at the time of author-
ization.

The obvious result has been that the Bu-
reau’s assurances of economic and financial
feasibllity have collapsed.

The financial plan for the whole upper
Colorado River project sets up Glen Canyon
Dam as the “cash register” for the develop-
ment.

Yet, the Reclamation Bureau apparently
does not yet know how much Glen Canyon
Dam would cost or how much revenue it
can be expected to produce.

In the face of these uncertaintles Congress
should not approve this project.

The full text of Secretary McKay's letter
follows:

“Mr. DaviD R. BROWER,
“Ezecutive Director, Sierra Club,
“San Francisco, Calif.

“My Dear Mgr. BROWER: On October 21,
1954, you were informed that further reply
would be made to your inquiries of Septem-
ber 28, 1954, addressed to the Secretary of
the Interlor and the Commissioner of Recla-
mation, concerning the effect of the proposed
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Glen Canyon Reservoir upon the Rainbow
Bridge National Monument. We now have
the necessary information from the field to
complete that reply.

“It is our intention to take whatever steps
are necessary to protect the Rainbow Bridge
National Monument from waters of the pro-
posed Glen Canyon Reservoir and to ask
Congress to provide for such protection in
the authorizing legislation. Cooperative
studies are underway by the field offices of
the Bureau of Reclamation and the National
Park Service to determine the best means of
providing this protection, and to date these
studies have revealed no unsurmountable
problems. The topography of the area sur-
rounding the monument indicates that a
barrier dam 1 mile below the natural arch
and outside the monument would provide
adequate protection. Detalls of such a plan
will require extensive study and are not
available at this time.

“On the basis of data available at the
time of writing the 1950 report on Colorado
River storage project and participating proj-
ects, a 700-foot dam (580 feet above stream
level) at Glen Canyon was the maximum
height which met the criteria of economy,
safety of the structure, and adeguate protec-
tion of the Rainbow Natural Bridge. Sub-
sequent to writing the 1850 report on the
Colorado River storage project, the Bureau
conducted grouting tests in the drift tunnels
driven 50 or more feet into each canyon
wall of the Glen Canyon Dam site. Also,
speclal bearing tests of 6-inch cores and
large fragments of the foundation materials
were made in the Bureau’s Denver laboratory.
The poorly cemented and relatively weak
condition of the materials In comparison
with the foundations common to most high
dams has given the engineers who prepared
the preliminary designs of the dam some
concern as to the competency of the foun-
dation to support any structure higher than
700 feet. Experiments to improve the
strength of the foundation through a chem-
ical grouting process were unsuccessful,
These are tlie geological reasons why Com-
missioner W. A, Dexheimer made his state-
ment in Denver about the limitation on the
height of the proposed Glen Canyon Dam.

“Following congressional authorization,
more intensive studies will be made of the
foundation conditions and of the Bureau's
preliminary design to secure information for
the preparation of plans and specifications
for construction of the Glen Canyon Dam.
If such intensive studies indicate the ad-
visability of modifying the present selected
height of dam, appropriate changes will be
made in the designs prior to construction.

“Sincerely yours,
“DoucLAs McEay,
“Secretary of the Interior.”

After hearing the follbwlng testimony
during subcommittee hearings:

EXTRACTS OF PAGE 2485, PaRT I, CoLorADpo RIVER
. BTORAGE PROJECT, HEARINGS BEFORE IRRIGA-
TION AND RECLAMATION SUBCOMMITTEE,
House INTERIOR COMMITTEE, MARCH 10, 1955

Mr. Hosmer. Have you done any work up-
sitream from this site? (Glen Canyon Dam
site.)

Mr. DExHEIMER (Commissioner of Reclama-
tlon). Nothing but geological exploration, of
course, sir.

Mr. HosMmER. What is that—surface ex-
ploration?

Mr. DexHEIMER. Largely.

Mr. HosMmEeR. And how far back up the
stream from the proposed dam site would
the reservoir extend?

Mr. LarsoN. 186 miles up the Colorado and
71 miles up the San Juan. I mentioned it in
my statement.

Mr. Hosmer. Then you have taken visual
surface geology in those extensive areas only?

Mr. DEXHEIMER. Yes. I am sure that our
geologlsts have covered that reservoir area.

Mr. Hosmrer. Well, surface geology?

Mr. DEXHEIMER. Yes.
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Mr. HosmeR. You were in the office 6 years.
Do you know of any of the results of that
work? i

Mr. DexHEIMER. It has been some time
since I went over the geologist's reports, and
I am not familiar enough now to say that
I remember just what they were. But those
reports, of course, were fundamental to the
selection of this site and the reservoir area.

Mr. Hosmer. You cannot tell us what is in
them at the present time?

Mr. DexHEIMER. No, I cannot.

I wrote the subcommittee chairman as
follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., March 12, 1955.
Re Upper Colorado Basin storage project
hearings
Hon., WAYNE N. ASPINALL,

Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation
Subcommitee, Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee, House of Repre-
sentatives, Washington, D. C.

DEaR CHAIRMAN ASPINALL: During the
questioning of Interior Department wit-
nesses on March 10 it became apparent that
those present had no geological information
of pertinence to the subcommittee in eval-
uating the proposed Glen Canyon Dam and
its accompanying reservoir. In response to
my questions it was admitted that such in-
formation was in the possession of the
Denver office of the Bureau of Reclamation.

Commissioner Dexheimer nevertheless
testified in his opening statement (on p. 2)
that the geology at Glen Canyon Dam site
would be a matter of discussion.

It is therefore respectfully requested that
when the Bureau witnesses return for fur-
ther questioning that they be accompanied
by someone fully conversant with the
geology at the proposed Glen Canyon Dam
site and reservoir site so that questioning
with respect to same may be carried on.

If this be impractical from any stand-
point, including the fact that such cques-
tloning may involve a considerable amount
of the subcommittee’s time, then alterna-
tively it is requested that specially desig-
nated members, including myself, be author-
ized to hold special hearings in Denver on
the question at a mutually convenient time.

The reason for this request is that doubts
have been expressed as to the suitability of
geological formations at the proposed loca-
tion for the intended purposes. The magni-
tude of the proposed investment of public
funds thereat would seem to make it man-
datory that these doubts be resolved.

Very truly yours,
. Orarc HosMER,
Member of Congress,
18th District, California.

(Copies to Douglas McKay, Secretary of the
Interior; W. A, Dexhelmer, Commissioner of
Reclamation.)

A geologist was produced subsequently
who testified, in part, as follows:
EXTRACTS oF PAGE 362, PArT I, CoLORADO RIVER

STORAGE PROJECT HEARINGS BEFORE IRRIGA-

TION AND RECLAMATION SUBCOMMITTEE,

HoUsE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, APRIL 22, 1955

Mr. Hosmer. Now, I believe the proposed
lake would extend about 190 miles up the
Colorado River.

Mr. Murpock (J. Neil Murdock, reglonal
geologist, Bureau of Reclamation). Approxi-
mately that. River miles.

Mr. HosMEr. And how far up the other
river?

Mr. Murpock. Sixty-one miles, approxi-
mately.

Mr. Hosmer. Is that the San Juan River?

Mr. MurpocK. The San Juan River.

Mr, HosMEer. During all this time, are you
in the Navaho sandstone formation?

Mr, Murpock. No, sir.

Mr. HosmEeEr. What else do you get into?
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Mr. Murpock. Well, you go up the Colorado
River and you get into the older shales, Trias-
sic shales, and into the limestones.

Mr. HosMer, Is that the Kayenta forma-
tion? ;

Mr. Murpock. Yes; you get into the Kay-
enta formation and the Triassic formations,
too.

Mr. HosMer. What is the Kayenta forma-
tion?

Mr. Murpock. It is a shale and sandstone.

Mr. HosMEer. It is more permeable than the
Navaho sandstone; is 1t?

Mr. MurpOocK, No; all the formations are
more permeable in that area than the Na-
vaho.

Mr, HosMer. It Is a less homogeneous for-
mation than the Navaho; is it not?

Mr. Murpock. That is right.

Mr. HosMmer. It contains some sand and
some gravel?

Mr. Murnock. Well, shale and sandstone,

Mr. Hosmer. What is the permeabllity of
this formation?

Mr. Muepock. Very low. We did not make
any tests on it. But it is very tight.

Mr. HosMmer. Do you have any figures
whatsoever?

Mr. Murpock. No.

Mr. Hosmer. Do you have any figures for
the Triassic (which includes Chinle)?

Mr. Murpock, No laboratory figures, but
shale formations are recognized as imperme-
able,

Mr. HosMmer. That is not altogether true, is
it, Mr. Murdock?

Mr. Murpock. Well, you might find excep-
tions, but in the oil business they utilize
this, because the shales are impermeable and
they trap the oil in the sands.

Mr. Hosmer. That is true with a subsur-
face formation, but I am talking about a
formation that is fairly close to the surface.

Mr. Murpock. Surface formation has noth-
ing todo with the permeability of the shale.
It breaks down into a clay, which again is
impermeable.

Mr. Hosmer, Depending upon its extent of
saturation at the time you measured it; is
that correct?

Mr. Murpock. No; I don't think saturation
has anything to do with permeability.

That Triassic about which he testified,
including as it does the Chinle shale,
which most of you saw disintegrate in
water before your eyes, I believe lends
credence to what I may say about the
geology of the project which may be in
conflict with the Bureau of Reclama-
tion’s statements upon which the Salt
Lake paper appears to rely. A

I have also said Rainbow Bridege could
be endangered by the project. True or
false? Here are the facts taken from a
statement, in part, by Harold W. Hoots,
Ph. D., consulting geologist made Decem-~
ber 29, 1955:

Orderly consideration of this project
should come only after the Geological Survey
has had an opportunity to complete the
topographic and geologic mapping of the
entire proposed reservoir area, investigate
underground water conditions, soil and ero-
sion hazards, and appraise and make avail-
able to all concerned the results of these
studies.

Of particular importance iz the determina-
tion of: * * * how the dam suggested for
the protection of the Rainbow Bridge Na-
tional Monument can be built in the impas-
sible terrain surrounding this area, and how
any dam, regardless of its construction, can
protect this national monument from flood-

ing.

I want you to determine whether this
is true or false. I have said that you
can no more take this Echo Park Dam
out of the upper Colorado projects than
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you can abolish history by tearing out
the page in the book that it is written

upon,

- I have carefully documented that al-
legation in a statement I released on
February 15 of this year citing 17 in-
stances in the record of the hearings be-
fore the commitiee on this bill, the first
of which was by Mr. Ralph Tudor, then
an official; I think he was Reclamation
Commissioner. When asked about tak-
ing out Echo Park he said:

I might say it would be Iike taking the
pistons out of an engine. We feel definitely
that the feasibility of the entire project
would be placed in hazard if Echo Park were
left out and some alternative substituted.

Here is my full statement:

To Save Dinosaur NaATIONAL MONUMENT
HoUusE OF REPRESENTATIVES Must EnL EN-
TR UPPER CoLorRADO RIVER PROJECT

Representative Craic Hosmrr said toeday he
was informed that supporters of Echo Park
Dam in Dinosaur National Monument were
planning to take the dam “temporarily out of
the upper Colorado River projeet bill as a
subterfuge to secure approval of the contro-
versial project by the House."

“Probably never before in our history has
such a storm of public protest been created
against a power project as that which is
now raging against the plan to build a large
dam and reservoir at Echo Park in Dinosaur
National Monument,” HosmER sald.

“So intensive has been the opposition to
it from every part of the Nation that L
understand the project’s proponents are
contemplating arrangements under which
they would appear to be removing Echo
Park Dam from the bill,"” he added.

The dam is a key unit of the proposed
multibillion dollar uvpper Colorado River
project in Utah, New Mexico, Colorado, and
Wyoming.

“On January 18, 1954, Ralph A. Tudor,
then Under Secretary of the Interior, testi-
fied before the House Interior Committee
that Echo Park is a necessary part of the
upper Colorado project,” Hosmer stated. Mr.
Tudor was questioned by Representative
Cram ENGLE as follows:

“Mr. EnciLE. In order to get something
constructive done for the upper basin, it
might be more intelligent to teke Echo Park
out and proceed with less controversial fea-
tures, and perhaps explore Echo Park and
fts alternates a little further. That is why
I ask if taking Echo Park out would be like
taking the engine out of an automobile.

“Mr. Tuoor. We think FEcho Park is a
necessary part of the project, sir.

“Mr. En6LE. You think it would be like
taking the. engine out of an automobile,
then?

“Mr. Tupor. I might say, llke taking the
pistons out. * * *

“Mr. Tupor (later). We definitely feel that
the feacibility of the entire project would
be placed in hazard if Echo Park were left
out and some alternative substituted.”

Hosmer declared:

“Removal of Echo Park Dam from the bill
under such circumstances would be at the
most & subterfuge. The action would do
no more than accomplish the temporary de-
letion of the national monument dam from
the project measure.

“The only result would be that if the bill
went to conference, even next year or later,
the project’'s proponents would come back
and say: Give us the pistons for our en-
gine * * * pive us Echo Park * * * the
thing will not work without it.

“Reasons for the Echo Park removal strat-
egy are plain.

“The upper Colerado River project has al-
ready passed the Senate in 8. 500. Echo
Park Dam is in that bill. An amendment to
remove it was defeated on the Senate floor.
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“The vigerous efforts of opponents of the
project, who fear that the invasion of Dino-
saur National Monument would open the
door to further intrusion upon the sanctity
of our national parks, fell before the strength
of Senators from the States of the upper
Colorado River Basin * * * Colorado, Utah,
Wyoming, New Mexico, and Arizona."”

Hosmer pointed out that the supporters
of the upper Colorado project “realize that

strong opposition to Echo Park Dam would.

come from many Members of the House,
should the bill reach the floor.”

Hosmer added:

“Thus, the project’s advocates have farmu-
lated strategy under which they would re-
move Echo Park Dam temporarily from the
bill while it is in the House Interior Com-
mittee. This would be done for the purpose
of getting the bDill * * * minus Echo
Park * * * before the whole House. With
the controversial dam temporarily out of the
bill, the proponents feel they have a better
chance of securing passage by the House.”

Hosmer asked:

“What would happen if that occurred?

“The Senate and House bills would be
sent to a conference committee assigned to
reconcile differences and submit to both
bodies a conference report.

“It would be naive to presume that the
Senate, in the face of the previous powerful
support for the project containing Echo
Park Dam. would reverse itself and accept a
bill with Echo Park removed.

“It would be as nalve to presume that a
bill without Echo Park Dam in It would be
reported by the conference committee.

“Should Echo Park Dam be removed by
the House Interior Committee, and should
such a bill pass the Houce, it is a foregone
conclusion that the conference committee
would restore Echo Park."” >

Striking the printed words "Echo Park
Dam' from the bill cannot strike Echo Park
Dam out of the project any more than “tear-
ing a page out of a history book can abolish
the history that was recorded there,”
HosMER said. ]

“But this is the strategy of illusion which
proponents of the project are now formu-
lating in the hope of circumventing the
vigorous opposition which has been en-
gendered by Americans who wish to prevent
spoliation of our national playgrounds,”
Hosmer continued.

He declared there were good reasons to
fear that the building of Echo Park Dam
would create a precedent, and there were
meny other good reasons for opposing the
dam.

“In addition to the objectionable site,
Echo Park Dam is an unsound project.”
Hosmen stated. *“The financial structure on
which it is proposed is so weak that it could
not stand alone. In order to repay its cosf,
the dam must be supported by revenues
from another power dam at Glen Canyon.
Neither Glen Canyon nor Echo Park Dams
store water which would be used for irriga-
tion in the upper batin. They are designed
solely for the purpose of supplying power
which would be sold, perhaps, to pay for the
reclamation units of the project. The latter
could not pay for themselves. Without
heavy subsidization they could not be con-
structed. The power rates at both Echo
Park and Glen Canyon Dams have been set
at artificial levels, and there are grave doubts
that this power could be purchaszed by con-
sumers because of this high price,

“Echo Park Dam would ruin Dincsaur
National Monument. It would flood some
of the deepest, most spectacular and color-
ful canyons in the coumtry. Well may the
question be asked: If the boundaries of one
national meonument can be opened to the
Bureau of Reclamation for power dams and
immense reservoirs, why couldn’t all na-
tional monuments be opened? There are
statutes to prevent such a thing, but it is
apparent that the Reclamation Bureau does
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not choese to abide by the statutes in the
case of Dinosaur National Monument.”

He charged that there have been previous
efforts to invade our national parks and
monuments, and sald there are excellent
power sites In Yellowstone, Glacier, and
many other sanctuaries set aside for the
enjoyment and edifieation of this and future
generations.

“The effort to build Echo Park Dam might
well be looked upon as a dinosaur-foot-in-
the-door move," he declared, adding:

“You may be certain that as of the very
moment the upper Colorado River project
might be authorized without Echo Park
Dam, the project's proponents would start
their program of nibbling to get it back.

“If they did not succeed in restoring it
in conference, time would build continu-
ously stronger arguments for their cause.

“You can almost hear them saying: Bil-
lions of the taxpayers’ money have been
spent to build the upper Colorado project.
The only way to get the money back is to
huild Echo Park Dam. Give us the pistons
for our engine. That is the only way we can
make it work financially,

“I suggest to my colleagues and to all
athers who are opposed to Echo Park Dam,
either for reasons of economics or con-
servation, that its removal from the bill un-
der present conditions would be nothing
more than a subterfupe to secure its ulti-
mate approval by Congress.

“To stop the building of Echo Park Dam
it is necessary to kill the entire upper Colo-
rado River project.”

I also made a statement on the same
subject June 6, 1955, as follows:

AN Ewncine WrreouT Prstons

(News release from Representative Crag
HosMER)

The supporters of the gigantic upper Colo-
rado River project admit that in its present
form it is “an engine without pistons.”

Yet they are asking Congress to pass this
incredible bill, and force the Nation's tax-
payers to suffer a loss of more than $4
billion.

The “pistons™ of the upper Colorado proj-
ect was Echo Park Dam. Conservationists
throughout the country fought Echo Park
Dam because it would flood a part of Dino-
saur Natlonal Monument.

Facing certain defeat, the bill's supporters
finally informed the conservationists that
Echo Park Dam would be taken out. The
conservationists accepted this promise and
withdrew their opposition.

It is apparent from the record that the con-
servationists have walked into a trap.

The Department of the Interior, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation, and numerous indi-
viduals have testified repeatedly that Echo
Park Dam is absolutely vital to the feasibility
of the upper Colorado River project.

For instance, on January 18, 1954, Under
Becretary of Interfor Ralph A. Tudor, testi-
fied before the House Interior Committee as
follows:

“Mr. Tuoor. We think Echo Park is a nec-
essary part of the preject, yes, sir.

“Mr. EnGLE. You think it would be like
taking the engine out of the automobile,
then?

“Mr. Tupor. I might say it might be like
taking the pistons cut. We. feel dsfinitely
that the feasibllity of the entire project
would be piaced in hazard if Echo Park
were left out and some alternative substi-
tuted.”

There is nothing in the world to prevent
Congress from returning Echo Park Dam to
the bill. If the bill ean be passed without
its pistons, obvicusly it will not werk, and
the pistons will have to be put into the
engine.

By withdrawing their opposition to the
bill, the conservationists are permitting
themselves to be deceived. Thay are heing
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lulled to sleep, and they will wake up some
morning to find that Echo Park Dam is to be
built in Dinosaur National Monument,

The record before Congress is replete with
unqualified statements by Reclamation Bu-
reau officials and others that Echo Park must
be in the project or the project will not work,
cannot pay out, and would fail to provide
the development desired.

Here are excerpts from that record:

Mr. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the
Interior: “1., With respect to the need for
the Echo Park Reservoir, our recommenda-
tions remain unchanged. We still recom-
mend the construction of the Echo Park
Dam and Reservoir.,”

Mrs. ProsT: “2. In your opinion, are there
other sites that would be as beneficial to
the project as Echo Park?

Mr. Aandahl: “No; I think Echo Park is
way out ahead"——

Mrs. PFosT: “There is no other substitute?”

Mr. Aandahl: “It Is way out ahead of al-
ternates that might be proposed.”

Mr. W. A. Dexheimer, Commissioner, Bu-
reau of Reclamation: 3. The proposed use of
the canyon sections of the Dinosaur National
Monument for water and power develop-
ments was contemplated long before the orig-
inal 80-acre area was enlarged to its present
size of over 200,000 acres in 1938. A number
of powersite withdrawals prior to that year
are evidence of this fact. Recognition of
the importance of these potential power de-
velopments was given in the President's
proclamation eénlarging the 80-acre monu-
ment. The supervision of the area by the
National Park Service under this proclama-
tion was not to affect the operation of the
Federal Water Power Act of June 10, 1920,
as amended, and administration of the mon-
ument was subject to the reclamation with-
drawal of October 17, 1904,

“The plan before you for coordinating the
development of the water and power re-
sources of Green and Yampa River Canyons
along with their scenic and recreation values
is therefore consistent with the language
and spirit of the proclamation. The De-
partment has no doubts as to the appro-
priateness of creating an artificial lake and
adjoining faeilities within the bounds of this
particular national monument. It would
not create a precedent for invasion of other
parks. The precedent, if any, was created
in 1938 when the boundaries were extended
to the canyon areas with a clear understand-
ing that water conservation and power de-
velopment had prior right to the use of
those areas.”

Mrs. ProsT: “4. Mr. Commissioner, is Echo
Park essential to the economic feasibility of
the upper Colorado project?”

Mr. Dexheimer: “Yes. Although, by elimi-
nation of parts of the project, the economic
feasibility might be established for some-
thing less. But it would not be, we think,
the proper way to meet the ultimate or even
the present needs of the upper basin.”

Mr. Dexheimer: “5. It (Echo Park) is es-
sential in the upper reaches of the area, and
without it we would be unable to make the
full development anticipated and would
probably have to leave out even some of the
participating projects which are recommend-
ed at the present time, or some of the units
in participating projects, and it would
greatly decrease the financial feasibility of
the overall plan.”

Mr. E. O. Larson, regional director, region
4, Bureau of Reclamation: "6. Here are the
principal advantages of including Echo Park
Dam and Reservoir in the Colorado storage
project plan:

“1. With respect to storage capacity and
power generation, Echo Park would be sec-
ond in size to Glen Canyon in the reservoir
system planned for the upper basin.

“2. Evaporation losses per acre-foot of
water stored in Echo Park would be less than
any other major storage site In the upper
basin,
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“3. Construction of Echo Park Reservoir in
place of Dewey Reservoir, the best alternative
outside of a national monument, would save
an estimated 200,000 acre-feet of evaporation
losses annually, a significant quantity of
water in the arid West.

“4. Echo Park Reservoir, located just below
the junction of the Green and Yampa Rivers,
would be integrated with the upstream
Flaming Gorge and Cross Mountain Reser-
voirs in regulating the flows of the rivers,
that is, when they are constructed. In addi-
tion, it would contribute materially to the
feasibility of reservoirs at Split Mountain
and Gray Canyon sites downstream on the
Green River. This is why Under Secretary
Tudor mentioned that Echo Park was the
wheelhorse in the upper basin.

*5. The use of the Echo Park site is the key
to the economical development of the upper
end of the upper Colorado River Basin. The
site is strategically located with respect to
upstream power markets of the proposed
system of dams and powerplants and the
basin's many resources awaiting develop-
ment, such as phosphate rock for fertilizer,
chemicals, oil shale, coal, natural sodium
carbonate, and many other important
minerals.”

Mr. Sisk: “7. Could I ask you this question,
Mr. Merriell: Do you feel that Echo Park
represents a more important feature of this
project, let us say, than Glen Canyon, assum-
ing that only a portion of the project could
be built?”

Mr. Frank C. Merriell, chief engineer of the
Colorado River Water Conservation Distriet:
“In some ways it does. In the first place,
where this project will sell power, the first
places are in the vicinity of Salt Lake and
of Denver, and the most direct transmission
that can be devised in the project is from
Echo Park to each of those places. Now,
that is the principal reason, and there are
other collateral reasons. There is a possibil-
ity of a very great industrial use right close
to Echo Park in the phosphate beds of the
Uinta Mountains, and other possibilities in
the Uinta Mountains, in the Grand Valley,
in industrial use, whereas Glen Canyon is a
long ways from there.”

Briant H. Stringham, Vernal, Utah: “8. Op-
ponents of the project, most of whom are
well intentioned citizens, base their chief
argument on the false premise that the
building of Echo Park Dam within the Dino-
saur National Monument will set a precedent
for the commercial invasion of all parks and
monuments. This argument is not based on
facts as the following official documents will
show. These instruments also prove that it
was definitely understood by officials and the
people at the time the monument was en-
larged that power and reclamation projects
were to be constructed inside the monument
at some future time, and that the area would
be subject to several other exlisting rights.

“On June 10, 1920, the Federal Water Power
Act was passed creating the Federal Power
Commission. This Commission was given
authority to grant licenses to construct dams
in national monuments according to the
opinion given by Councilor Abbott represent-
ing the House Subcommittee on Reclamation
and Irrigation. However, on March 3, 1921,
the Congress amended the Federal Water
Power Act taking from the Power Commls-
slon and giving to the Congress authority to
grant licenses to construct dams within
parks and monuments, but in doing so, the
Congress added these significant amend-
ments: ‘As now constituted or existing,’
thus leaving the authority in the Federal
Power Commission to grant licenses for con-
struction of power dams in newly created
monuments such as Dinosaur. President
Roosevelt recognized this fact in his procla-
mation enlarging the monument.”

Mr. George D. Clyde, commissioner of in-
terstate streams for Utah: 9. “Mr. Chairman,
I think the Echo Park Dam is absolutely nec-
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essary to this project. The Echo Park Dam,
in my opinion, occupies the same position
that I would, for example. I am pretty good
with both arms and both legs. You can cut
one arm off and I can still live, and you can
cut two arms off and I can still live, and you
can cut both legs off and I can still live, but
I am not much good. And Echo Park Dam
is an essential unit in this thing because it
is a basinwide project, and it must be con-
sidered in terms of the series of storage dams,
their operation to provide for water for con-
sumptive use, provide the water to meet the
obligation to the lower basin, and to provide
for power generation. All of those three are
Inextricably tied together.”

Mr. Dixon: “10. You concur in his testl-
mony that there is no substitute equal to
Echo Park as a dam site.”

Mr. Clyde: “Yes, sir; I am convinced in my
independent analysis as well as review of
many, many reports, that there is no substi-
tute for Echo Park.”

Hon. Joserr C. O'MAHONEY, a United
States Senator from the State of Wyoming:

“11. So I say without any hesitation or
equivocation that the creation of the ex-
panded Dinosaur National Monument in 1938
on the 14th of July had nothing to do with
the preservation of any historical site or the
preservation of any scientific area. On the
contrary, it was an attempt to use for scien-
tific purposes, for development purposes,
water that had previously been recognized as
one of the best sources of waterpower in the
United States.”

Milward L. Simpson, Governor of Wyo-
ming: “12. Echo and Glen Canyon Dams are
vital elements in the development of the
upper basin States.”

H.T. Person, dean of engineering, Uni-
versity of Wyoming, Laramie, Wyo.: “13. In
regard to Echo Park Reservoir—this unit is
one of the very important units in the team
of storage units necessary for the fullest
development of the water resources of the
upper basin. Its strategic location below the
confluence of the Green and Yampa Rivers,
its low evaporation losses and its contribu-
tion to maximum power production makes it
an essential unit in the upper basin develop-
ment. The grandeur, the spiritual and es-
thetic values of the canyons of the Echo Dam
site are acknowledged. The Echo Park Res-
ervoir will not destroy these values. Echo
Park will eliminate some sections of river
rapids—but there are hundreds of miles of
river rapids in the vast areas of the upper
Colorado River basin. Echo Park Reservoir
will make the recreational values of this vast
area available to hundreds of thousands of
people every year—rather than to just those
few hundred daredevil river runners who now
have that opportunity. Echo Park Reser-
volr is in the Dinosaur National Monument.
However, the evidence is documentary and
clear, that the people of the area were given
assurance in 1938 when Dinosaur Monument
was extended to include the Echo Park area,
that establishmernt of the extensive monu-
ment would not interfere with the use of
the area for grazing, or with the development
of the water resources of the area."”

G. E. Untermann, director, Utah TField
House of Natural History, Vernal, Utah: “14.
Much of the opposition of rabid conserva-
tion groups to a proposed dam in Dinosaur
National Monument is baseless and unreal-
istic.”

Herbert 'F. Smart, Salt Lake City, Utah:
*15. Conservationlsts opposed to the con-
struction of this dam say there is a princi-
ple involved., Yet actually the only principle
involved is one of the integrity of the Gov-
ernment and the people, including conserva=
tionists, in keeping promises and assurances,
and abiding by conditions incident to the
enlargement of the Dinosaur National Mon-
ument. The question of the inviclability of
a national monument is not at issue here,
The question of the inviolability of promises
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incident to the enlargement of the bound-
aries is involved. The integrity of our na-
tional park system is predieated upon good

falth, and conservationists interested in pre--

serving the inviolability of our national park

system should be the first to recognize and,

in good faith, insist upon compliance with
the conditions under which the Dinosaur
Monument boundaries were extended, name=
1y, subject to power and reclamation with-
drawals.

“To many of us who have been a part of
the conservation movement in the West, we
are at a loss to understand the motives of
conservationists opposing a project which
will result in such a material gain to conser-
vation objectives and principles. In the best
tradition of Gifford Pinchot, the passage of
the Colorado River storage project will mean

the greatest good to the greatest number for

the longest period of time.”

Angus McDonald, legislative assistant, Na-
tional Farmers Union: 16. Sites other
than those recommended by the Department
of Interior have been suggested because it
was contended that the building of a dam
at the Echo Park site would be an invasion
of the national park system and would for-
ever mar the natural beauty of the area.
The record will show that the original mon-
ument created by President Wilson con=-
gisted of 80 acres which would not include
Echo Park and when President Roosevelt
expanded the monument by Executive Order
in 1938, that he provided that expansion of
the monument should not bar the building
of power projects. In other words, the Echo
Park site has never been part of the national
park system. The mere fact that it was
called a park did not make it a national park.
It is also contended that development of the
water resources of the upper Colorado and
the Echo Park site would impair it as a
recreational center and that in some way it
would disrupt the Dinosaur Monument.
Geography indicates that the bones of the
dinosaurs, if any, would not be disturbed
because the dinosaur graveyard is down the
river from the Echo Park site. Impounding
water behind the Echo Park would not sub-
merge a single dinosaur bone. On the con-
trary the proponents of the project tell us
that the creation of a huge lake behind the
Echa Park would enhance the recreational
opportunities and that roads would be bullt
into the area so that many more thousands
of people could enjoy recreational activities,
whereas at the present time, the area Is rela-
tively inaccessible.”

Hon. ArraUur V. WATKINS, a United States
Senator from the State of Utah: *17. This
puts the sheoe on the other foot. It is not
a national monument that fs being in-
vaded—it 18 a matter of some misled or mis-
informed conservationists who are trying to
urge that Uncle Sam violate his integrity
and treat as mere scraps of paper solemn
reservations In the public Interest In the
Dingsaur Monument area that precede the
Iimited monument proclamation by 17 to
84 years., It ill-behooves honest conserva-
tionists to take such an untenable position,
because we who love our parks and monu-

ments should strive to preserve as honorable

and legal commitments the reservations of
public lands for such & noble and worthy
use as parks and monuments. Therefore,
how can we, In the same breath, ask that
equally binding and legal reservations for
water development, be invaded, especially
when the monument proclamation itself

recognizes and exempts from the Dinosaur

Monument land reservation these previous
withdrawals for water resource develop-
ment?”

REFERENCE INDEX TO QUOTED STATEMENTS

Colorado River storage project: Hearings:

before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and
Reclamation of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, House of Representa-
tives, 84th Congress, 1st session on H. R. 270,
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H. R. 2836, H. R. 3383, H. R. 3384, and H. R.
4488 to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior to construct, operate, and maintain the
Colorado River storage project and partici-
pating projects, and for other purposes.
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Now, frue or false, what I say about
Echo Park still being in the bill. If you
do not put it in they are going to have
to come back and ask for it later. The
project is not going to be financially
feasible without it, so if the project is
not finaneially feasible without Echo it
certainly must still be in it, sooner or
later, so the issue is actually before the
Congress of the United States now,
whether we like it or not.

I reiterate what I said in that regard
by gquoting the same newspaper that
wrote the editorial about me. Last year
when the Echo Park Dam was taken ouf
of the project by the House they said:

It has long heen a part of the upper basin
Btates’ strategy to delete the Echo Park Dam
in the House bill on the hope it will be re-
stored.

I do not think it will be restored by the
cther body, during conference this year,
if we pass the bill, but I do believe it will
be restored as time goes on and it be-
comes obvious that the projeet cannot
work without, it.

I want you now to determine whether
or not this is true or false: I have said
that the assistance to the Navahos in the
hill is negligible. I think that even the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER]
will agree with me on that, because he
said that was true when the bill was
being discussed by the Republican policy
committee. The bill would only build
a Navaho dam and reservoir. It would
be nothing more than a piece of concrete
in the middle of a river, and when built
it would be an item to point out and say,
‘“Now, give us the money to do the rest
of the job.”

What is the rest of the job? The rest
of the job is to build the project down to
the Navaho Indians, which the Commis-
sioner of Indian Affairs admitted would
cost $200,000 each for 1,100 Indian farms.

The assistance to Navaho Indians in
the bill is negligible; cost of project’s
henefits is $200,000 for each and every
Navaho farm: the assistance to the
Navaho Indians in the bill would be neg-
ligible without the addition of the costly
Navaho reclamation project.
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The bill would authorize the Navaho
Dam and Reservoir only and this does
not irrigate any Navaho lands. The
water stored in the reservoir could not be
used for irrigation of Indian lands unless
and until canals and other facilities of
an additional reclamation project are
authorized and built, involving a con-
struction cost of $175 million or more.

According to testimony presented at
the hearings, the Indian Bureau con-
templates that the additional reclama-
tion project would provide for 1,100
Navaho Indian family farms. The cost
per family farm would be about $200,000.
Indian Bureau witnesses estimate the
gross income per family farm would be
$5,000 a year. In comparison, it should.
be noted that the $200,000 of capital pro-
posed to be expended per family farm
would, if invested at 5 percent interest,
yield an income of twice the estimated
gross farm income.

In view of these facts, consideration
might well be given to some different
program for use of Federal funds to re-
habilitate the Navaho Indians that would
be more beneficial to them and more
practicable and effective from the stand-
point of the Federal Government than
the costly irrigation project as proposed.
In this connection, the record indicates
that it is not certain that the Navaho
Indians either want to farm irrigated
lands, or would succeed as irrigation
farmers.

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

Mr. HOSMER. I will not yield.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. A point of order,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
gentleman will state it.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The gentleman is
taking this time as a subterfuge to dis-
cuss the bill. When he asked us to de-
termine whether something was true or
false I asked him to yield so I could show
him it was false, and he declined to do so.
. The SPEARER pro tempore. The
Chair feels that the gentleman has for
the last few minutes been proceeding in
order. The gentleman is recognized to
proceed in order.

Mr. HOSMER. I thank the Speaker.

I want to return now to a matter that
I asked you to determine in your own
minds whether my statement is true or
false, and that was the statement that
I made that this piece of legislation
would take away water to which Cali-
fornia has existing rights by contract,
by compact, and by appropriation. True
or false?

A foothall field is slightly more than
an acre of ground. Cover it a foot deep
with water and you would have about an
acre-foot of water. Cover it with a
tower of water 11,000 miles high, and
you have an idea of the amount of water
parched southern California will lose if
the upper Colorado Basin storage proj-
ect is built as now planned.

Imagine a canal wide enough and deep
enough to float the world’s biggest ship,
the Navy's new aircraft carrier Forresial.
Imagine that canal stretching from New
York City to Los Angeles. During just
one year, enough of the Colorado River's
water to fill it could be stopped from

The
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flowing downstream at the project's gi-
gantie Glen Canyon Dam.

That is water that could not be used
by southern California, Arizona, and
Nevada because it would be withheld up-
stream in violation of the Colorado River
compact and never reach them.

All this is true because the overall

multi-billion-dollar project is designed -

to put approximately 48 million acre-feet
of water in storage behind dams in Colo-
rado, Utah, Wyoming, and New Mexico.
Another 10 million acre-feet of water
would be dissipated into thin air by
evaporation during storage.

In all, 58 million acre-feet of water
would not flow down the Colorado River
from the upper-basin States of Wyoming,
Utah, New Mexico, and Colorado to the
lower-basin States of Arizona, Nevada,
and California.

Yet so vital is this water in the lower
basin that even today arid Arizona and
California are before the United States
Supreme Couri litigating their rights
to it.

California agrees that the upper basin
is entitled to use some of that 58 million
acre-feet, but contends that her share of
it must be left flowing down to the lower
basin under provisions of a solemn con-
tract entered into by these T States
in 1922 known as the Colorado River
compact.

Califernia’s basie position is that she
conforms to the compact and must insist
that the States of the upper basin and
the Federal Government do likewise in
the planning and administration of the
storage project. California thus is fight-
ing only te preserve rights: to water she
already has and not for any new and
additional water rights. :

Relying on these existing rights, Cali-
fornia carefully invested between one-
half and three-guarter billion dollars of
local money, not Federal money, for
water projects .calculated to make maxi-
mum use of her share of the Colorado
River.- Thereby, southern California
was transformed from a semidesert into
an oasis constituting one of the Nation’s
key economic and agricultural regions,
supporting milliens who migrated to her
borders from less hospitable climates.

As southern California continues to
grow, her need {for water becomes
greater, not less. Should the bleak day
ever come when her Colorado River
water supply is cut off, on that day the
jobs of the millions she supports will
vanish and the value of everything they
own that cannet be transported to an-
other part of the counfry will be lost
completely and forever.

That is why Californians in Congress
are fighting so hard to prevent spending
billiens from the United States Treasury
to build the upper Colorado project in
such a manner as merely to transport the
oasis of southern California to Wyoming,
Colorado, Utah, and New Mexico. In
the proecess, financial ruin would be im-
posed-on almost 6 million southern Cali=-
fornians. These States can plan their
projects without this disastrous result
and California demands that they do so.

The reason they have failed so far to
do it is clear. To find a commeon ground
for agreement amongst themselves, each
of the upper-basin States had to accept
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every project, good, bad, or indifferent,
any of the others asked for. They ended

up with a monstrosity that did not fit the .

interpretations and meaning of the Colo-
rado River compact. Rather than re-
cede, they adopted a technique of twist-
ing, straining, and distorting the com-
pact in an attempt to streteh it over the
monstrous package to which they have
affixed the euphonious label, upper Colo-
rado River storage project.

The reason they have adopted this
technique is not so clear. To under-
stand it requires some knowledge of the
Colorado River compact and the situ-
ation that produced it.

- Early in this eentury southern Cali-
fornia already had begun its miraculous
expansion in population, agriculture, and
industry. A water shortage was faced,
and Los Angeles began reaching up into
the Owens Valley for water to be trans-
ported through an adqueduct over 100
miles long. Even then, men of vision

foresaw water needs beyond those sa-

tiable from the Owens Valley and began
talk of more ambitious plans. Plans

which one day would result in such great,

works as Hoover Dam, Davis and Parker
Dams, the All-American Canal, and the
metropolitan water distriet’s vast Colo-

rado River agueduct, with its extensions-

reaching even as far as San Diego.

‘Meanwhile, the wupper-basin States
were experiencing little growth or prog-
ress. A Supreme Court decision had laid
down a rule of law respecting use of river
waters which said that whoever first
begins using them obtains a right to
continued use that cannot be taken away
by someone who later wants to use the
same water. The upper States foresaw
burgeoning southern California acquir-
ing first rights to almost all the river’s
water before they were able to appro-
priate uses themselves.

In this circumstance, according to the
language of Delph Carpenter, Colorado’s
negotiator of the compact:

The upper States had but one alternative,
that of using every means to retard develop-
ment in the lower States until the uses
within. the upper States have reached their
maximum.

And that exactly is what they did.
The Boulder Canyon Project Act au-
thorizing Hoover Dam was stalled in
Congress for almost 10 years by the ob-
structive taectics of upper basin Senators
and Congressmen. It was passed only
after tribute had been extracted from
California and the lower basin in the
following manner:

First, imposing the Colorade River
compact which removed at least 7%
million acre-feet of water from appro-
priation by them; and
. Second, requiring the California Leg-
islature to pass a law further limiting
the amount of water to which the State
could acquire first rights.

The net effect was to place on Cali-
fornia a limit of slightly less than 5%
million acre-feet of water per year that
she could use. Thus limited, the State
had to jettison many desirable projects.
Nevertheless, California went fo work
and tailored her developments on the
river strictly to the limitations and to
the intent and meaning of the Colorado
River compact. Even with only a por-
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tion of the great dreamed of projects -
built, no place in time or history has
experienced developments of water re-
sources comparable in scope and mag-
nificence to those of southern California.

- It is the water rights which underlie ,
those developments that Californians
seek to protect when they oppose the .
upper Colorado River storage project and
charge that it tramples these rights. :

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

Mr. HOSMER. For what purpose does
the gentleman ask me to yield?

-Mr. ASPINALL. For the purpose of
restating the position which the gentle- .
man says the Governor of Colorado took, -

Mr. HOSMER. I decline to yield at
this time. If I have a little time later
on, I will yield.

The upper Colorado River storage
project now before Congress seeks the
consiruction of 11 irrigation projects in
the so-called upper basin States of Wy-
oming, Utah, New Mexico, and Colerado.
These would irrigate about 200 square
miles of new land and supply supple-
mental water to about 400 square-
miles of land irrigated inadequately at
present. They are known as participat-
ing projects.

Placed in the best light, according to.
Government experts, they would cost,
about '$300 million, and that amount-
would be repaid to the United States
without interest over a 50-year period.

The participating projects would use
an estimated 400,000 acre feet of Colo-
rado River water a year for irrigation,
domestic and industrial purposes. This
amount is well within what the upper-
basin is entitled to use and California
cannot object on that score.

. There is, however, a “but” to the pro-
posal and it is a big one. It is that reve-
nues from the sale of water from the 11
participating projects during the 590
years would bring in only about 15 per-
cent of the money needed to repay the
Government for its investment.

As a consequence the proponents of the
projects had to look elsewhere for an ad-
ditional source of revenue to pay the re-
maining 85 percent of the price tag with-.
in the time limit. They seized on the
idea of building vast power dams and
utilizing the revenues from the sale of
power for this purpose. Inthe proposals
before Congress, these are called storage
projects to obscure their true cash reg-
ister nature.

As a starter two power projects are
proposed—one at Glen Canyen and one
at Fleming; another, conditionally at
Curecanti. Other power projects would
follow later.

The Glen Canyon and other power
projects are unrelated in any way to the
11 participating projects, except as cash
registers. The latter could function to
supply water entirely without them. Yet
Congress is being asked to spend about
$500 million additional for the power fea-
tures for the sole purpose of paying the
$300 million participating projects’ cost.

It is little wonder that alert citizens
throughout the Nation, concerned over
tkhe Federal debt and high taxes, have
voiced opposition to the scheme. Fed-
eral taxpayers would be better off if Con-
gress makes an outright gift of the 11
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participating projects to the upper basin
States and forgets the power features
completely. 3

It is with these power features tha
Californians have also a special con-
cern. They would hold back, for power
use, most of the 48 million acre-feet
of water to be stored by the project. In
the storage process, another 10 million
acre-feet of water would disappear by
evaporation. Thereafter, they would
evaporate another 600,000 acre-feet of
water per year, enough to supply the
needs of a city of 3 million people. The
magnitude of the evaporation is appar-
ent when compared with the 400,000
acre-feet figure that is to be put to bene-
ficial use by all 11 participating projects.

That is mostly water that thirsty
southern Californians claim they are en-
titled to have flow downstream to their
State and which cannot legally be with-
held from them because of their prior
right to it established by contract, ap-
propriation, and the Colorado River
compact.

The Colorado River compact was ne-
gotiated at Santa Pe, N. Mex., in 1922
by the seven States bordering on the
river. It is a contract between these
States and authority for such interstate
agreements is found in the United States
Constitution.  Herbert Hoover, then
winding up his affairs as World War I
Food Administrator for starving Europe,
acted as chairman during the negotia-
tions.

The compact did not attempt to di-
vide up water in the river as such, nor
did it make any specific allocations of
water as such to the States involved.
Rather, it proceeded by regarding the
river as consisting of three parts:

First, the upper basin: Wyoming, Colo-
rado, New Mexico, and Utah;

Second, the lower basin: California,
Arizona, and Nevada; and

Third, that part of the River which
crosses the international boundary and
flows in the Republic of Mexico.

The dividing line between the upper
and lower basins was fixed at a point
called Lee Ferry in northernmost Ari-
zona, near the Utah border.

Thereupon the negotiators proceeded
to apportion beneficial consumptive use
of the river’'s waters between the basins.
The compact nowhere defines “benefi-
cial consumptive use,” and its meaning
is one of the issues in the pending Su-
preme Court suit by Arizona against
California. In general, it amounts to
use of water for irrigation, industrial, or
domestic purposes.

That kind of use of water in the
amount of 7% million acre-feet yearly
was apportioned to each basin by the
compact’s article III (a). This totals 15
million acre-feet, and since that was not
all the water the negotiators believed
available, by article III (b) they permit-
ted the lower basin to make use of an
additional 1 million acre-feet of surplus
water.

Having no authority to cut Mexico out
of water to which she might legally be
entitled, they wrote article III (c) say-
ing Mexico was to have whatever might
be determined by a later treaty. This,
again, was to come out of surplus, but if
need be, equally out of each basin's III
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(a) apportionment. A subsequent treaty
fixed Mexico's entitlement at 1'% million
acre-feet a year.

At this point the negotiators had dis-
posed of 1714 million acre-feet of water
a year, but they thought there was even
more in the river so in article III (f) they
set up machinery for “a further equi-
table apportionment” of remaining wa-
ter at a later date. Subsequent experi-
ence with the river has shown not only
that this additional water is nonexistent,
but also that part of the apportioned
water likewise is nonexistent. The river,
in fact, averages a critical deficiency of
almost 215 million acre-feet a year.

Unless she desires to enter into a one-
party suicide pact California must resist
to the utmost the upper basin's bold at-
tempt, by means of the upper Colorado
Basin storage project as now planned, to
charge almost all this deficiency against
California’s preexisting water rights.

Unfortunately, this is only one of many
ingenious ways in which the attempted
invasion of California’s water rights is
being conducted. There are about a
dozen other provisions in the compact on
which upper basin proponents are plac-
ing weird interpretations trying to deny
California and the lower basin even more
water. Illustrative is the dispute involv-
ing article IIT (d).

Since the flow of the river varies widely
from year to year, lower basin negotia-
tor insisted on guaranties preventing
the upper basin from manipulating its
uses between wet and dry years to the
disadvantage of the lower basin. This
turned up as article III (d) prohibiting
the upper basin from depleting the
amount of water flowing past Lee Ferry
below a total of 75 million acre-feet in
any period of 10 consecutive years.

In their desperate water grab, project
proponents now contend this proviso,
rather than amounting to a minimum
guaranty to the lower basin, amounts to
the maximum amount of water they are
required to turn down the river. They
say they can keep everything in excess,
storing it for power purposes or making
any other use or nonuse they desire.

They persist in this contention even in
the face of an interpretation of the com-
pact made by Herbert Hoover at the time
it was negotiated in his words as follows:

The compact provides that no water is to
be withheld above what cannot be used for
purposes of agriculture. The lower basin
will therefore receive the entire flow of the
river, less only the amount consumptively
used in the upper States for agricultural
purposes.

In the past, California has not opposed
upper basin developments. Many proj-
ects in Utah, New Mexico, Wyoming, and
Colorado have passed Congress with-
out an objection from the Golden State.
But when schemes are proposed such as
this that cut deeply into the vital water
supply, like a man attacked in his own
home, Californians must command their
every means and skill for self-preserva-
tion.

That the proposed upper Colorado
Basin storage project would euchre Cali-
fornia out of vast quantities of Colorado
River water to which she is legally en-
tit.t!lgg should be well known and under-
s Al
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An additional specific objection to
the project must not be ignored by Con-
gress:

It threatens seriously to impair the
quality of water, if any, southern Cali-
fornia might receive from the river after
project construction.

No one contends the quality of the
water even now received from the Colo-
rado River approaches excellence. Mil-
lions of dollars have been spent for puri-
fying devices to remove hardening alka-
lies and salts before use in homes and
factories. Yet witnesses for the Bureau
of Reclamation have told Congress they
neither concern themselves with water
quality nor recognize any responsibility
whatever to operate the proposed project
with regard to this vital subject.

Only after searching cross-examina-
tion would they admit that their files
contained no more than the most sketchy
information on the subject. Based on it
they reluctantly confessed even the ini-
tial features of the overall project would
raise these impurities by a thumping 12
percent when the water reaches Califor-
nia.

That figure would jump to 54 percent
if additional projects now in the plan-
ning stage are added to those presently
under consideration.

The reasons why southern California’s
water quality would suffer are simple:
First, water returning to the river after
new upstream irrigation uses would con-
tain added impurities dissolved from
the soil. Second, pure upstream water
diverted in large amounts through
mountains and out of the river system
forever would not be available to dilute
concentrated impurities further down-
stream. Third, water withheld in up-
stream storage reservoirs would likewise
be for dilution purposes.

Competent engineers estimate 1.2 tons
of alkali and salt would be added to
every acre-foot of water available for
use in southern California.

Irrigators use at least 3 acre-feet of
water per acre in a year to grow their
crops. That would deposit 3.6 tons a
year of such impurities on every acre.
Just how long soil could continue grow-
ing crops in face of this is speculative,

The effect would be similar in home
and industrial water systems, to say
nothing of the already irritated diges-
tive tracts of almost 6 million southern
Californians.

At the same time, and for the remain-
ing life of the power contracts at Hoover
Dam—until 1987—the Federal Govern-
ment, and thus the United States tax-
payers, would lose a total of $187 million
in revenue from power not sold because
there was no water to generate it.

This $187 million loss to taxpayers
illustrates that there are substantial
reasons not to build the upper Colorado
River storage project in addition to
those local to California., These rea-
sons, shared by the citizens of all the 48
States, are varied and compelling.

Many people throughout the country
find the project objectionable because
Echo Park, one of the major power fea-
tures of the overall development, lies in
the boundaries of Dinosaur National
Monument. They point out that a prec-
edent would be set for the invasion of
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any and all national parks and monu-
ments by unsightly power facilities in
disregard of the trust imposed on each
generation ©of Americans to preserve
these public shrines unviolated for future
generafions.

Naturalists also point to the possible
destruction of, or at least damage to,
Utah’s famed Rainbow Natural Bridge
during construction and operations at
the Glen Canyon power site.

In their turn, taxpayers groups and
economists attack the project’s effect on
Federal finaneces from several fronts.

Raymond Moley, one of ex-President
Roosevelt’s brain trust, has stated that
by the time compound interest for 50
to 100 years is paid on the $1 billion the
United States must borrow fo construct
the project, costs will run to not less
than $4 billion. Even simple interest at
214 percent amounts in 10 years to 25
percent of the money borrowed; in 40
years to 100 percent; and in B0 years to
200 percent.

Moley’s figures indicate the total cost
would amount fo more than §5,000 per
irrigated acre. So poor is most of the
land, located as it is at high elevations
where growing seasons are short, that
even after irrigation its value will aver-
age only about $150 an acre.

In all, abont 600 square miles would be
irrigated to produce surplus crops in-
volving further losses fo taxpayers when
purchased under price-suppart pro-
grams. Even if needed, certainly there
lies somewhere within the borders of the
entire United States another 600 square
‘miles of land that could be brought
under cultivation at a cost significantly
less than $4 billion.

Project proponents point out that the
Government can expect to recoup part
of its outlay by selling electricity from
power features, However, their calcula-
tions are based on selling power for 6
‘mills per kilowatt hour for the next 75
or more years. This anticipation is
utterly unrealistic because production
cost of electricity from hoth conven-
tional and nuclear fuels is plummiting.
With these costs at far below 6 mills in
the foreseeable future, the net effect will
be to leave the project’s vast hydroelec-
tric facility on the backs of Federal tax-
payers as the most monumental white
elephant in history.

There is a further fundamental con-
cern pointed to by economists which
must be faced both by the Nation and
the people living in the upper basin who
are even more directly involved. It is
that the region is unbelievably rich in
natural resources:. coal, oil, natural gas,
©0il shale, uranium, gold, silver, copper,
lead, zine, molybdenum, vanadium, phos-
phate, and many other minerals,

‘The resources utilized toward develop-
ment of an unlimited industrial econ-
omy, not a limited farm economy, are
the real keys to the area’s future and to
its full contribution to the American way
of life.

Water resources in the area are of
measurable guantity and their potential
benefits in an agricultural economy not
£reat. On the other hand, the benefits
which they can bring in a program of
industrial expansion are immeasurable,
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Should not this region, and must not
the Nation, insist that the course -of
development be pursued which is to the
greatest good of all?

It is clear that Californians must op-
pose the upper basin storage project to
protect the quantity and quality of their
Colorado River water supply and to pro-
tect an important source of their elec-
tric power.

It is equally clear that all other Amer-
icans should join in this opposition for
protection of the Nation's finances and
in pursuance of a sound national policy
to develop each part of our homeland to
its own, and to the country's highest
good.

The whole upper Colorado project
must be revamped to the end that it ulti-
mately will produce results instead of
merely consequences.

Mr. Speaker, I will extend in my re-
marks additional material and try, as I
was not able to do teday, to place these
remarks in a more orderly fashion, but
in stating them and in reading them I
will say what I have said, and I will say
why I have said what I have said, and
I will leave it up to you as to whether
my statements are true or false.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen-
tleman has not had permission to ex-
tend his remarks, and I am rather prone
to object to his extending his remarks
unless he has already obtained it.

Mr. HOSMER. I have already ob-
tained that permission.

Mr. MILLER. of Nebraska. This is
material he desires to place in the REcorp
that has not been spoken in his presen-
tation of the question of personal priv-
ilege explaining the position he has
taken. It would seem that the Mem-
bers of the House ought to have the right
to know something about the extent of
by

Mr. HOSMER. I will be glad to tell
the gentleman what I am going to put in
by way of extemsion. The only reason
I am not talking about it now, of course,
is that my time has almost expired.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does it
represent the pile of papers the gentle-
man has before him on the desk?

Mr. HOSMER. I will include many of
the things in these papers before me.

Mr., MILLER of Nebraska. Has it al-
ready been printed in the RECORD?

Mr. HOSMER.  No; if the gentleman
will permit I will tell him what some of
this material I have here is, or so much
as time allows.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I wish the
gentleman would.

Mr. HOSMER. I am going to put in
further material as to the costliness of
this project, material further substan-
tiating the statement I have made in that
regard. :

I am going to put in substantiating
material showing thaf the cost estimated
by the Bureau backstopped by the state-
ment in the appropriation authorization
in the bill of only $760 million is mis-
leading. :

I am going to put in a table showing
the distribution of costs amongst the

Mr.
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48 States, and also as {o the true cost of
the tremendous interest that will have to
be paid.

I am going to extend and shew why I
have said that the huge hidden subsidy
to these four States is unwarranted and
unconscionable.

I am going to put in additional ma-
terial to prove my allegation that the
project is not self-liquidating as claimed
by the Bureau of Reclamation.

I am going to put in additional ma-
terial to backsiop my allegation that
the financial scheme of the project is
wholly unsound, that the project pay-
ment provisions are unrealistic, uneco-
nomical, and unfeasible.

I am going to extend additional ma-
terial with respect to the impossibility
of selling power at 6 mills for the next
100 years.

I am going to put in additional ma-
terial to show why I make the statement
that the dams are nothing but subsi-
dized irrigation projects and are not for
power.

I am going to put in a rather full dis-
cussion of the statement that low-cost
nuclear electric power development po-
tentialities have been disregarded and
neglected in connection with this piece
of legislation; and in that connection I
am going to quote W. Kenneth Davis,
the Director of the Division of Reactor
Development of the United States
Atomic Energy Commission, who in the
presentation to the United Nations 10th
anniversary celebration in San Fran-
cisco last June stated that the most im-
portant point in considering this gues-
tion is that we have a changed situation
in the matter of power development;
that any answer which may be given to-
day will almost surely be ehanged be-
cause of the rapid progress that is being
made in this new field, This is Mr.
Davis' statement:

ExTrRACT FROM REMARKS PREPARED BY W. KEN-
NETH Davis, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF REACTOR
DEVELOPMENTS, UNITED STATES AToMIC
ENERGY COMMISSION, FOR PRESENTATION AT
THE UNITED NATIONS 10TH ANNIVERSARY
COMMEMORATIVE  WEERK ACTIVITIES SYMPO-
stuM oN Aromic Peace—HorizoN oF Horg,
JunEe 24, 19566, SAN FrRANCISCO, CALIF. J
‘Where do we stand today in the techmical

development of nuclear power for the genera-

tion of electricity or for other power wuses?

A most important point in considering
this question is the rapid change of the sit-
nation with 4ime. An answer which can be
given today will almost surely be out of date
& year or two from now because of the rapid
progress.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker——

‘The SPEAKER pro tempore. For
what purpose does the gentleman from
New Mexico rise?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to make the point of order that the gen-
tleman now clearly shows that he is pro-
posing to put in the Recorp not matter
on the gquestion of personal privilege,
but merely debate on this bill, and that
he is taking advantage of the commit-
tee by subterfuge.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California is answering
a question propounded by the gentleman
from Nebraska. Whether or not he puts
it in is a matter for the House to deter-
mine. His having already cbtained con-
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sent to his request it is a matter for the
gentleman as a Member to consider.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, a
further point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from New Mexico will state it.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The gentleman’s
request was to extend his remarks deal-
ing with the substance of his discussion
of the guestion of personal privilege.

The gentleman from California is now
offering to put in the ReEcorp things that
are entirely not in order but which con-
stitute debate on the bill, There is no
doubt about that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the
gentleman has already obtained per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter, the
Chair assumes the gentleman is not
going to trespass upon the judgment or
the conscience of any other Member.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I have
said the project would forever tie the
future of the intermountain West to a
horse-and-buggy farm economy and
forestall development of its rich indus-
trial potential. True or false. Here are
the facts:

The region in which the project would
be constructed is unbelievably rich in
natural resources. These are the meas-
ures of its future potential.

The water resources of the area are of
measurable quantity, and their poten-
tial benefits to agriculture would be
small. On the other hand, the benefits
which these limited water supplies could
bring to a program of industrial expan-
sion are immeasurable and of unlimited
value.

Irrigation is a very uneconomic user
of water. The value of crops grown
under western irrigation is equal to about
10 cents for each 1,000 gallons of water
withdrawn. The value of manufactured
products amount to about $5 for each
1,000 gallons withdrawn.

The potential thermal power resources
of the project area are beyond compre-
hension. In the heart of this land, the
Bureau of Reclamation is proposing a
horse-and-buggy eccnomy that would
cripple forever opportunities to create a
profitable and unlimited industrial econ-
omy.

Steam or nuclear plants to provide
electrical energy in these States could be
built by private capital, with no Fed-
eral subsidy involved. They would ere-
ate new employment in the coalfields
and in the industries that would build
to take advantage of the avaliable pow-
er. Thus a sound stone would be placed
in the area's economy by each plant and
each job created, and the plants, the
new industries, and those employed by
them, would pay taxes to the local, State,
and Federal Governments.

Agricultural development will serious-
ly injure, if not kill, all opportunities to
build such a sound economy. There is
only so much water, and the most waste-
ful way to use it would be by subsidizing
unneeded, extravagant, and wasteful ir-
rigation projects. The hope of the area
lies in & modern-age industrial program,
not a surplus-ridden farm economy.

I have said the benefit-cost ratio has
been distorted contrary to reclamation
law in an attempt to justify the proj-
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ecl’s unsound economics. True or false?

Here are the facts:

The bill would, in effect, approve the
use of the so-called benefit-cost ratio for
testing the economic justification of
irrigation projects. This has never been
authorized by law. The testimony
shows that, as now practiced, the bene-
fit-cost ratio is simply a device used in
attempting to justify projects, which are
both economically and finanecially in-
feasible; first, by use of fictitious and
unrealistic values to inflate the benefits;
while, second, at the same time over-
looking factors of cost to the Nation
which would result from the project.

Example No. 1: on one participating
project—the Hammond—the Reclama-
tion Bureau would colleect from the
farmers only $2.02 per acre per year,
but says the direct benefits are $41.50 per
acre per year, or 2,000 percent of the
amount it would require the farmer to
pay. This contrast in benefits and re-
payment ability is simply not believable.
Any formula achieving such a result
obviously needs a drastic overhauling.

Example No. 2: The Government's
revenues from firm power production at
Hoover, Davis, and Parker Dams would
be decreased as much as 25 percent dur-
ing the time—which may be as long as
25 years—the storage dams of the pro-
posed project are filling, This loss has
been ignored by the Bureau.

In view of these major discrepancies,
coupled with the fact that most of the
projects named in the bill have a mar-
ginal benefit-cost ratio under the Bu-
reau’s own figures, there should be an
independent review of the Bureau’s com-
putations by a group of impartial ex-
perf economists. On the Seedskadee
project, for instance, the Bureau had to
find $638,500 of indirect benefits and
$313,100 of public benefits to add to
the finding of $614,500 in direct bene-
fits—all items over a 100-year period—
to arrive at a final ratio of only 1.46 to 1.
The indirect benefits category includes
such nebulous factors as the increase
in profits of all business enterprises han-
dling, processing, and marketing prod-
ucts from the project and profits of all
enterprises supplying goods and services
to the project farmers, while the public
benefits category is even more specula-
tive, including dollar figures for Bureau
guesses as to the increase or improve-
ment in settlement and investment op~-
portunities, community facilities, and
services and stabilization of the loeal
and regional economy.

The only true criterion of economic
justification of reclamation is reimburs-
ability which has been the required basis
of findings of feasibility since the in-
ception of Federal reclamation in 1902,
It stshml.llld be m%r:tained in the law with-
out change. is the pro
fails to do. BEOICSE [uytenty

I call particular attention to what has
been said about this cost-benefit ratio by
Adm. Ben Moreell as follows:

ExTRACTS FROM SPEECH BY ADM. BEN MoOREELL,
NaTiONAL WaTER PoLricy CONFERENCE, ST.
Louis, 1956
A third area of divergence covers the

requirements and criteria for determining

economic justification and financial feasi-
bility of projects, including the kinds of
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benefits and costs to be considered. Under
present law, economic criteria are few and
indefinitely described. There are no defini-
tions of “benefits” and the interpretation
of what constitutes "“costs” vyaries fr.m
agency to agency. The Bureau of Reclama-
tion, for example, has even prescribed a
factor to apply to attendance at the movies
as a measure of project benefits. Such
painful efforts to justify projects of dubious
worth glive rise to the suspicion that there
has developed in this country a conviction
that the expenditure of Federal funds to
promote the interests of a particular area,
or of a particular group, is warranted pro-
vided it can be shown that the probable
resulting benefits to that area or groups may
exceed the out-of-pocket costs which are
pald for by the general taxpayers. It is al-
most traditional that benefits are overesti-
mated and costs underestimated. The
question whether this is the best expendi-
ture of Federal funds in the interest of all
of the people of the Nation, who pay the
bill, has been given little consideration.

I have said that 50 years of reclama-
tion law, precedent, and experience are
jettisoned by the project. True or false?
Here are the facts:

Example 1: Present law requires re-
payment within 40 years, with respect to
power and municipal water, and 40 years
plus a development period of not to
exceed 10 years with respect to irrigation.

Under this bill: (a) The power alloca-
tion is permitted to be repaid in 100
years; (b) the municipal water alloca-
tion is permitted to be repaid in 50 years
from the date of completion of each unit;
(¢) the irrigation allocation is permitted
to be repaid in 50 years in addition to any
development period authorized by law.
Thus, the repayment period for power is
extended 60 years, municipal water 10
years, and irrigation 10 years plus an
undetermined period, over existing law.

Example 2: Present law requires that
no contract relating to power or munici-
pal water be made unless it will not im-
pair the project for irrigation purposes.
Under the bill, contracts relating to mu-
nicipal water may be made without re-
gard to this section. Although this may
not be a bad result, it is another symp-
tom of eroding the reclamation law by
individual pieces of legislation instead of
considering such matters in the context
of a national water policy bill.

Example 3: Present law requires in-
terest at “not less than” 3 percent per
annum on the power investment. Under
this bill, interest would be the cost of
money to the United States, or about 25
percent per annum.

Example 4: Present law requires a
finding of engineering and financial
feasibility, the latter to be in terms of
the 40-year repayment ability. Under
this bill, the so-called benefit-cost ratio
has been substituted for financial feasi-
bility in order to come up with an eco-
nomic feasibility based on fantastic na-
tional benefits supposedly to be realized.
This constitutes one of the greatest
breaches of present law and leaves Con-
gress with no well-defined standards of
feasibility whatsoever.

I have said the project wholly ignores

the Hoover Commission report. True or

false? Here are the facts:
The Hoover Commission report has

Jjust been released. The bill ignores any

of the counsel to be gained from the
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labors of the Commission, which has
completed a detailed study of this entire
complex field. In fact, the proponents
of this gigantic scheme tried to get it
through Congress before the Hoover
Commission made its report, so blind
have they been to the true national wel-
fare in connection with water resources.

However, one may disagree with some
of the recommendations of the Commis-
sion and the task force, your minority
submits that the members of this group
should be heard before Congress com-
mits itself to the billion-dollar prece-
dents of this bill. It should not be for-
gotten that this Commission was estab-
lished by Congress to report to Congress
so that Congress might consider the ad-
visability of legislation to implement
some if not all of the Commission rec-
ommendations. Regardless of the jeers
heard from spokesmen for special inter-
ests, your minority considers that the
people of this country respect the indus-
try and the sincerity of the Hoover Com-
mission inquiries.

Your minority believes that the peo-
ple are entitled to and will demand a
thorough consideration of the Commis-
sion reports in every field. For example,
in the water-resources field, the Com-
mission report relates five conditions
which the task force found to be neces-
sary for the success of reclamation proj-
ects:

First. They must have technical fea-
sibility.

Second. They must be sound finan-
cially.

Third. They must have fertile soil
capable of agriculfural production over
long periods of years, s

Fourth. They must have adequate and
suitable water supply.

Fifth. There must be farmers avail-
able who are interested in and enthu-
siastic for irrigation agriculture.

Relating these to the project before
Congress, the record shows there is ques-
tion as to the technical feasibility of the
proposed T00-foot Glen Canyon Dam;
the financing is wholly unsound; the
soil by and large is of dubious quality;
and the water supply is actively in ligi-
tation in the Supreme Court.

The Commission further found experi-
ence shows that the farmers alone can-
not bear the whole cost of irrigation
projects. Conceding this, would it not
be a proper inquiry for Congress to de-
termine what the farmers should pay?
Should they pay only 12 percent, as this
bill allows? If so, who should bear the
balance of the cost, local area residents
or the taxpayer in every corner of this
Nation?

The Hoover Commission makes a per-
tinent suggestion on this score—that the
beneficiaries—including States—con-
tribute at least 50 percent—which may
well be forgotten if the hydroheaded
monster now before Congress becomes
law.

I have said the project should not be
authorized at this time because the eco-
nomie, engineering, and financial survey
prerequisite to its proper evaluation are
still inadequate and incomplete. True
or false? Here are the facts:

The official reports of the Bureau of
Reclamation and the testimony of Bu-
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reau witnesses clearly show that the in-
vestigations, surveys, and. studies in
regard to engineering and the economic
and financial aspects of the proposed
Colorado River storage project and par-
ticipating projects are incomplete and
inadequate.

The provisions of the Senate bill itself,
which require further studies and report
by the Secretary of the Interior on eco-
nomic feasibility and finanecial reim-
bursability of the 11 participating proj-
ects previously recommended by the
Secretary, demonstrate that reliable in-
formation is not now available even on
those projects that the Bureau has al-
ready reported on. The House bill seeks
to cover up this deficiency even in the
face of the clear recommendation of the
administration that these projects be re-
evaluated before authorization.

The Senate bill with which the House
bill might go to conference includes au-
thorization of scores of projects on which
no reports have as yet been submitted
by the Secretary of the Interior, on many

of which only the barest reconnaissance *

data are now available.

The record reveals the need for much
more thorough investigations and stud-
ies of the proposed storage units. Even
as to the Glen Canyon storage unit, the
Interior Department officials have ex-
pressed concern over the adequacy of the
foundations and have stated that deci-
sions as to final plans would not be made
until further studies are completed after
authorization. Plans for the other stor-
age dams are even less decisive. Thus
there is grave question as to the ade-
quacy of cost estimates and the finan-
cial feasibility of the storage features of
the project.

In addition, it is clear from the record
of the hearings that the proposed stor-
age units of the project will not supply
any water to the reclamation compo-
nents now proposed and are not needed
to enable these projects to obtain and
use the amount of water estimated by
the Bureau to be required. Yet under
the House bill, it is proposed to spend
about $600 million, and under the Senate
bill about $750 million, for storage units
that are not to be needed to meet basic
water-supply requirements for at least
25 years and probably more.

In view of the foregoing, action on the
project at this time would be premature
and without justification.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will count. [After counting.]
Ninety-four Members are present, not a
quorum.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 11]

Andrews Burdick Dondero
Barrett Bush Eberharter
Bell Carr! Fountain
Bolling Celler Fulton
Boykin Chatham Gamble

Garmatz Maecdonald Reed
Gavin Machrowica 8t. George
Harris Merrow Shelley
Hays, Ark. Mollohan Simpson, Pa,
Hays, Ohio Morgan Tollefson
Hyde Mumma Van Zandt
James Osmers Vursell
Jenkins Powell ‘Wharton
Kee Priest Williams, Miss.
Eilburn Prouty Young
King, Pa. Rabaut Zelenko
MeCulloch Rains
McDowell Reece, Tenn,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Three

hundred and seventy-six Members have
answered fo their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

PERSONAL PRIVILEGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California [Mr, Hos-
MER] has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I mere-
ly want to take a moment to thank the
Members of the House who have by and
large received my remarks with very
great courtesy and attention. I know
they realize it is an extremely difficult
thing when every statement one has
made upon a particular issue over the
past several years has been challenged,
how difficult it is to cover it as it should
be covered; nevertheless, I much appre=
ciate their courtesy in listening to me.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE
PROJECT

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 3383) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to construct,
operate, and maintain the Colorado
River storage project and participating
projects, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 3383, with
Mr. MiiLs in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent the first reading
of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. EncrLEl, the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, in sup-

‘porting the pending bill and this project,

I regret to find myself in disagreement
with some of my friends from southern
California. If I thought that this proj-
ect would cost California one bucket-
ful of water to which California is en-
titled from the Colorado River system,
I would not be for this bill. Last Thurs-
day I inserted in the Recorp to the ex-
tent of some 8,000 words my analysis of
the legal situation with reference to the
water rights of California on the Colo-
rado, and because I regard that matter
as a sectional matter and one which we
Californians ought to settle among our-
selves—but which unfortunately we have
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not been able to settle among ourselves—
I do not intend to take the time of the
committee or of the House in dealing
with that particular aspect of the case.

I may say before I start my discussion
that we have tried to divide the time in
this debate fairly. The gentleman from
Nebraska, the ranking Republican mem-
ber of our committee and former chair-
man of the committee, is supporting this
bill, as is the gentleman from Colorado,
who is handling the time on the Demo-
cratic side. The gentleman from Ne-
braska has, as I understand, agreed to
vield approximately one-half of his time
to those who want to speak in opposition
and the gentleman from Colorado has
taken the same position As a conse-
quence, we are somewhat limited with
reference to time because this is a long,
difficult, and complicated matter.

I want to devote my time to giving to
you the legislative history of this project,
comment upon the economics of the
project which have been challenged and
make some reference to the relationship
of this project to the farm surplus prob-
lem. If I can get over those 3 items
briefly in the next 15 minutes and have
some time left, I will be delighted to yield
to Members on the floor. If not, per-
haps at some later time if inquiry is made
I will be glad to answer them.

I want to go into the legislative hls-
tory to some extent because I know it is
not possible for every Member of this
House to be an expert on every piece of
legislation that comes before it. You
simply have not the time, any more than
I do, to study the whole record on each
bill. ¥ou have to take someone's judg-
ment for what is right with reference to
some of these bills. So it is important to
me, I know, when I sit out here as a Mem-
ber of the House and listen as a juror to
those who are acting as advocates of par-
ticular legislation to be informed as to
who has passed on the legislation and
who have found it to be sound and who
have found it to be unsound. Therefore,
I want to run through this very briefly
for the purpose of demonstrating to you
that every executive agency that has
examined this project has approved it
and every time this project has appeared
before a legislative body of this Congress
it has passed.

A report on the Colorado River storage
project was completed and the project
was approved by the regional director of
the Bureau of Reclamation on December
15, 1950. That was during a Democratic
administration. The project was ap-
proved by the former Commissioner of

tion, Mr. Michael W. Straus, on
December 22 1950, and by the Secretary
of the Int-erior on January 26, 1951. That
Secretary of the Interior was a Demo-
cratic Secretary of the Interior, Mr.
Oscar Chapman. Itwasapproved by the
Commissioner of Reclamation, Mr, Dex-
heimer, on November 13, 1953, in a Re-
‘publican administration and by Secre-
tary McEay on December 10, 1953.
Therefore it is correct to say that this
legislation has had the bipartisan ap-
.proval of the Interior Department and
the Bureau of Reclamation under the
command of the Democrats when they
were in power, and since then under the
command of the Republicans. This is
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not a Republican project in any sense
of the word. This project was initiated
back in 1936 under a study which con-
tinued until the first report was sub-
mitted in 1950.

Now, in response to an official request
by the Secretary of the Interior for the
views and recommendations of the
States affected, Wyoming approved the
project in March 1951 and again in De-
cember 1953. The reason each State ap-
proved it twice is because when the
Democratic Secretary of the Interior got
the report he sent it to all the States.
When the Republican Secretary of the
Interior got into office, he sent it to all
the States. As a consequence Wyoming
approved it twice. Utah approved it
twice. New Mexico approved it twice.
Arizona approved the project in June
1951 and again in January 1954, and
Nevada approved the project in Novem-
ber 1951. The State of California ap-
proved the project on June 14, 1951, but
on February 15, 1954, restricted its ap-
proval to the Glen Canyon Dam and Res-

* ervoir and the principal features of the

project.

The Federal Power Commission ap-
proved the project on February 26, 1954.
The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare approved the project on
April 5, 1954. The Department of Agri-
culture approved the project on March
23, 1954. The Corps of Engineers ap-
proved the project on February 4, 1954.
The Bureau of the Budget, which is sup-
posed to be the sharpest outfit around
here with a peneil, especially under a Re-
publican administration, approved the
project on March 18, 1954, and the Presi-
dent approved the project and issued a
statement thereon on March 20, 1954.

Now, I emphasize these executive ap-
provals because they indicate that prob-
ably as many as 1,000 top men who are
experts in the water and power field
have given examination to this project
and not one single one of those agencies
has ever disapproved it. If this project
is as far out of line and as fantastic as
some people would try to make you be-
lieve, then I say there are a lot of men
in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, both in this administration and in
the past, who ought to have their heads
examined.

In addition to that, the Senate Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs Committee fa-
vorably reported this bill by a vote in the
last session of 11 to 1, and the Senate
itself in April of 1955 passed the project
58 to 23. You have already heard that
our committee approved this project by
a vote of 20 to 6. In other words, this
project has on three occasions gone be-
fore legislative bodies of this Congress,
and in one instance carried by 11 to 1, in
another instance carried by more than
2 to 1, and before our own committee
carried by better than 3 to 1. So this
project has been approved every time it
has been put to the test. Now, I grant
that it is not possible for all of you to
make the careful analysis of this legisla-
tion that these people have in the execu-
tive branch of the Government and
those who serve upon these committees,
but I think I should say this, that when-
ever you get that kind of favorable re-
action to legislation by those who have
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studied it, then you have a right to say
that you can place some confidence in
the correctness of that judgment. I
know you are not going to dig through
the deluge and the barrage of contradic-
tory statements in regard to the facts
with reference to this legislation, but
here are the men, the agencies, and the
legislative bodies that have approved
what we are saying are the facts with
reference to this legislation. The Presi-
dent of the United States, on so many
occasions that I will not mention them
all, has urged this legislation.

We have a little different bill before
you than the one which was voted out by
the Senate. The Senate bill was a great
deal larger. Our House committee cut
it in half for all practical purposes.
Their bill was $1,658,000,000. As I said,
it passed the Senate by a vote of better
than 2 to 1 even in that shape. We cut
it in half. We took out the controversial
Echo Park feature and thereby secured
the support of many of the conservation
people throughout the country.

We have adopted some amendments
sinee this bill was voted out of our eom-
mittee in the last session and approved
by the Committee on Rules for consid-
eration on the floor. The amendments
all fall within and are consistent with the
repayment plan proposed in H. R. 3383
as initially reported.

Essentially, these amendments do two
things. First, the amendments which
have been added make the legislation ac-
ceptable, as I have said, to the conserva-
tion groups and as indicated in the sup-
plemental report, all of those groups now
favor the legislation. Secondly, the
amendments carry out the unanimous
agreement recently reached among the
upper basin States relative to spelling
out in greater detail the accounting and
funding requirements to be made appli-
cable to the basin fund. That is a book-
keeping matter.

That is the bill that is before you at
the present time. It is the bill initially
voted out as amended and brought before
you as set out in the supplemental report.
S0, when you want to see what the bill is,
read the supplemental report which con-
tains the bill as we voted it out with the
amendments in italics. That covers the
legislative history of this bill.

I have referred to the approvals which
this legislation has had because I want
to speak briefly of the economics of this
project and its repayment. The fact is,
as stated on page 12 of our committee
report that in 50 years following the last
power installation, the project revenues
will amount to $1,075,000,000. This will
be sufficient to repay (1) the power in-
vestment _wlth interest, and (2) the re-
quired irrigation assistance of $246 mil-
lion, and (3) leave a surplus at the end of
that time of $86 million. That is the
cash money that will be in the Treasury
of the United States.

These two charts which I have here
give a breakdown of the figures and give
the allocations to each of the elements
in the project and the total revenues that
will be secured. These are the charts
which have been prepared by the Bureau
of Reclamation with the approval of the
Department of the Interior. They have
the approval of all of these executive
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agencies to which I have referred, in-
cluding the Bureau of the Budget.

We will see some other figures around
here, but these are the figures that have
come up from downtown, in two admin-
istrations. The chart which is shown in
color is one which gives a quantitative
display of the cost of the project and the
repayment. You will see that the repay-
ment quantitatively is just a little more
than twice the total cash cost of the
project. i

There is one thing, I think, I should
point out to you, because I should like
to say that this project is every bit as
good as the Central Valley project in
California so far as repayment to the
Federal Government is concerned—and
the Central Valley project in California
is the most famous irrigation and re-
clamation project in the world. This
project pays out just as that project
does—the Federal Government gets its
money back. The difference is this, that
the irrigators do not pay so much. You
have heard of the high cost per acre.
The people in the area are going to pay
that. The irrigators do not pay very
much. If you look at this small red slip,
that represents about 15 percent of the
total cost of the irrigation works. So
the irrigators do not pay very much.
They pay all that they can pay, but the
power users step in and pick up the rest
of it. All of the money comes out of
those four great States, out of their con-
sumers, out of their resources, and out of
their people.

How does it make any difference to the
Federal taxpayer whether a power con-
sumer who turns on a light helps pay
back this bill or an irrigator pays it back?
Let us assume that the irrigators are
going to pay half of it. Under reclama-
tion law, all we do is reduce the power
rate. The power rate in this instance
to earry this load has to be 6 mills.  The
power rate in this Nation has never gone
down in all history. It does not make
any difference whether the power con-
sumer pays it, living out on his ranch,
running a pump and lighting his house,
and the little communities that this
project feeds and sustains, or the irri-
gator. In the Central Valley project
the irrigators will pay back about 66 per-
cent of the cost, and power one-third.
The power rate in the Central Valley
project of California is 4 mills. If these
irrigators could pay more we would just
reduce the power rate. In any case, the
Federal Government gets its money
back. It would get the money back on
the power investment. It will be the
investment in the power plus the inter-
est, the investment in municipal water
plus the interest, and the Federal Gov-

- ernment will get the irrigation invest-
ment back without interest, which is
traditional under 50 years of reclama-
tion law.

I assert that this projeet is just as good
on its economics as any of them. The
people I have mentioned who have rec-
ommended this project will say to you
that it is engineeringly sound, that it is
economically justified, and that it is
financially feasible.

In addition—and this should be pointed
out—because a great deal has been said
with respect to the allocation among the
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States, there is sufficient money now in
the national reclamation fund to put up
over half—55 percent— of the amount of
money which will go into this project.
As a matter of fact, the only money that
will come out of the general revenues
of the Treasury to finance this project
will be less than $18 million a year.

I have seen the tax chart sent around
purporting to show the amount to be
paid by each State. I wrote Mr. Dex-
heimer, the Reclamation Commissioner,
and I asked him about that. This is
what he said. He said that recent arti-
cles in the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp and in
the public press contain erroneous and
misleading data on proposals for author-
izing additional reclamation projects.

Allegations are made that the cost of these
projects would be proportionately assessed
against the States of the Unlon according to
the States tax burden. For the upper Colo-
rado project, for instance, it is mentioned
at §4 billion.

He says these statements are not in
accord with the faets. The facts are
that the reclamation fund, which will be
discussed later in some detail by my col-
leagues, is made up out of money that
comes from reclamation projects, out of
oil and gas lease revenues, and out of
public land sales in the West, which will
constitute over 55 percent of the money
going into this project.

The actual assessment, Mr. Dex-
heimer states, against the average tax-
payer throughout the United States will
be less than $18 million a year through-
out the period of the construction of this
project. That is not equal to the
amount of money that will go into the
power-producing features of this project.
The interest-free features which, as you
will see here, cost some $287 million, will
come out of the reclamation fund and
will not come out of the general tax fund,
will not cost the taxpayers of this Nation
anything whatsoever out of the general
tax revenue. On the other hand, the
investment in the power features of this
project will pay the Federal Government
back all of the principal and the interest.

I want to say something with refer-
ence to the farm surpluses, because it is
contended that there is a basic incon-
sistency between authorizing this project
and on the other hand setting up a soil
bank. I assert that delivering water to
these lands will move in the direction
away from those surpluses which have
troubled our Treasury and our Nation.
There are only two of them that will be
raised of any consequence in this area.
They are wheat and corn. Experience
has shown that when dry land produc-
ing wheat is irrigated, the land for the
most part is diverted to other crops.

Here is an example. On the Columbia
basin project where 500,000 acres have
been brought under irrigation to date the
wheat acreage has been cut by 90 per-
cent and the production of wheat cut by
215 million bushels a year. As the tre-
mendous growth in the Columbia basin
increases, there will be a further reduc-
tion in the production of wheat and it
is estimated that by the time the project
is completed, there will be a reduction
of 5 million bushels of wheat per year.
In short, the irrigation of these areas
leads precisely away and in the opposite
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direction from these supported crops,
and as a consequence it is not an addi-
tion to the surpluses of this Nation,
What we are creating here is a water
bank and not a soil bank—a water bank
for future progress, development and
living in that great area.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want
to emphasize that the legislative history
of this bill shows it has been approved
by every executive agency and by every
legislative group which has given it a
hearing up to this time. It will not add
to the surpluses of this Nation. The
figures show that this project is engi-
neeringly sound, economically justified,
and financially feasible. It has been
approved by the finest engineers in both
this administration and in the past ad-
ministration. I trust, Mr. Chairman,
that when this bill goes to a vote in the
final test that it has here before this
legislative body, the record will be made
100 percent in the approval of the upper
Colorado River basin project by every
executive agency and legislative body
before which it has been put to a test.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
California [Mr. EnGLE] has made a
very fine statement of the economics
of the project and its effect upon
reclamation in the West and in the
Nation generally. In the few minutes
I have at my disposal, I wish to bring to
you a picture of the physical area con-
cerned and also a very short statement
of the legislation itself. The area of the
Colorado River reaches from the south-
ern parts of Wyoming, the northern
parts of Colorado and Utah to the Gulf
of California. Because of differences
had during the early part of this century
over the use of the water and the possible
future uses of the water, a compact was
entered into by representatives of the
seven States concerned. The compact
provided that the water of the Colorado
River or rather the use of the water of
the Colorado River would be divided at
Lee’s Ferry as far as the quotas between
the two areas were concerned. Lee’s
Ferry is just south of the boundary be-
tween Arizona and Utah. Too, the lower
basin was guaranteed the first 7%, mil-
lion acre-feet of water. The upper
basin was guaranteed the second half—
whatever that might be, and if the water
was not there, the upper basin would be
the one that would be short. Also, the
lower basin was allotted an extra million
acre-feet of water which either rises
within the bed of the river itself or rises
from tributaries below Lee's Ferry.
That was the Colorado compact—
solemnly entered into by the States and
approved by the Congress of the United
States in 1923.

I can advise my colleagues without
any fear of contradiction that the legis-
lation proposed in H. R. 3383 is in com-
pliance with the Colorado River compact
and the other compacts and agreements
which go to make up the “law of the
river.”

Already since 1930 some $400 million of
Federal moneys have been spent to de-
velop the area south of Lee’s Ferry,
mostly in southern California or along
the river itself. Since 1939 and 1940,
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‘moneys have been given to the Bureau of
Reclamation for expenditure in the
upper basin to investigate, and survey,
and make reports on projects which
would do for the upper basin what has
been done for the lower basin.

The reason the work has not pro-
ceeded faster is because the contribution
from the Boulder Canyon fund is only
$500,000 a year, and the amount appro-
priated by Congress has not been suffi-
cient to firm up a faster job. But as the
gentleman from California [Mr. ENcGLE],
has said, in 1946 the Department of the
Interior filed with the Congress its first
report. It filed with the Congress ifs
second report on the Colorado River in
1947, with the statement of the various
States, all of them favorable. Since that
time we have been busy trying to draft
legislation to bring before the Congress
to start the development of resources,
mostly water resources, but other devel-
opments too that necessarily go along
with it in the upper basin.

The bill now before this Committee
provides for 4 major units, 3 of which are
power producing units and 1 of which
is regulatory in streamflow only. I will
name them.

The Glen Canyon Dam with which I
think you are familiar. I think you are
also familiar with the Flaming Gorge
Dam; and may I suggest that there are
those of us who still think the Echo Park
site was more to be desired than Flaming
Gorge, but we have been defeated in our
purpose and we are willing to abide by
the decision of the Committee and have
taken Flaming Gorge in the northern
part of Utah in place of Echo Park.
While doing this we have entered into
an agreement with the conservationists
to the effect that we would not trespass
upon any national park or national mon-
ument area in the construction of proj-
ects authorized under the provisions of
this bill. I mention this because of a
colloquy had during the discussion had
on the rule between the gentleman from
California [Mr. HosmeRr] and myself rel-
ative to the position of the Sierra Club.
Since that time I have talked to M.
Brower, the director of the club, and he
has assured me within the last 20 min-
utes that their opposition is withdrawn
provided we place and keep within this
bill the provisions that we will not tres-
pass upon the national park or national
monument areas.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASPINALL, I yield to the gentle-
man from Utah. :

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Because some
of the Members were not here at the time
the colloguy took place, would the gentle~
man mind explaining what was repre-
sented by the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

Mr. ASPINALL. The gentleman from
Colorado made the statement that the
Sierra Club had withdrawn its opposi-
tion, that they were now not opposing it
‘as they had in the first place. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HosMER]
took issue with me and stated that within
‘the last few days he had conversed with
‘Mr. Brower and that that was not their
position. So I immediately went to Mr.
Brower, who I knew was in the gallery,
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and asked him. He said that I might
advise you that they have withdrawn
their opposition to this legisiation pro-
vided we have within the bill the provi-
sions to which I have just referred.

In addition to the two authorizations
just referred to there is a conditional
authorization for Curecanti, if and when
the Secretary has found it feasible.

Also, there is an authorization at this
time for Navaho as a regulatory dam.
In connection with the welfare of the
Navaho Indians, there is no possible use
by them of the water to which they are
entitled under treaty rights unless we
start with the construction of the
Navaho Dam or a similar facility.

Then, in addition to these 4 major
projects, there are 11 participating proj-
ects which are authorized by this legis-
lation.

The participating projects, with the
exception of the central Utah project,
are small irrigation projects which are
necessary to put the water to use in the
upper basin primarily for agricultural
purposes. The central Utah project is
a large project, it produces power, and it
also provides water for municipal use in
the Utah area. As I say, it is a large
one. The participating projects are the
only way by which benefits can be
secured to any part of the area as far
as irrigation is concerned.

In addition to this authorization, the
bill names some 24 projects of some
nebulous value in the upper basin to be
studied further by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to see whether or not they do
present any economic value which can
be given to the area and to the Nation
in the future providing Congress is will-
ing to authorize them. The reason for
this, of course, is quite apparent to those
of you who have studied the legislation.
Under this bill, the State of Colorado,
which furnishes 70-plus percent of the
total fiow of the river and is entitled to
51.75 percent of the upper-basin alloca-
tion, gets only 5 small projects, the costs
of which are in approximately $22 mil-
lion. These projects do not provide for
the consumptive use by the State of
Colorado of the water to which it is en-
titled under its allocation. Therefore, in
order to firm up possible development in
the upper basin, especially in Colorado,
these projects are named for further
study. If they are economically and
physically feasible, why, of course, they
will be brought te the attention of Con-
gress for future action.

The authorization for this project is
$760 million. The members of the House
committee can advise you that they in-
tend to stay as near that figure as they
possibly can provided we go to confer-
ence. The value of Federal aid to the
lower-basin contributions already made
is considerably over $400 million. Of
course, this bill has a statement of in-
tent to the effect that this is not to be
the final development in the upper basin.

In the West we have, as many of you
know, different water law than the rest
of the Nation. Simply stated, it holds
that he who first puts water to a bene-
ficial use acquires a perpetual right to
that use, a right which no man and no
legal entity can impair. So long as the
volume of water available for irrigation,
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power, and domestic and industrial use
exceeded the demand, there was no prob-
lem. Then with increasing settlement
came increasing demand, and the waters
of western streams for irrigation and
other uses became very valuable and an
item of controversy not only among in-
dividuals but more importantly among
States. The question of control or
ownership was uncertain. Some held
that the State of origin had complete
control even to the point of stopping the
entire flow of the river at the State line.
Others held that the Federal Govern-
ment had control of rivers in interstate
concourse. Out of this controversy be-
tween individuals, States, and the Fed-
eral Government there slowly evolved a
body of legal opinion that seemed to con-
firm the supreme right of the first user
irrespective of point of origin of the
water, place of use, or State line.

This apparent lezal determination
brought to a head a growing contro-
versy over the waters of the Colorado
River. As you know, settlement in the
Southwest, coming up from Mexico, pre-
ceded that in the Rocky Mountain West.
Additionally, most of the land along the
lower reaches of the Colorado was flat,
had a long growing season, and easily
developed for agricultural use. This
tended to mean that unless some divi-
sion was made of the Colorado, first use
in the lower basin would forever pre-
clude any development in the upstream
States where over 90 percent of the wa-
ter supply originated. The major draw-
back to development in the lower-basin
area was the erratic flow of the turbu-
lent river. In the spring it was a raging
monster, yet by late summer a danger-
ously low trickle. So far as southern
California was concerned, the ever-pres-
ent problem was just this. The Imperial
Valley where the water was used lies
below sea level and below the bed of the
Colorado. This created a great danger
that the Colorado would turn to this
great sink—and, indeed, it did in 1905—
and ruin all that had been built. Fight-
ing the annual flood battle was a costly
and uncertain proposition. Then late in
the summer the low trickle was inade-
quate for vital water needed in the late-
growing season. Beyond this, the then
supply canal lay in part in Mexico and
this made upkeep and flood prevention
more difficult. These circumstances led
very early to a determination in this area
that flood control was mandatory and
s0 was an all-American canal for wa-
ter delivery. Storage was also impor-
tant. Just a little later, the metropoli-
tan area foresaw an end to local or native
supply of domestic water and their eyes
turned to the far-away Colorado. Eco-
nomics was the big stumbling block to
the achievement of this complicated di-
version since it required great pumping
operations and cheap electric power to
operate them. Out of this, in time,
evolved a program which would achieve
all these ends and other important proj-
ects in southern California. What was
required was flood control, river regula-
tion, an all-American canal, and storage
and power on the river to make feasible
this ambitious undertaking.

In early form, the flood control could
have been most easily and cheaply taken
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care of by a relatively small dam as far
down the river as possible, but this

would have done nothing for either.

power, adequate holdover storage, or
water regulation or for municipal water.
Storage in the early stages appeared most

favorable in dams as far up the river-
as possible, -but it - was questionable -

whether this was legal for the dams
of necessity would have been in another
State.
have taken care of the Imperial Valley
irrigation and perhaps the all-American

canal, but again have left out municipal-

water for want of cheap and accessible
power in adequate amounts.

Thus it was that the lower basin area
sought a program to achieve all these
ends in an economic form since none
but flood control and some irrigation
could stand alone. In time—and with
progress in dam engineering—came the
concept of a huge dam and reservoir
at the point closest to the metropolitan
area so that its power would be market-
able in the demand area. In this plan
all needs could be met—the huge dam
would- provide both fiood control annu-
ally any cyclical water regulation and
control for both irrigation and munie-
ipal use. The huge power output could
be utilized to pay for the dam structure
and power features, provide cheap pump-
ing power for the municipal water canal
and also control the lower river so that
lower power dams and diversion points
for the municipal and irrigation water
would be praetical.

Now you will note, and the record is
clear, that each separate desire had ini-
tially a separate solution of which only
flood control was certain both as to eco-
nomiecs and legality. You will also note
that the key to unlock this dilemma was
power, power in such amounts, at such
cost, and in such location, that it would
be salable in the power-market area,
would be close enough for the municipal
pumping and still provide a means of
repayment for the only feature not di-
rectly related to either reclamation, mu-
nicipal water supply, or flood control
which were the only sure legal metheds
then existing under law. I say to you
then that Hoover Dam and its blessing-
bestowing power plant was not an inci-
dental part of the legal flood control,
reclamation, or municipal water supply,
but rather the only thing that made the
whole program even remotely feasible.
And now southern California has the
gall to come in and complain about the
“cash register” dams of the Colorado
storage project, and they at least are
charged in part to irrigation while not
one cent of Hoover Dam was ever
charged to irrigation, which it made pos-
sible; municipal water, which it made
possible; and the flood-control allocation
was a minor part of the whole program.
I am not speaking idly when I say that
my face would be crimson should I so
switch my position in just one gener-
ation.

But on to the water-use problem. Un-
less and until the lower-basin area, es-
pecially southern California, could in-
sure its complete right to a minimum
of water, this ambitious project, even if
broken down into parts, was impossible.
Up until this time, that is 1920, no final

These upstream dams would -
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legal determination had been made or

was even sure of achievement. Water
right depended upon use and here use
was impossible without a sure right.

Do not let me seem to imply that the.

upper-basin area stood by idly through

this period. . I have pride rather in say-:

ing that forward-looking men there were
men who were also trying to find means
to develop their resources through wa-
ter use. With the uncertain status of
water right, they feared that the lower-
basin program would estop upper-area
development and they accordingly gave
logieal opposition to such program seek-
ing instead a uniform development along
the river.

Into this ever hotter issue stepped the
calm figure of an eminent Colorado wa-
ter specialist to suggest a division of the
water of the Colorado by treaty or com-
pact as between the States desiring its
use. This man, Delph Carpenter, thus
became virtually the father of a treaty
division which was finally achieved in
Santa Fe, N. Mex,, late in 1922. The
lower-basin area, including southern
California, welcomed this proposition to
establish sure rights so that their devel-
opment and their construction could
proceed, Out of earlier meetings among
the States involved, thus came a Colo-
rado River Commission with two mem-
bers appointed in official action by the
Governor of each State—Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico,
Utah, and Wyoming. In that concur-
rence of the Congress and the Federal
Government was necessary—and indeed
required by the Constitution—for such
multi-State agreement, a Federal repre-
sentative was appointed, Herbert Hoov-
er, then Under Secretary of Commerce.
Mr. Hoover, incidentally, was elected by
the commissioners as chairman of the
interstate group.

Many meetings were held as this group
attempted to divide the Colorado River
water so much to each of the seven
States. It soon became obvious that this
was impossible. But in that there was
a natural division into an upper basin
area and a lower basin area, it was de-
termined to divide the use between the
two natural basins. In addition, a deci-
sion was rendered by the Supreme Court
that the first user of water had the supe-
rior right, irrespective of State line—
Wyoming against Colorado—in the sum-
mer of 1922, and this provided the final
push to find an agreement. When worked
out, that unanimous agreement was to
divide the water in perpetuity between
the two natural areas, the upper basin,
or highland area, from which the water
came, and the lower, or sea-level area.
The only reason that the wording did
not read as a straight division was that
Mr. Hoover, in proper support of the Fed-
eral interest, could not then accede to
a final ownership or control of interstate
water by the States. Nonetheless, the
sole purpose of the commission and the
compact it drafted was to divide the
water and its attendant use.

[H. Doc. 717, 80th Cong., 2d sess., Report
by Hon. Herbert Hoover, Representative
of the United States (H. Doc. 605, 67th
Cong., 4th sess.) p. A24]

Frequent!y in the 'past- j'l.l.&t such very
serious conflicts have arisen. on interstate

streams resulting in prol

ment. This compact, when approved, will be
a settlement of impending interstate con-
troversies and an adjudication of rights to
the use of the water in advance of construc-

tion, thus ellminating litigation and laying
the groundwerk for the orderly development

of a vast area of desert land, estimated at
some 4 million acres; the utilization of river

flow now unused in the generation of hydro- -

electric energy, the possibilities of which are
estimated at 6 milllon horsepower; the con-
struction of dams for the control of floods
which annually threaten communities in
which over 75,000 American citizens now re-
slde, with preperty worth more than $100
million; the establishment of new homes and
new communities and the creation of a vast
amount of new wealth.

The primary purpose of the compact is to
make an equal division and apportionment
of the waters of the river, For this purpose
the river system is divided into an upper and
lower basin.

The major purposes of this compact are to
provide for the equitable division and ap-

portionment of the use of the waters of the

Colorado River system; to establish the rela-
tive importance of different beneficial uses
of water; to promote inferstate comity; to

remove causes of present and future contro-

versies; and to secure the expeditious agri-
cultural and industrial development of the
Colorado Rilver Basin, the storage of its

waters, and the protection of life and prop-
erty from floods.. To these ends the Colorado.

River Basin is divided into two basins, and an.

apportionment of the use of part of the

water of the Colorado River system is mada
to each of them with the provision that
further equitable apportionments may be
made.

pact negotiated and signed by the States of;
Arizona, . California, Colorado, Nevada, New
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. Ratified by all
States except Arizona, including a self limi-
fation requirement for California, as a con-
dition precedent to the Boulder Canyon proj=
ect and proclaimed By President Eoover,
June 25, 1929.)

This they achieved by “apportioning
in perpetuity”—in article ITI (a)—“the
exclusive beneficial consumptive use of
7,500,000 acre-feet of water per an-
num"” to each basin with each State
to obtain its share—by later in basin
agreement they thought—from its own
basin. This apportionment was designed
to and did exclude the doetrine of appro=-
priation as to use between the two areas.
Thus, the early right of the Imperial
Valley attached only to lower basin water
and not to any upper basin water up to
its legal apportionment—seection VIII,
Colorado River compact,

Unfortunately, even after the adoption
of the compact in 1922, controversy still
continued. This was not, however, be~
tween the States of the upper basin and
southern California. Rather, the upper
basin States were happy to then add their
weight to the passage of the act to build
the Hoover Dam and its appurtenant
structures and thereby set in motion the
full development of southern California,
for had they not just come to agreement
that each area would have a firm and
fixed share of water and firm and fixed
right to its use? They also lent their sup-
port to other lower basin development
under the same thinking, Arizona, the
other major lower basin user, has been
unable to achieve its hope of a major
and long-planned development., but we
have supported them. The epposition to
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longed and expensive -
litigation and causing long delays in develop-

(Article 1 of the Colorado River com-
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that project also centered in southern
California.

| 'However, over the next few years, it
was with not only cooperation but active
support from the upper basin area, that
the nonreclamation area objection to
the Hoover Dam program was finally
overcome. May I say to you that the
self-same arguments presently being
used against the Colorado storage project
were used against Hoover Dam and its
related works—size, complexity, lack of
power market for that cost of power,
growing of already surplus crops, public=
power oppesition, cost, and just plain
inertia. Each of these arguments has
been doubly discounted by the passage of
time and the success of these projects.
The mighty Hoover Dam broke the back
of the turbulent Colorado and made the
lower basin flow useful and profitable,
The cessation of the flood menace, the
storage and the all-American canal fixed
things up fine for the Imperial Valley.
The river control made possible the in-
stallation of lower power dams and di-
version points for other uses, including
the metropolitan water diversion. The
great storage made possible a firm and
fixed supply of water for all periods of
the growing season and municipal sup-
ply. Best of all, the cheap power made
the metropolitan water pumping feasible
and provided the cash register to repay,
with interest, the cost of the dam and
the generating works. By so paying for
these, the other canals, diversions and
uses could pay for their part of the over-
all facilities.

Mr. DworsHAK. In other words, if power
were not assuming a large proportion of the
original cost of Boulder Dam, it would be
quite difficult for flood control or reclama-
tion and other uses, river regulation, to re-
pay the Government for the original invest-
ment

Mr. Scarrercoobp (chief electrical engineer
and general manager of the Bureau of Power
and Light of the Department of Water and
Power of the City of Los Angeles). It would
be utterly impossible, because reclamation
could not stand any such cost or even a
reasonable share of that cost. (Hearings be-
fore Committee on Irrigration and Reclama-
tion, House of Representatives, 76th Cong.,
1st sess., on H. R. 6629, 1939.)

As a matter of further fact, the Su-
perior Court of California held that the
Boulder Canyon project was not even an
irrigation project and that requirements
of section 4 of the Reclamation Act had
no application—Evan T. Hewes, substi-
tuted for John L. DuBois, et al., against
All Persons et al., see page 52, Federal
Reclamation laws, annotated.

Further reference could be made to
the committee hearings on H. R. 9093 in
the 3d session of the 76th Congress,
pages 118 through 123, or to pages 535,
536 of the first edition of the Hoover
Dam documents by Wilbur and Ely, and
it must be the first edition for this
material does not appear in the later edi-
tion except as a reference to see appen-
dix such and such in the first edition.

Here recorded is a letter from John B.
Miller, then chairman of the board of
Southern Edison Co., written to Secre-
tary of Interior Wilbur which reads:

As has been repeatedly pointed out, the
Boulder project is chiefly a water project
and our interest in that project is simply se-
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curing for the community which we serve
the assurance as to an addltional supply of
water which the community believes it will
require.

So far as power ls concerned, it is more
costly under the contract price proposed
than power which we are securing from the
alternate source of steam plants.

Even though the Black Canyon site
so appropriated—and I use the word
“appropriated” since private groups had
filed on the site before the whole canyon
area was withdrawn by the Federal Gov-
ernment—was the best on the river and
even though the lowlands are the best of
the area for irrigation, the example of
this huge program not only paying its
way but creating vast new wealth, is
ample demonstration that the Colorado
storage project—to utilize water appor-
tioned way back in 1922—will do the
same in the upper basin area. As the
lower basin development could follow
only the achievement of agreement
among the States as to water use and
the cooperation of at least 6 States in
passage of the legislation for construc-
tion, it follows that the same situation
should obtain for the upper basin. As
the Hoover Dam and related works was
the program to allow the lower basin the
use of its apportioned share of this vital
water, so is the Colorado storage project
the long delayed but long planned and
expected program for use by the upper
basin of its share of the water. We fail
to understand why what was sauce for
southern California is not now sauce for
the upper basin, Yet, on the contrary,
they are trying to cook our goose. We
must have a program similar in magni-
tude and concept to this if we are to use
our legal allotment of water, and the
upper basin States got together not long
ago and peacefully divided their upper
basin area share. In the lower basin,
California has Arizona in the courts and
tried to drag us in. Just as the late flow
was inadequate for safe use for irrigation
in the Imperial Valley—before any met-
ropolital diversion above it—before stor-
age was provided, so is any safe use in
the upper basin impossible in low-water
years without compensatory storage in
and for the upper basin. Such holdover
storage will insure that the upper basin
can use its legal share of the erratic flow
and still deliver the apportioned sum to
the lower basin and Mexico annually,

This need stems all the more force-
fully from a dramatic decrease in the
average flow of the Colorado. In 1922
when the compact was hammered out,
the river was thought to flow in excess
of 16 million acre-feet. The average
now is down to about 12 million acre-
feet, or less by far than the legal divi-
sion of 75 millicn acre-feet to each
basin plus 1! million acre-feet for
Mexico. Divide it how you will, you
cannot get 16 million acre-feet from
14 million, especially when the bulk of
the total flow runs down the river at
flood crest when the snow melts in the
spring. Holdover storage in the upper
basin is required to regulate seasonal
flow and also to save wet year water for
dry year delivery downstream. Only a
bit over half of our legal allotment ecan
be used as a safe supply without such
compensatory storage. Efforts to use
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more would have an adverse effect on all
users all along the river in low flow years.
At the time of the compact negotiations,
Arizona wanted the upper basin to build
storage reservoirs similar to those now
proposed to insure firm downstream de-
livery. So far as I can ascertain, Cali-
fornia had no such interest for she knew
that storage in her own area was neces~-
sary for the projects she so much wanted.
Now the wheel has turned. Arizona
supports this storage, but California, in
the form of southern California objec-
tion, seeks to prevent the construction
of storage other than her own. I say
again, she so well knows the value of
the power that she wants no other to
obtain it. As it now stands, as a matter
of fact, she is able to utilize all of the
unused flow of the Colorado when it
does come by—and she can cateh it in
storage—and utilize it for the genera-
tion of dump power at Hoover Dam.
Why, they say to themselves, should we
lose this virtually firm but actually cheap
dump power? The only reason is that
the whole legal structure of power pro-
duction at Hoover rests upon the firm
supply of only the 7% millicn acre-feet
of lower basin flow rights—plus Mexico—
and all confracts for power have always
recognized this fact and the corollary
that development contemplated = and
planned for in the upper basin would re-
duce the power head to this legally de-
fined minimum flow. So much for that.
CALIFORNIA FIGHTS To Kreep CHEAP POWER,
HEARING REVEALS
(By George S. Holmes)

WasHINGTON.—"“The cat is out of the bag.®
California’s testimony before the Senate In-
terior subcommittee, opposing authoriza-
tlon of the Colorado River storage project,
shows that what she fears most is loss of the
Che&p dump. or secondsry electric power

Wwhich the city of Los Angeles is now buying
from Hoover Dam.

The hidden feline was let loose by Gilmore
Tillman, assistant city attorney of Los An-
geles and attorney for the department of
water and power, who confined all his testi-
mony to the effect Los Angeles believes the
storage project will have upon its contracts
for power from downstream projects.

His views were later corroborated by North-
cutt Ely, special counsel for the Colorado
River Board of California and an assistant
to the attorney general in California, when
he made his presentation before the com-
mittee.

Mr, Tillman's testimony disclosed that for
years the city of Los Angeles has been reap-
ing a bonanza in cheap electric secondary
power from Hoover Dam, but now that the
filling of the proposed new dams in the
storage project might cut off this so-called
dump power, it can no longer rely upon it
for their customers and their rates would
have to be increased.

This excess of dump power, was acquired
by Los Angeles as a happy circumstance of
the inability of the upper basin States to
develop their share of the resources of the
Colorado River.

Now that the latter have banded together
to obtain storage dams and participating
projects for their own advantage, using only
their own legal share of the water, Los An-
geles has become excited, as revealed by Mr.
Tillman's arguments, over the loss of power
on which they had no claim in the first place
and on which they have no claim now.

It was just the good luck of Los Angeles
that it could buy and use this excess power
at bargain rates. Now, the big town comes
out into the open at last and is fighting
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against losing something that never actusally
belonged to her.

The latter point is admitted by Mr. Till-
man in his brief, in which he said, in dis-
cussing the amounts of energy involved:

“I wish to emphasize that I do not contend
or even suggest that any of these estimates
or assumptions by the Govermment consti-
tute guaranties. They are necessarily based
on two factors which cannot be anticipated
with certainty—the actual runoff of the
Colorado River and the time of the develop-
ment of upstream diversions authorlzed by
the Colorado River compact.

“If, in experience, either of these two fac-
tors deviates from the original estimate or
assumption, and this deviation results in a
dimunition of secondary or even firm power,
as estimated, we have no ground for com-
plaint.

“On the other hand, it 1s equally clear that
the United States has no right willfully and
voluntarily to divert to some other purpose
of its own, water which would otherwise be
available for the generation of firm and sec-
ondary energy at Hoover Dam.

“Upon this ground, as a representative
of a public agency threatened with serious
injury, I object to the construction of the
storage units proposed in the bill now pend-
ing before this commiitee (8. 500) and their
operation in the manner contemplated by
the Department of the Interior as evidenced
by House Document 364 and by testimony
Introduced before this committee.”

Thus, as this reporter views his testimony,
Los Angeles is now making clalm to some-
thing which the city's own attorney says it
has no right to claim.

Dump-power has always been sold wher-
ever available, at cheaper rates than firm
power, because the supply is neither stable
nor predictable.

It is purchased at a risk and therefore
commands & cheaper price.

The only power guaranteed Los Angeles
at Hoover Dam. is the firm power acquired
under the contract. All elee is gravy. It
is this gravy Los Angeles is now seeking to
hang on to, even if meant that Colorado and
the upper basin States could never develop
their own resourcés, in accordance with the
river compacts.

Depriving Los Angeles of this nonguar-
anteed and fluctuating excess electric power,
because the upper basin States will have
some life-saving, river-regulating reservoirs
to fill, now becomes an invasion and viola-
tion of the rights of the city of Los Angeles,
according to Mr. Tillman.

The Los Angeles legal representative cities
the amount of money the city has expended
in transmission lines from Hoover Dam and
how much it is now going to cost the city
to buy fuel oil in case it cannot enjoy the
use of the dump power it has been getting
all these years at a low rate.

“In an average year," complained Mr. Till-
man to the committee, “the water thus di-
verted (for filling the proposed reservoirs)
necessarily will be replaced by 760,000 bar-
rels of fuel oll. At a price of $1.80 per barrel,
the oil thus substituted for falling water
would cost $1,365,000."

Discussing It in further detail, Tillm=n
says the total exira net cost for replacement
fuel for all secondary energy, would be ap-
proximately $2,1562,000 in a normal year.

Thus Los Angeles is now promoting a
vested interest in a benefit from the river
to which she admits having no guaranty.
In fact, Mr. Tillman epelled out the demands
of Lus Angeles as follows:

“In order to fulfill its obligations and
maintain the integrity of its existing econ-
tracts, the United States must:

“1. Deliver at Hoover Dam, for the gen-
eration of firm and secondary energy, the
full run of the river, less all upstream diver-
sions for domestic or agricultural pur-
poses; or
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“2, During the filling perlod of the pro-
posed storage units, deliver to the Hoover
Dam power contractors, at the applicable
contract firm or secondary rate, energy
which in quantity and in time and place of
delivery is equivalent to that which would
have been generated at Hoover Dam had no
water been diverted to this upstream stor-
age; or
“3. During the filling period of the pro-
posed storage wunits, make full financial
reparation to the Hoover Dam power con-
tractors for the costs to them (including
capital costs, where appropriate) of the re-
placement of all “firm"” or “secondary’ ener-
gy which would have been generated at
Hoover Dam had no water been diverted to
this up-stream storage.”

The legalities of the situation, it may be
noted, revolve around the questions raised
by Governor Johnson, as to whether or not
waters impounded by the upper basin for
power generation, in order to regulate the
river and provide power revenues for build-
ing the participating units can be witheld
for those purposes or must be interpreted as
surplus waters which must be released to the
lower basin for beneficilal consumptive use.

Quoting Governor Johnson on this matter
by calling it a very falr assumption, North-
cutt Ely, of Ely and McCarty, legal repre-
sentatives here of the Colorado River Board
of Californla, supports the position of Mr.
Tillman and told the committee that water
appropriated in the lower basin, even though
excess or surplus waters, may not be with-
held from use, for the generation of power.
Mr. Ely asserted that if the upper basin
States could curtail water during the filling
period, legally, they could also do it lawfully
at any other time.

“Is it your contention,” asked Elmer Ben-
nett, congressional liaison representative of
the Interior Department, at the Senate hear-
ings, “that the generation of power in the
lower basin has a priority or preference
somehow, under the compact, over power
generation in the upper basin, assuming the
right to use were on a par otherwise?”

“*We say,” replied Ely, “That the rights
established under the Boulder Canyon Proj-
ect Act, and the power contracts made there-
under, cannot lawfully be interfered with
by the withholding of water at Glen Canyon
or other upstream dams solely for power
generation.”

Whatever the outcome of this legal prob-
lem, accentuated by Governor Johnson’s tes-
timony and statements, it demonstrates the
dog-in-the-manger policy of California
charged by members from the upper basin
States and that its real fear is the loss of its
cheap “dump power" from Hoover Dam,

Do not think either that the passage
of the Hoover Dam legislation was the
last example of upper basin support for
lower basin development. After Hoover
was built and in operation, it was found
by southern California that the program
they had ecalculated would not work as
they had planned or as they had said
it would when obtaining agreement for
support from the other Stafes. Accord-
ingly, they wished to have the Boulder
Canyon Project Act revised. This led to
a series of events culminating in the
Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act.
This too is a great story if time per-
mitted its telling, but I shall have to
cover it rapidly and insert material to
cover the parts which might be useful
for reference.

I mentioned before that the record
shows that all hands were fully aware
of the fact that power at Hoover Dam

‘was not an incidental to the develop-

ment but rather the very key. Of the
$173 million cost of Hoover, 100 percent
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was to be recovered from power. It may"
be that the now deferered $25 million
flood econtrol allocation will not be re-
paid, but all repayment comes from
power alone. It was also known by many
that contracts to take Hoover power were
signed even though the allottee knew
that the hydropower cost was in excess
of then existing alternate generating fa-
cilities. Southern California had as-
sured all questioners that the power
would be taken at its cost, and so dem-
onstrated in a show of remarkable faith
by signing such contracts, Then, by the
time power came on the line in 1937,
events external to the Colorado had also
altered the situation. Interest was down:
from 4 fo less than 3 percent. Steam
or other generation had increased in
efficiency and decreased in cost—also due
to depression prices—and the Federal
Government had built such power proj-
ects as TVA, Bonneyille, and initiated
such projects as Fort Peck on the Mis-
souri, where power rates were not on a
competitive basis as for Hoover but
rather on an amortizing basis at less
cost. Such concept was written into the
reclamation law in 1939 and represented
a material advancement in resource de-
velopment.

Naturally power users on the Hoover
line wanted an adjustment in charges
more in conformity with life. Under the
Boulder Canyon Act, such readjustments
could have been made in 1945, but mil~
lions in extra cost would be charged prior
to that time. The other Colorado River
States interposed objection—not to the
readjustment but to potential changes in
the original act applicable to them. Ari-
zona and Nevada had each been guaran=
teed a payment of 183; percent of sur-
plus revenues beyond the amount needed
for repayment—the balance, or 6215 per-
cent, of surplus revenue being allocated
to repayment of flood-control features.
And I may interpose the thought that
this charge for flood control should never
have been necessary, but this extra bur-
den was accepted in order to get water
and meet ill-conceived opposition. If
the proposed rate adjustment were to
provide solely for an amortizing basis,
then these in lieu of tax payments to
Arizona and Nevada would have been
abrogated, and, in addition, the proposal
to defer repayment of the flood-control
allocation until after the repayment of
all other costs would have postponed al-
most indefinitely the agreed payment
into a special fund to provide for further
study and development along the Colo-
rado. This fund was to survey develop-
ment all along the river, but its greatest
value would have been to the upper
basin area.

So it was that the interested States
again undertook to negotiate their de-
sires into an agreement. Accordingly
-each of the Governors appointed 2 mem-
bers to a committee which, when 2 power
allottees were added, become known as
the committee of 16. This committee,
when agreement was unanimously
achieved, appointed a committee of three
to draft the actual adjustment bill and
present it to the Congress with proper
notation of the unanimous agreement.
One of the committee of three, and the
one who carried the ball in the Senate
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hearings, was the late Judge Clifford
Stone, of Colorado. His contribution all
the way through this matter was of con-
siderable and then appreciated value.
The appreciation did not last very long,
but Judge Stone did live long enough to
see the program report for the develop-
ment of the upper basin and of Colorado,
which report he understood to be an in-
tegral part of the Boulder Adjustment
Act.

The unanimous agreement reached by
the 7 States and power allotees was
briefly: That interest charges be re-
duced from 4 to 3 percent; that rates

be established not on a competitive but

on an amortizing basis; that to replace
the 1834 percent promise fo each of
Arizona and Nevada, an annual pay-
ment of $300,000 would be made; that
the repayment of the flood control cost
be postponed at least until all other fea-
tures were repaid; and, finally, to insure
the future development along the Colo-
rado that $500,000 annually be paid into
the Colorado River development fund
for investigation and construction sub-
ject to appropriation by Congress.
These concepts were adopted, with the
unanimous support of the upper basin
Representatives as the Boulder Canyon
Adjustment Act. Should it seem that
much was given for little, let the record
also show that competent estimates at
that time were that these adjustments
would save southern California some
$100 million, while the other changes
were merely to insure certain payment
of amounts stated in the original act
since these payments would have been
wiped out by California’'s suggestions for
adjustment.

- This adjustment act was passed in
the summer of 1940—not long ago. Up
until that time, cooperation and mutual
support was a great thing according to
southern California. However, when
the plan of development for the upper
basin was worked out from the money
provided, as I mentioned, in the adjust-
ment act, and from earlier studies,
southern California decided that coop-
eration had lost all its purpose—all this
in just a few years between 1940 and
1950. What was useful in 1940 to ob-
tain a desired end, suddenly died in
1950 when others came forward with
long-awaited plans of development.
Since 1950, expensive opposition from
southern California has become increas-
ingly frantic and the last 14 months have
brought an ever-increasing flood on
antiupper Colorado storage project
propaganda pouring from this well-
organized and well-financed group—and
you have seen this in the Recorp and
elsewhere.

The program spelled out in this pro-
posal is the outgrowth of negotiations
and conferences of water leaders in the
‘West going all the way back to 1900—or
over 50 years. After these long negotia-
tions and conferences of the interested
States and Federal agencies, it was Colo-
rado’s thought that the water had been
divided and its full use in each basin
spelled out and provided for and use by
States in the upper basin. Accordingly,
Colorado has given its full and often
crucial support to the great programs
.and projects which allowed southern Cal-
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ifornia to develop for use over three-
fourths of the whole lower basin share
of water. It was understood that such
mutual cooperation and support would
continue, even though all agreed that the
lower basin projects were least expensive
and easiest to build.

In hours of need, as in the necessary
adjustment of the original Boulder Can-
yon Act, and indeed in its very passage,
Colorado has been pleased to help her
neighbor. She has also acquiesced to
use by other States of great volumes of
water from the Colorado even though she
;lone supplies three-fourths of its total

OW.

Now the hour has finally come for the
development of her share. The very suc-
cess of development, primarily in south-
ern California, on the lower Colorado
proves that this program is valuable and
economically worthwhile to the Nation.
We cannot understand southern Cali-
fornia’s opposition in any terms other
than that she, in view of such values,
wishes to have them all for herself.

Acting in conformity with section 15
of the Boulder Canyon Project Act,
passed in 1928, and section 2 of the Boul-
der Canyon Project Adjustment Act,
passed in 1940, the Bureau of Reclama-
tion carried on extensive studies and
investigations on the Colorado River.
These investigations and the formation
of a report were intensified in the years
1940 to 1945 and the forepart of 1946.
On June 7, 1946, a departmental report of
the Department of the Interior was is-
sued. This followed and was based upon
a report and recommendations, dated
March 22, 1946, by the directors of re-
gions 3 and 4, Bureau of Reclamation.
The 1946 report stated that there was not
enough water available in the Colorado
River system for full expansion of exist-
ing and authorized projects and for all
potential projects referred to in the re-
port. The report stated further that
there was a pressing need for a deter-
mination of the rights of the respective
States to deplete the flow of the Colorado
River consistent with the Colorado River
compact and its associated documents
and recommended that the States deter-
mine their respective rights in such mat-
ter. The report was submitted, as re-
quired by law, to the affected States for
their respective views. Colorado sub-
mitted its comments and criticisms, and
concurred in the conclusion that there
should be an apportionment of water
among the States of the upper basin.
In his report to Congress on July 24, 1947,
the Secretary of Interior recommended
among other things “that the States of
the upper Colorado River Basin and
States of the lower Colorado River Basin
should be encouraged to proceed expe-
ditiously to determine their respective
rights to the waters of the Colorado River
consistent with the Colorado River com-
pact.”

Acting in conformity with the sugges-
tions contained in the 1947 report the
upper basin States negotiated and signed
the upper Colorado River Basin compact
which compact was approved by Congress
April 6, 1949. The upper Colorado River
compact is subject to the provisions and
limitations of the Colorado River com-
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pact of 1922. Itapportions the consump-
tive use of upper basin waters to the up-
per basin States as follows:

Arizona, 50,000 acre-feet.

Colorado, 51.75 percent of balance.

New Mexico, 11.25 percent of balance.

Utah, 23 percent of balance.

Wyoming, 14 percent of balance.

It provides further for the creation of
an interstate administrative agency to be
known as the Upper Colorado River
Commission. Other important provi-
sions are: First, that States of the upper
basin must assume the responsibility for
losses of water occurring as the result of
the storage of water in reservoirs con-
structed in the upper basin; and second,
that consumptive uses of water by In-
dians shall be charged to the State in
which the use is made.

These acts then are the law of the
river:

(a) The Colorado River compact.

(b) The Boulder Canyon Project Act.

(c) The California Limitation Act.

(d) The Boulder Canyon Project Ad-
justment Act.

(e) The Treaty with Mexico.

(f) The upper Colorado River Basin
compact,

The legislation now before this com-
mittee provides that whatever authoriza-
tion is approved by Congress in this re-
spect, the administration of such must
comply with the “law of the river.”

With the signing and approval of the
upper Colorado River Basin compact, the
States of the area were in position to re-
quest of the Department of the Interior
that it file its final reports with Congress
on those projects ready for consideration
by Congress. The States of the upper
basin then proceeded to draft the neces-
sary legislation. The first bill to be pre-
sented to prospective sponsors was for-
warded from the upper Colorado River
Commission, with offices in Grand Junc-
tion, Colo., on October 10, 1951. The sub-
stitute bill now before the committee is
a greatly modified and reduced hill from
the one originally recommended by the
commission. The bill presently before us
is also greatly reduced from the proposal
as originally suggested by the Depart-
ment. It is, however, the opinion of the
majority of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs that the legislation
now recommended is sufficient in author-
ity, and size for the purposes intended.

‘When the upper Colorado River devel-
opment report was approved by formed
Secretary of the Interior Chapman, he
said:

The comprehensive plan for the upper
Colorado River Basin provides a blueprint
for one of the few remaining great basin
areas of the West which are not already well
on the way to full use of their water re-
sources. The 48.0 million acre-feet of stor-
age space provided for in the plan compares
with present available reservoir storage of
less than 2 million acre-feet. The hydroelec-
tric capacity of 1,622,000 kilowatts compares
with less than 125,000 kilowatts of existing
capacity in the upper basin, including inter-
nal combustion and steam plants as well as
hydroeleetric plants.

Now that the upper basin compact, which
apportions the available water among the
States, is in force, urgently needed irrigation
projects may be undertaken to turn dry land
into productive farms and to supplement the
meager water supply on several hundred
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thousand acres of presently irrigated land.
An urgent need also exists for the hydroelec-
trie power made possible by the storage reser-
voirs to permit utilization of the upper
basin’s natural resources, including timber
and vast deposits of coal, petroleum, oil
shale, phosphate, and other minerals.

This statement was accompanied by
one from the then Acting Commissioner
of Reclamation, Goodrich Lineweaver,
when he said:

The States of the upper basin can realize
the use of their apportioned water only when
extensive river regulation is provided to
assist them in meeting the downstream de-
livery of 75 million acre-feet in a 10-year
period as provided by the Colorado River
Compact. This regulation can only be ob-
talned by means of large reservoirs holding
over great quantities of water from years of
high runoff to years of low runoff. Judging
from past records, these cycles might be as
long as 20 to 25 years. Therefore these reser-
voirs must be ready to store water many
years ahead of the actual time of need for
irrigation purposes.

In view of the existing national emergency,
consideration should also be given to the
sultabllity of the power features of the stor-
age project as they relate to the national
defense,

Bills authorizing the upper Colorado
River project have been thoroughly and
minutely considered by the Subcommit-
tee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the
Committee on Interior of the House.
Over 100 hours have been spent in taking
testimony during the last two Congresses.
Approximately 25 hours of marking up
procedures have been spent in consider-
ing the legislation; 2,886 pages of testi-
mony have been taken. In fact, the leg-
islation has been most thoroughly con-
sidered. Although there is a minority
report it is only fair to advise this com~
mittee that the legislation now recom-
mended has been reported to the House
by a vote of better than 3 to 1 in the
Committee on Interior..

H. R. 3383, as amended by the substi-
tute here recommended, provides for ir-
rigation, flood control, hydroelectric
power, municipal water, recreation, and
fish and wildlife benefits.

Two kinds of project installations are
provided: First, the first category known
as project units consisting of four major
dams; and second, the second category
known as participating projects consist~
ing of 11 auxiliary or subsidiary smaller
projects made up of smaller dams, divi-
sion works and canals and laterals.
Three of the larger units and one of the
participating projects have hydroelec-
tric facilities included in their construc-
tion and operation. :

The pertinent facts of the major units
which are to be used for the regulation
of the river, storage of water to guaran-
tee mutually agreed upon deliveries to
the lower basin, and the production of
needed electric power are:

Glen Canyon Dam to be located on the
Colorado River in mnorthern Arizona
about 13 miles downstream from the
Utah-Arizona State line and 13 miles
upstream from Lee Ferry, the dividing
point between the upper and lower
basins. The dam would be a conerete,
curved, gravity-type structure rising 700
feet from bedrock. The reservoir, which
would be the final regulating storage
point for deliveries to fulfill lower basin
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commitments under the compact, would
have capacity of 26 million acre-feet in-
cluding 20 million acre-feet of active
capacity. The reservoir, when filled,
would have a maximum water surface of
153,000 acres and would extend about
186 river miles up the Colorado, nearly
to the mouth of the Green River, and 71
river miles up the San Juan. The reser-
voir would be the principal sediment re-
pository in the upper basin. In 200
years, at present rate of sediment flow
in the river, silt deposits would fill all in-
active storage space and reduce the ac-
tive storage space by half. The power
plant would be located near the toe of
the dam and would consist of seven gen-
erating units with a total installed
capacity of 800,000 kilowatts. The plant
would have a mean power head of 480
feet. Total cost is estimated at $379,-
143,000.

Flaming Gorge unit includes the Ash-
ley Dam which would be located on the
Green River 32 air miles north of Vernal,
Utah, and the same distance downstream
from the Utah-Wyoming border. Ash-
ley Dam would be a concrete, gravity-
type structure rising 491 feet from bed-
rock. Flaming Gorge Reservoir, created
by the dam, would have total storage
capacity of 3,940,000 acre-feet including
active capacity of 2,950,000 acre-feet,
‘When filled, the reservoir would have a
water surface area of 40,800 acres and
would extend 91 miles upstream, to with-
in 3 or 4 miles of the town of Green
River, Wyo. The powerplant would con-
sist of 3 units with a total installed ca-
pacity of 72,000 kilowatts operating un-
der a mean head of 395 feet. Estimated
cost of construction is $74,648,000.

Navaho Dam site is on the San Juan
River in northwestern New Mexico, about
19.5 river miles upstream from Blanco
and 34 miles east of Farmington, N. Mex.
It is 3.5 miles downstream from the con-
fluence of the Pine and San Juan Rivers.
The dam would be an earth-fill strueture
360 feet high and the reservoir would
have a total capacity of 1,200,000 in-
cluding an active capacity of 1,050,000
acre-feet. When filled to capacity, the
reservoir would have a water surface of
10,800 acres and would extend 33 miles
up the San Juan River to 3.5 miles be-
yond the town of Arboles, Colo. The
powerplant would have 3 units with in-
stalled capacity of 30,000 kilowatts and
operate under a mean head of 275 feet,
Total cost is estimated at $32,933,000.

Curecanti unit includes a concrete,
gravity structure rising 510 feet from
bedrock and located a few miles down-
stream from Sapinero, Colo., on the Gun-
nison River. The capacity of the Cure-
canti Reservoir would be 940,000 acre-
feet of water with as yet an undeter-
mined amount of hydroelectric power.
In addition to the major dam it is con-
templated that there shall be three
smaller power-producing dam installa-
tions a short distance down the river
from the major dam itself.

The participating projects with perti=
nent facts for each one are:

Central Utah project, Utah: The com=
prehensive Central Utah project, a large
multiple-purpose development, is of such
magnitude that it has been planned in
two parts—the initial phase, a unified
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portion that could operate independent-
ly, and the ultimate phase. Only the
initial phase is included in the group rec-
ommended for initial participation in the
upper Colorado River account.

The initial phase would intercept the
flow of streams on the south slope of the
Uinta Mountains as far east as Rock
Creek and would convey the water west-
ward by gravity flow for use in the
Bonneville Basin. Water for replace-
ment and expanded irrigation in the
Uinta Basin would be provided by stor-
age on local streams. Several regula-
tory reservoirs would be required in both
the Bonneville and Uinta Basins, the
principal one being the enlarged Straw=-
berry Reservoir on the Strawberry River.
By construction of Soldier Creek Dam
the capacity of the reservoir would be
inereased from 283,000 acre-feet to
1,370,000 acre-feet. The initial phase
would provide for the irrigation of 29,600
acres of new land and 165,800 acres now
irrigated but in need of more water or
improved water regulation. It would also
provide 48,800 acre-feet of water annu-
ally for municipal, industrial and re-
lated uses. It would generate each year
approximately 359,100,000 kilowatt-
hours of firm energy and 3,400,000 kilo-
watt-hours of secondary energy.

Emery County project, Utah: Irriga-
tion water would be furnished 24,080
acres of land under existing canals di-
verting water from Cottonwood Creek
to Huntington Creek in east-central
Utah near Castle Dale. Supplemental
water would be provided for 20,450 acres
of the land and a full new supply would
be provided for 3,630 acres. The irriga-
tion water would be ‘made available
through storage of surplus spring runoff
at a 57,000 acre-foot reservoir at the Joes
Valley site on Cottonwood Creek. Water
for lands in the Huntington Creek area
would be eonveyed by canal from Cotton-
wood Creek.

Florida project, Colorado: Lemon Res-
ervoir, with a capacity of 23,300 acre-
feet, would be formed by the Lemon Dam
on the Florida River in southwestern
Colorado, southeast of Durango. This
reservoir would regulate the Florida
River runoff to provide an irrigation
water supply for 18,950 acres, including
12,650 acres now irrigated with only a
partial supply and 6,300 acres not now
irrigated. Approximately 1,000 acres of
the land in the project area are Indian
owned. The regulatory storage provided
for irrigation would reduce floods which
nearly every year cause extensive damage
along the river course.

Hammond project, New Mexico: The
Hammond project would divert natural
flow of the San Juan River to provide an
irrigation supply for 3,670 acres of pres-
ently unirrigated land along. the south
side of the river near Bloomfield, N. Mex.
The water would be diverted from the
river by a low diversion dam and con-
veyed to the project land by a gravity
canal. A pumping unit would be in-
stalled to lift water 49 feet from the
gravity canal to two highline laterals
that would serve about 1,100 acres of the
project land.

La Barge project, Wyoming: Unregu-
lated natural flow of the Green River
would be diverted for the irrigation of
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7.970 acres of land located west of the
river between Big Piney and La Barge in
southwestern Wyoming. Only 300 acres
of the land are cultivated and partially
jrrigated at present. The principal con-
struction feature would be a canal 38
miles long, mostly of earth section.

Lyman project, Wyoming: Water
would be stored in an offstream reservoir
of 43,000 acre-foot capacity at the
Bridger site on Willow Creek to furnish
supplemental irrigation water for 40,600
acres of land along Black Fork near the
town of Lyman in southwestern Wyo-
ming. The reservoir would be fed by
canals from Black Fork and West Fork
of Smiths Fork.

Pine River project extension, Colorado
and New Mexico: The extension is
planned to enlarge and lengthen dis-
tribution works in order that storage
water already available in Vallecito Res-
ervoir of the Pine River project might be
furnished to some of the arable project
land still unirrigated in southwestern
Colorado and northwestern New Mexico.
The extension would serve 15,150 acres of
land, including 1,940 acres administered
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Seedskadee project, Wyoming: This
project would irrigate 60,720 acres of
presently unsettled land located along
both sides of the Green River in south-
western Wyoming, about 35 miles east of
Eemmerer. The land would be irrigated
by eravity diversions from the Green
River. Two drops in distribution canals
would drive turbines to lift water to
higher land. No reservoir storage would
be required.

Silt project, Colorado: A reservoir of
10,000 acre-feet capacity wculd be con-
structed on Rifle Creek in west-central
Colorado near Rifle. Most of the reser-
voir water would be released to water
users downstream, replacing part of the
natural flow heretofore used. In ex-
change for the storage water an equiva-
lent amount of natural-flow water would
be diverted from East Rifle Creek above
the reservoir and conveyed to project
land in Dry Elk Valley and on Harvey
Mesa., Water would also be conveyed
from the reservoir to land under the
Davie ditch in Rifle Creek Valley. Dur-
ing the low stages of the reservoir
pumping would be required. In all, 5,000
acres of land would be provided a sup-
plemental water supply and 1,790 acres
would be provided a full new supply.

Smith Fork project, Colorado: Surplus
runoff of Smith Fork and Iron Creek
would be regulated in a reservoir of
14,000 acre-foot capacity at the Craw-
ford site on Iron Creek in west-central
Colorado near Crawford. Water from
Smith Fork would be diverted to the res-
ervoir by feeder canal. The stored water
would be conveyed by canal to land on
Grand View Mesa and land adjacent to
Cottonwood Creek. Part of the released
storage water would replace natural flow
on this land, permitting additional di-
versions of natural flow to land above the
reservoir in the upper Smith Fork Basin.
A total of 9,800 acres would be benefited,
including 7,670 acres now inadequately
irrigated and 2,130 acres of dry land.

Paonia project, Colorado: The Paonia
project provides for construction of a
dam at Spring Creek “B” site on Muddy
Creek, a tributary of the north fork of
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the Gunnison River. The dam will form
a reservoir of 18,000 acre-foot capacity
in the west-central Colorado near Paonia.
The reservoir will provide supplemental
water for 14,830 acres now irrigated with
only a partial water supply and a full
supply for 2,210 acres not heretofore
irrigated. Work is nearing completion
on the enlargement and extension of the
Fire Mountain Canal which will distrib-
ute project water. Land served from the
extension will include land now irrigated
from Minnesota Creek and land on
Rogers Mesa now irrigated from Leroux
Creek. Leroux Creek water will then be
diverted higher upstream and used for
irrigation on Redlands Mesa.

Some 24 probable participating proj-
ects are listed in section 2 of the legisla-
tion for further study and determination
by the Bureau of Reclamation. There is
no attempt at authorization of these
projects in this bill—only a direction for
their further survey. Each one if found
to have merit and feasibility must be
brought back to Congress for study and
final legislation.

The legislation now before this com-
mittee does not contain the controversial
Echo Park unit. The substitute legisla-
tion proposed by the committee goes
much further in that it provides “that as
part of the Glen Canyon unit, the Secre-
tary of the Interior shall take adequate
protective measures to preclude impair-
ment of the Rainbow Bridge National
Monument”; and, further, “it is the in-
tention of Congress that no dam or reser-
voir constructed under the authorization
of this act shall be within any national
park or monument.” And may I here
and now advise this committee that the
sponsors of the legislation promise and
agree with the Members of the House
that they shall keep their agreement
with the conservationists of the Nation
in this particular.

The bill as now recommended to the
House complies with all important and
pertinent provisions of the national
reclamation law of 1902 and acts amend-
atory thereto. The repayment features,
although somewhat technical, are in vir-
tual conformity with all reclamation-
law requirements. In some particulars
tlere is a closer conformity to such re-
quirements than in like-size projects
heretofore authorized, many of which
are already constructed, and others now
in the process of construetion. The rec-
ommended legislation provides for the
construction and Federal control of nec-
essary transmission lines and the sale of
electric power to preferential customers
as provided in general reclamation law.

The 160-acreage limitation provision
of reclamation law is applicable. The
small amount of facilities required for
public recreation and propagation of fish
and wildlife values must be constructed
and operated in accordance with recla-
mation law.

By the expressed terms of the bill any
and all construction is entirely depend-
ent upon budgetary requirements and
the economic needs of the Nation—Con-
gress and its pertinent committees hav-
ing absclute control in this respect.

Planning for development shall have
regard for the achievement in each State
of the fullest consumptive use of the
waters of the upper Colorado River sys-
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tem, consistent with the apportionment
thereof among such States. The Secre-
tary of the Interior is directed to comply
with the law of the river in the storage
and release of waters impounded by the
facilities to be constructed under the
provisions of this legislation. In the
event of the failure of the Secretary
of the Interior to comply any State of
the Colorado River basin is authorized
to maintain an action in the Supreme
Court of the United States to enforce
compliance.

The amount of the authorization is
$760 million and the committee is of the
opinion that the cost of the work author-
ized by the bill can be kept well within
this figure. This total amount is indeed a
large sum. However, it is to be expended
over a period of approximately—if times
continue to be fairly good—25 years.
The amount of moneys needed in any
1 year will never amount to more than
$40 million. This means that in no year
during its entire construction will the
general treasury of the United States be
asked for more than $18 million. In fact,
at the end of the construction period the
drain on the general treasury will be far
less—this because of the fact that the
reclamation fund itself will be able to
furnish 75 percent of all moneys needed.
The amount of the total authorization
compares favorably with Central Valley
of California up to now; far less than the
authorization for the Missouri River
Basin, which is proving so beneficial to
the basin specifically and to the Nation
generally; and about one-half of the
total amount needed for the financing
of the Aswan Dam in Egypt, in which
project our country has agreed to fur-
nish a rather major part.

The need is immediate for getting
started on the actual construction of
this project. We have reached the point
in Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wy-
oming where we cannot consider any
substantial further development of the
waters of the Colorado River until we
have achieved a measure of regulation
of the erratic flow of the river. By rezu-
lations, of course, I mean that approach
to equalization of flow of the river sys-
tem, which can be achieved only by
storage. This storage must be of such
capacity that flows in wet years can be
caught and held for release in dry years
to meet our commitment to the lower
basin. Without such equalizing storage
any full development in the upper basin
would have disastrous effects on both
basins in low water years. Without the
benefits of eyclical storage we can only
sit and watch the waters run downhill.

Immediately following the decision of
the sponsors of H. R. 3383 to not bring
it up for House consideration during the
closing days of the 1st session of the
84th Congress, a further study of some
of the provisions of the bill was made
by various representatives of the upper
basin States. After many conferences
it was decided that the legislation would
be more equitable to all of the States
directly concerned in the upper basin if
further provisions were incorporated in
the bill to guarantee to each of the upper
basin States possible water resource de-
velopment so each of said States would
be able to put to consumptive use the
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waters allocated to it by the upper Colo-
rado River basin compact. Accordingly,
there have been incorporated in section
5 of the bill, that section having to do
with the establishment of the basin
fund and the bookkeeping procedures
relative thereto, provisions which after
certain general repayment obligations
would divide the excess net revenues ac-
cruing from the storage facility projects
equitably among the States.

Before final recommendation to the
House of these new suggestions, the
Office of the Department of Interior was
requested to review the repayment analy-
sis of various projects of the bill, espe-
cially the central Utah project, to ascer-
tain whether or not the Department
of the Interior could comply with the
new suggestions and successfully admin-
ister the legislation,

Their reply was forwarded to the com-
mittee under date of February 6, this
year, and is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION,
Washington, D. C., February 6, 1956.
Hon, Wayne N, AsPINALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR MR, ASPINALL: During an informal
conference in your office on February 1, 1956,
representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation
were asked to review the repayment analysis
of the central Utah project (initial-phase
development) in view of certain amend-
ments now under consideration concerning
procedures set out in H. R. 3383, a bill for
authorization of the Colorado River storage
project and participating projects.

‘We are pleased to comply with your re-
quest and submit the results of our review
based on the following assumed general
criteria:

1. Each participating project must repay
its own annual operation, maintenance, and
replacement costs,

2. Net revenues (revenues in excess of op-
eration, maintenance, and replacement
costs) from each participating project are
to be used in repaying its remaining reim-
bursable costs as follows:

(a) Total power costs are to be repaid
within a period of 100 years with interest
(2% percent per annum) being a first charge.

(b) Total municipal water costs are to be
repald within a period not exceeding 50 years
with interest (214 percent per annum) being
a first charge.

(c) Irrigation costs are to be repaid up
to the ability of the irrigator to repay over
a contract period not to exceed 50 years
exclusive of a development period except for
Paonia and Eden projects whose contract
periods are fixed by law.

3. Net power revenues from the Colorado
River storage project are to be used to repay
irrigation costs of each participating proj-
ect or separable features thereof in excess
of the ability of the irrigator to repay during
his contract period.

These power revenues, when augmented
by the irrigator's payments, are to retire the
irrigation cost of each participating proj-
ect in equal annual installments during the
irrigator’s contract period.

4. The storage-project revenues are to as-
sist the participating projects through es-
tablishment of credits in a basin fund,
Credits are to be allotted 46 percent to Colo-
rado, 21.6 percent to Utah, 16.5 percent to
Wyoming, and 17 percent to New Mexico.

b. Credits are to be established in the
basin fund from revenues from units of the
storage project remaining after payment of—

(a) Operation, maintenance, and replace-
ment costs;

(b) Interest on power investments;
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({c) Equal payments (50 in total number)
toward the storage project cost allocated to
irrigation;

(d) Amounts sufficient to retire the power
investment in a period not to exceed 100
years.

Under the terms of the proposed amend-
ments of H. R. 3383 a basin fund could be
established providing the Utah projects the
necessary credits within its percentage allot-
ment of 21.5 percent. In doing so, total
credits in the basin fund would be governed
by the requirements of Utah’s participating
projects because of their magnitude. Credits
in the basin fund would more than satisfy
the requirements of the other participating
projects proposed in H. R. 3383. In fact
only one-third of these credits will be re-
quired to complete the repayment of all the
projects proposed in H. R. 3383, namely, cen-
tral Utah and Emery County projects in
Utah; Silt, Smith Fork, Paonia, and Florida
projects in Colorado; the Pine River exten-
sion project in Colorado and New Mexico,
the Hammond project in New Mexico, the
Seedskadee, La Barge, and Lyman projects in
Wyoming, and the presently authorized Eden
project in Wyoming.

Sincerely yours,
W. A. DEXHEIMER,
Commissioner,

Immediately thereafter a representa-
tive of the Bureau of Reclamation de-
livered to me a statement of the Bu-
reau’s repayment summary, together
with a statement of its analysis. I in-
clude both at this time for the considera-
tion of this committee. It is my under-
standing that the Bureau's letier,
summary, and analysis amount in fact
to a statement by them that they are
able and willing to conform in this re-
spect to the wishes as expressed by the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

REPAYMENT SUMMARY—CoLORADO RIVER ETOR-
AGE PROJECT AND PARTICIPATING PROJECTS, IN
AccorpANCE WITH H. R. 3383 DatEp FEBRU-
ARY 8, 1956

This repayment summary of the Colorado
River storage project and participating proj-
ects has been prepared to demonstrate how
repayment of the project could be accom-
plished as required by H. R. 3383 dated
February 8, 19566.

Storage units consisting of Glen Canyon,
Flaming Gorge, and Navaho Dam and Reser-
voir and participating projects consisting of
La Barge, Seedskadee, Lyman, Eden, Silt,
Smith Fork, Paonia, Florida, Pine River ex-
tension, Emery County, central Utah (initial
phase) and Hammond have been included in
this analysis with construction costs limited
to approximately $760 million as prescribed
by H. R. 3383,

This analysis has been accomplished based
on the following assumed general criteria:

1. Each participating project must repay
its own annual operation, maintenance and
replacement costs,

2, Net revenues (revenues in excess of
operation, maintenance, and replacement
costs) from each participating project are to
be used in repaying its remaining reimburs-
able costs as follows: =~

(a) Total power costs are to be repaid
within a period of 100 years with interest
(21, percent per annum) being a first charge.

(b) Total municipal water costs are to be
repaid within a period not exceeding 50 years
with interest (214 percent per annum) being
a first charge.

(c) Irrigation costs are to be repaid up to
the ability of the irrigator to repay over a
contract period not to exceed 50 years exclu=-
sive of a development period except for
Paonia and Eden projects whose contract pe~
riods are fixed by law.
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3. Net power revenues from the Colorado
River storage project are to be used to repay
irrigation costs of each participating proj-
ect or separable features thereof in excess
of the ability of the irrigator to repay during
his contract period. These power revenues,
when augmented by the irrigator’s payments,
are to retire the irrigation cost of each par-
ticipating project in equal annual install-
ments during the irrigator's contract period.

4, The storage project revenues are to as-
slst the participating projects through estab-
lishment of eredits in a basin fund, Credits
are to be allotted 46 percent to Colorado, 21.5
percent to Utah, 15.5 percent to Wyoming,
and 17 percent to New Mexico.

b. Credits are to be established in the basin
fund from revenues from units of the storage
project remaining after payment of:

(a) Operation, maintenance, and replace=
ment costs.

(b) Interest on power investments.

(¢) Equal payments (50 in total number)
toward the storage project cost allocated to
irrigation.

(d) Amounts sufficient to retire the power
investment in a period not to exceed 100
years.

Net revenues from the units of the storage
project and from the participating projects
approximating $1,800 million would be ade-
quate to repay all the costs of the project
under the terms or conditions established in
H. R. 3383 and in addition would provide a
surplus in the basin fund of some $480 mil-
lion even with power costs being repaid with
interest in 82 years following installation of
the last power unit, a considerably shorter
time than permitted by H. R. 3383,

A brief tabular summary and a detailed
payout schedule are attached. Under H. R.
3383 some flexibility is inherent in the re-
payment of the project power costs. Should
the Curecanti unit be included in the im-
mediate future there would be a somewhat
greater surplus in the basin fund. Also, the
basin fund could be increased somewhat by
extending the construction schedule of ma-
Jor participating projects.

Repayment summary

[Thousands of dollars]
Interest|
9?;:}:_ during | Reim-
Ttem tion lzonA bursable
strue- cost
oSt | “tion

Estimated project cost [1a e g MG T L
Allocation of costs:

Irrigation._.. -=-V282, TBE |iociiis 1292 106

Power....... -.-| 422,744 | 31,231 | 453, 974

Munieipal and industrial

Waterooooooooooo...| 40,050 | 1,446 42, 306
SBubtotal rel able..| 746, 478 788, 476
Ultimate phase features
central Utah........__....] 4,950
Nonreimbursable ecosts_____ 7,385
Repayment of reimburs-
able costs:

Irelgabim ¥ e e 202, 106
From water users._..._.|._ oo | uoiis 36, 546
From power revenues. _ e 560

1 i e TR T IS T T 453, 174

Munieipal and industrial

water 3 15 42, 396
Bl L e e TBE, 476
Interest . paid on project
investment:
Powerd - 402, 768
Municipal and industrial
water 4 32,332
Subtotal £ 525, 100
Surplus rev e --| 481,631
Total net revenue. .o |-ccoaeooo LRIy iy TR 1

1 Excludes $9,322,000 expended on Eden and Paonia
projects under previous authorization.

3 Includes $9,322,000 expended on Eden and Paonia
projects under previous authorization,

1 Includes Interest during construction.

4 Excludes interest during construction,
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1 (f) Colorado River storage project and pariicipating Financial rep ¢ schedule in-accordance with ¥ eonditions,
storage units, participating projects, costs and allocations as recommended by House Commiliee on Interior Insular Affairs in
H. R. 3383, Feb. 8, 1956 :
[Units $1,000]
A et o i Application of i s
on, I g Orge.
and initial phase of the central B‘D“{lmeut ‘ﬂ"ﬂg"‘ et | net municipal Excess power
Utah m at 6 mills per L O and industrial Power Trrization 1‘Il;{ll'llli.\‘:l'l:va‘lw :I:g_ revenues
ilowa e et revenues ustrial
k from t investment fnvestment
Year of sale of
power |Fiscalf feation of net s
opara- | yess Appuasen o 3l Munic-
Total 4 1r§§a. Tatal mt.fﬁ" Inte ‘i‘I”'ﬂ‘; Invest-| Unpaid | Invest-| Unpaid | Invest-| Unpaid| An. | Accu-
POWer T V! = n O - A -
Inter- | POwer I{rh',‘fl“' users | tion water | est | IDdus- |y nce | ment ment nually “:;’;lg'
est [10VOS f jrvest. Invest.
ment ment
)} @ @) ) ) (@) L) (8) (9 (1) | @y 2 | (3) (14) (15) 16) am | a8 | a9 |
1957 - - o
1958 ol oy
1959 B = SRR EES FITARERE I SRR 3= TS e LT s 7 R, PR RN SRRRLEE SR %
1960 i - s WL My gl o AR -
11 et T R S -3 i
1962 TS /=P A MESEIE (17D 70 13 T A
1) 1963 7, 650 800 | —702 | 1,462 | 1,462 L s 7 T AR, CRRER TG G e ey
10,475 | 7,600 1,413 | 1,462 | 1,462 30 | 1,402 48 L7 1,339
1065 13,207 | 8,248 | 3,587 | 1,462 | 1,462 80 | 1,402 48 a3 1,324 A e
16,065 | 8,842 | 5,085 | 2,007 | 2,017 96 | 2,113 48 33 1,300 171 171
& 18,797 | 9,300 | 7,210 | 1,783 | 1,783 100 | 1,892 48 33 1,204 405 576
21,502 | 9,924 | 9,270 | 1,849 | 1,840 137 | 1,886 48 32 1,278 459 | 1,085
22,380 | 10,261 | 9,811 | 1,875 | 1,875 154 | 2,029 48 32 42,305 433 | 1,488
1670 22,933 | 10,450 | 9,208 | 2,082 | 2,052 285 | 2,367 | 1,495 | 1,058 41,868 | 1,189 2,657
22,831 | 10,229 | 8,433 | 2275 | 2,275 377 | 2,662 | 1,495 | 1,047 41,420 4,551
10 22,723 | 10,018 | 8,536 2081 2,206 387 | 2,683 | 1,405| 1,036 40,961 | 1,873 6,424
22,621 | 9,804 | 8 040 205 | 2,205 387 2,682 1,405 1,024 40,480 | 1,873 8,207
22,510 | 9,588 | 8,364 | 2,416 | 2,416 419 | 2,835 | 1,406 | 1,012 40,007 | 2,152 | 10,449
1975 | 22,405 | 9,379 | 9,046 | 3,134 | 3,134 573 | 3,707 | 1,485 | 1,600 39,512 846 | 11,295
22,207 | 9,153 | 9164 | 3,456 | 3,456 660 | 4,125 | 1,405 958 39, 005 524 | 11,819
15 22,195 | 8,924 | 9,201 | 3,456 | 3,450 660 | 4,125 1,406 975 524 | 12,343
22,087 | 8,692 | 6,982 3,979 | 8,070 682 | 4,661 | 1,495 962 2,434 | 14,777
21,085| 8,517 7,055 | 8,079 3979 682 | 4,661 | 1,405 049 2,434 | 17,211
1980 | 21,877 | 8,341 | 6,488 | 4,614 | 4,614 682 | 5,206 | 1,405 035 2,434 | 19,645
- 21,775 | 8,178 | 6,540 | 4,614 | 4,614 682 | 5,206 | 1,405 021 2,434 | 22,07
2 21,667 | 8,015 | 6,004 | 4,614 4,014 632 | 5,206 | 1,405 907 2,434 | 24,513
21,481 | 7,850 | 5,481 | 4,851 | 4,851 601 | 5542 ] 1,495 802 3,209 | 27,812
21,205 | 7,713 | 5432 | 4,851 | 4,851 691 | 5542 | 1,405 877 3,200 | 31,111
1985 | 21,115 | 7,577 | 4,374 | 5,060 | 5,000 713 | 5,782 | 1,495 862 4,005 206
20,029 | 7.467 | 4,208 | 5060 [ 5,060 713 | 5782 | 1,495 846 4,005 | 89,301
25 20,7483 | 7,300 | 4,219 | 5069 | 5 060 713 | 5,782 | 1,495 B30 4, 005 296
20,563 | 7,255 | 4,144 | 5080 | 6069 713 | 5,782 | 1,495 813 4,005 | 47401
20,377 | 7,151 | 4,062 | 5069 | & 060 713 | 5,782 | 1,485 796 4,095 | 51 586
1090 | 20,191 | 7,040 | 8,978 | 5,060 | 5060 713 | 5782 | 1,495 778 4,005 681
20,011 | 6,950 | 3,837 | 5,060 | 5 060 713 | 5,782 , 405 760 4,095 | 59,776
30 10,825 | 6,853 | 3,808 | 5000 | 5069 713 | 5782 | 1,495 742 4,005 | 63871
19,639 | 6,757 | 8,718 | 5060 | 5 060 TI3 | 5782 | 1,405 725 4,095 | 67, 966
19,459 | 6,064 | 3,631 | 5060 | 5060 713 | 5,782 | 1,495 704 4,005 | 72,061
1005 | 19,278 | 6,574 | 3,535 | 5069 | 5060 713 | 5,782 | 1,495 684 4,005 | 76,156
19,087 | 6,485 | 3,438 | 5,070 | 5070 713 | 5,783 | 1,495 664 4,004 | 80,250
85 18,007 | 6,300 | 3,343 | 5071 | 5071 713 | 5,784 | 1,405 643 4,004 | 84,344
18,721 | 6,316 | 3,240 | 5,071 | 5,071 713 | 5,784 | 1,495 622 4,004 | 88 438
18, 6,285 | 3,135 | 5,071 | 5071 713 | 5,784 | 1,485 600 4,004 | 92 532
2000 18,355 | 6,156 | 3,084 | 5 07 5,071 718 | 5,784 | 1,405 578 | 4,004 | 96 626
18,169 | 6,080 | 2,924 | 5071 | 5071 713 | 5784 | 1,495 555 040 4,004 | 100, 720
40 17,983 | 6,007 | 2,811 | 5,071 | 5071 718 | 6784 | 1,495 531 o4 4,004 | 104, 814
17,803 | 5,937 | 2,701 | 5,071 | 5,071 713 | 5,784 | 1,495 507 988 4,094 | 108, 908
17,617 | 6870 | 2,582 5071 | 5071 713 | 5,784 | 1,485 482 | 1,013 4,004 | 113,002
2005 | 17,431 | 5,805 | 2461 071 | 5071 713 | 5784 | 1,495 457 | 1,038 4,004 | 117, 006
17,251 | 5,744 | 2,342 | 5,071 | 5,071 713 | 5784 | 1,495 431 | 1,064 4,004 | 121 100
45 17,065 | 5,685 | 2,215 | 5071 | 5071 713 | 5,784 | 1,495 405 | 1,000 4,004 | 125, 284
16,879 | 5,630 | 2,084 | 5,071 | 5071 718 | 5,784 | 1,49 377 | 1,118 | 4,004 | 120,378
16,690 | 5577 | 1,957 | 5071 5,071 713 | 5784 | 1,405 349 | 1,146 4,004 | 133 472
2010 16,513 | 5,529 | 1,819 | 5,071 | 5071 TI3 | 5,784 | 1,495 821 1,174 4,004 | 137,
16,327 | 5,483 | 1,670 5071 | 5071 713 | 5,781 | 1,495 201 | 1,204 4,094 | 141, 680
50 16,141 | 5,441 | 1,535 | 5071 | 5,071 713 | 5784 | 1,405 261 | 1,234 4,004 | 145 754
16,045 | 5,408 | 2,920 | 3,609 | 3,600 713 | 4,822 | 1,485 230 | 1,265 4,004 | 149,848
15,955 | 5,820 | 2,023 | 3,609 3 600 713 | 4,322 | L7 190 | 1,248 4,004 | 153 942
2015 15,865 | 5256 | 2,005| 8,610 | 3,610 713 | 4,323 1,447 168 | 1,270 4,004 | 158, 038
15,760 | 5, 184 973 | 8,413 | 3,413 648 | 4,001 | 1,447 136 | 1,31¢ 6,190 | 164, 235
85 15,679 | 5,150 908 | 3,418 | 3,413 648 | 4,081 | 1,447 103 | 134 6,199 170, 434
15,589 | 5,137 979 | 8,345 345 610 | 3,964 | 1,447 69 | 1,378 6,128 | 176, 562
15,403 | 5113 007 | 8,345 | 3,345 619 | 3,964 | 1,425 851 1,390 6,128 | 182, 400
2020 15, 5000 1,780 | 3,141 | 3,141 489 | 3,630 = 5, 383 | 188,073
15,313 | 5,045 | 2,604 | 2 956 956 307 | 8,353 4,708 | 192, 781
60 15217 | 4,980 | 2,573 | 2,805 | 2,805 374 | 3,280 4,769 | 197, 550
15,127 | 4,916 | 2,547 | 2,895 | 2,895 374 | 8,260 4,760 | 202,319
15081 | 4,852 | 2048 | 2,707 | 2,767| 342 | 3100 4, 464 | 206, 783
2025 | 14,941 | 4,778 | 4002 2,045 | 2045 188 | 2,233 3,126 | 200, 009
14,851 { 4,654 | 5,02 | 1,721 | 1,721 03| 1,814 3,450 | 213,359
65 14,755 | 4,527 | 5,057 | 1,668 | 1,668 80 1,748 3,503 | 216, 862
14,665 | 4,402 | 7,506 | 1,149 1,149 67| 1,216 1,608 | 218,470
14,576 | 4,213 | 7,605| 1,140 | 1,140 671 1,218 L aa bl 1,608 | 220,078
2030 | 14,470 | 4,023 | 8335 513 513 67 580 1,608 | 221, 686
14,380 | 3,815 | 8453 487 487 49 536 1,634 | 223, 320
0 14,200 | §,606 | 8 572 487 487 49 536 1,034 | 224, 954
14,203 | 3,390 ) 9808 28| 278 0| 38 727 | 225,681
14,113 | 3,144 | 0,064 278 278 40 318 727 | 226,408
2035 14,023 | 2,885 | 11,128 18 18 0 | 226,408
13,927 | 2,617 | 11,310 18 18 0 | 226,408
% 13,837 | 20334 | 11, 508 BN 0 | 225,408
13,837 | 2,047 | 11, 790 0 | 226, 408
13,837 | 1,752 | 12,085 0 | 226, 408
2040 | 13,837 | 1,450 | 12387 0 | 228, 408
13,837 | 1,140 1 212,607 12222700 0 | 226,408
.4 Generation based on full use of upper basin water apportionment by year 75.
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1 (f) Colorado River siorage project and participating projects—Financial repayment schedule in accordance with repayment condi-
tions, storage units, participating projects, cogts and allocations as recommended by House Commitiee on Interior and Insular
Affairs in H, R. 3383, Feb. .8, 1956—Continued

[Unis $1,000]
Net revenues from sale of powerat Project investment
(len Canf'on, Flaming Gorge, Application of
and initial phase of the central | Repayment of irriga- Net net municipal Excess power
Utah project at 6 mills per tlon costs re':remm and induostrial Power Irrigation Municipal and reventues
kilowatt-hour Tevenues ¢ industrial water
from investment investment Investm
Year of ; sale of vestment
power |Pisca Application of net
omm ¢ Dl’m ventues ! 2"3 Munie-
By | By indus- o g
Total Irriga. | Power | irriga- | Total | trial | Inter- | SO0, ITnvest-| Unpald | Invest- | Unpaid [Invest- [ Unpald| An- o
Inter | Power { G5 | “users | tion water | est |20 | ment | balance | ment | bal ment |bal nually | e
est [nvnsf- invest- invest- ;
Fea ment ment
(§)] (2 (8) )] (5) (6) @ ) (9) (10) (11) (12)- | a3 (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)
B0 13, 837 823 | 13,014 AL 10, 892 296, 408
15, 837 407 | 8,028 e . 10, 964 L 4,412 | 230,820
13,837 274 1, 445 & 9, 519 -1 12,118 | 242 938
2045 13,837 c s R P ARER Fs | D ) PSR T Rl ] it ST 8,038 -] 12,118 | 255,056
13,837 201 | 1,518 6,520 | .- 12118 | 267, 174
85 3,837 168 | 1,556 | .- 4,064 |__ - 12,118 | 279, 292
3, 837 14| L5805 . - =l 8,300} e ]meeo 12,118 | 201,410
13,837 84 | 1,635 E 1,784 12,118 | 303, 528
2050 , 837 43 | 1,676 58 12,118 | 315, 846
13,837 : 58 i [} |*13, 778 | 829, 424
90 , 837 e -- 13, 837 | 343, 261
T e el A [T P T ) P M T R W) b R A R 0 Kl 13,837 | 357,008
R T e e e e - ssaid 13,837 | 370, 935
L M 8 e o i W X N A i, B s ] 13,837 | 384,772
13,837 = 13, 837 | 398, 609
95 13,837 - - 13,837 | 412, 446
¢ g P e S B B Rt o it o M LTS e ey T e el 13,837 | 420, 283
70 7 e SR VRS S M 2 13,837 | 440,120
2060 837 o 13,837 | 453, 057
13, 837 — iy 13,837 | 467, T4
100 | 2062 S SRR R e B R i Pl ] e s 1 R TR R S Tl I e ) Bt 13, 837 | 481, 631
Total.. 1, 683, 933 | 492, ?ﬂB{ 453, 074| 255, 560] 255, 560 36, 546) 202, 106| 74,728 32,332 42,396 453, 974 0] 202, 106 0] 42 396 0} 481, 631| 481, 631

1 Includes $1,680,000 in year 89 and $1,719,000 each year thereafter of excess power revenue from ceniral Utah praject.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend the gentleman
from Colorado for his fine speech, and
for the outstanding job he has done as
chairman of the subcommittee handling
this legislation. I do not believe I have
ever witnessed a finer demonstration of
patience, fairness, and legislative gen-
: , than has been displayed by
Colorado’s distinguished representative,
WaAYNE AsSPINALL, during the long and
tiring course of committee hearings and
consideration of this bill. If has been a
pleasure to serve on a subcommittee with
such a chairman, and the House may
rest assured that the legislation before
it today has received committee consid-
eration in the highest and most careful
sense of the term.

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

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 25 minutes.

I have no personal ax to grind on
this bill. No water or power would come
into Nebraska; however, benefits would
extend to the entire Nation—all 48 States
would be more prosperous because new
wealth is created—new industries spring
up. New wealth will need many things
from the industrial East. It will mean
new markets, new jobs, a stronger na-
tional economy. I believe in this project
as an investment in America. A grow-
ing, dynamic America needs to move
ahead and prepare for the future.

I cannot, in my 13 years in Congress,
recall a campaign more vigorous or
more vocal than the one that has been
waged by the Members of Congress, the
associations, and the “lobbies,” if you
please, who have seen fit, in their wis-
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dom, to express the fears that the upper
Colorado project was a “give away,” a
water steal, that it would bankrupt eiti-
zens of every State in the Union, that the
dams would not hold water, that the
reservoirs would soon fill with silt, and
that the crops grown under these proj-
ect lands would add to the agricultural
crops now in surplus and that the proj-
ect is not feasible and would cost other
States untold millions of dollars. These
statements are false, and they will be
exposed. ;

Most of this misinformation comes
from the Colorado River Association and
you ask, “Who is this association?” The
description of this organization as writ-
ten in the quarterly Lobbying Report
tc Congress is as follows:

Colorado River Association, 306 West Third
Street, Los Angeles, Calif. Citizens' organ-
ization for presenting information concern-
mg Colorado River water matters. OPDOBES
any legislation jeopardizing California water
rights on the Colorado River.

This organization has had unlimited
funds for propaganda purposes.

I include at this point the lobbying
report of the Colorado River Association:
ToTAL ANNUAL RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES

REPORTED UNDER THE FEDERAL LOBBYING ACT

BY NorTHCUTT ELY (OR ELY, MCCARTY &

DuncaAN) , THE COLORADO RIVER ASSOCIATION,

AND THE Si1x AGENCY COMMITTEE, 1951-56

Northeutt Ely (including law offices of
Northeutt Ely and—during the two reported
periods for 19566—Ely, McCarty & Duncan).
(Totals listed cover only the following or-
ganizations a&s employers: Department of
Water and Power of the City of Los Angeles,
East Bay Municipal Utility District, Imperial
Irrigation Distriet, Six Agency Committee
and Colorado River Board of California,

‘Water Profect Authority of the State of Cali-
‘fornia, and the Water Resources Board of
California.)

1. Recelpts including contributions and
loans. The term ‘contribution” includes
anything of value such as a gift, subscription,
loan, advance, or deposit of money, or any-
thing of value, amount received for services
(e. g., salary, fTee, ete.), and includes a con-
tract, promise, or agreement, whether or not
legally enforcible, to make a contribution:

A 1951 ___ 2 $59,176. 04
‘B, 1952 60, 520. 26
C. 1953 56, T27. 42
DDA S 50, 118. 20
E. 1955 63, 218. 75

2. Expenditures (the term “expenditure™
includes a payment, distribution, loan, ad-
vance, deposit, or gift of money or anything
of value, and includes a contract, promilse,
or agreement, whether or not legally en-
forceable, to make an expenditure) :

A. 1951 $2, 349,37
B. 1952 2,458. 31
C. 1953 Ay 1,357. 42
D. 1954 ol . T74.75
E. 18565 524.21

Colorado River Association (where listed
as organization fling; does not include
where listed as employer of any individual
filing).

1. Receipts (totals listed cover contribu-
tions of 8500 or more), including contribu-
tions and loans (the term “contribution” in-

.cludes anything of value such as a gift, sub-

scription, lean, advance, or deposit of money,
or anything of value, amount received for
services (e. g., salary, fee, etc.), and includes
& contract, promise, or agreement, whether
or not legally enforceable, to make a con-
tribution) :

A. 1951 - $109, 400. 48
B. 1952. 140, 608. 00
C. 1953 59, 680. 00
D. 19564 136, 102. 84
E. 1955 -== 195,760.00
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2. Expenditures (the term “expenditure”
includes a payment, distribution, loan, ad-
vance, deposit, or gift of money or anything
of value, and includes a contract, promise,
or agreement, whether or not legally en=-
forceable, to make an expenditure) :

A. 1951 $02, 622. 70
B. 1952 111, 538, 15
C. 1953 50, 595. 81
D. 1954 --=- 25,288.17
E. 1955 - 64,408.31

Six Agency Committee (where listed as or-
ganization filing; does not include where
listed as employer of any individual filing).

1. Recelpts (totals listed cover contribu-
., tlons of $500 or more), including contribu-
tions and loans (the term “contribution” in-
cludes anything of value such as a gift, sub-
scription, loan, advance, or deposit of money,
or anything of value, amount received for
services (e. g., salary, fee, ete.), and includes
& contract, promise, or agreement, whether
or not legally enforceable, to make a con=-
tribution) :

A, 1951 it vt o s $17, 400
B. 1952 20, 000
C. 1058 20, 000
D. 1954 c—a 20, 000
E. 1955 R 80, 000

2. Expenditures (the term “expenditure”
includes a payment, distribution, loan, ad-
vance, deposit, or gift of money or anything
of value, and includes a contract, promise,
or agreement, whether or not legally en-
forceable, to make an expenditure) :

A, 1951 o $26, 280. 72
B. 1852 22, 269. 96
C. 1853 17,821,356
D. 1954 17, 938. 55
E, 19556 s 32, 231. 36

Mr, Chairman, I am not an engineer
and I will have to leave the feasibility or
infeasibility of the great project struc-
tures to the gentlemen who are qualified
by years of training and experience to
evaluate these technical factors. They
have demonstrated beyond doubt that
the project is, from an engineering
standpoint, sound. Neither am I a geolo-
gist, so I cannot testify as to the rock
and soil formations that will be encoun-
tered. I do not know where the oppo=-
nents of this project came by their beak=-
ers of so-called Chinle, and until these
opponents started casting their straws in
the wind, I am sure many people thought
“Chinle” was the name of a well-known
distributor of a product medically known
as “spiritus frumenti.” But this is all
a part of our educational process, and
it is sometimes necessary to lay these
things out in the open where we can
look at them in the interest of good
legislation. The economic report shows
the project sound—over 60 percent of
the entire cost will be paid back with
interest from the production of electrical
energy.

WILL THE PROJECT ADD TO THE FARM SURPLUSES?

. I am prepared, however, to testify on
the two fundamental problems involved
in the upper Colorado project. First,
the problem of farm surpluses, and, sec-
ond, the problem of money.

In the past months we have become
increasingly aware of the detrimental
effect of surplus crops on the national
farm income. The Government owns or
is the first mortgagee on crops worth
more than $8 billion, and every indi-
vidual in Government is looking around
for someone or something at which to
point an accusing finger of blame. More
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often than not, reclamation projects
have been singled out as the villain. But,
gentlemen, nothing could be further
from the truth. Reclamation adds no
more to the surplus than a cap gun does
to a shooting war.

The opponents of reclamation would
have you believe that the great Federal
irrigation projects are causing a ter-
rible economic crisis among the farmers
that will lead to their bankruptcy. But
they do not cite you to any facts and
figures to show just how much of this
surplus is produced on irrigated lands.

There is a very good reason for that,

because except in terms of generalities,
the argument falls very flat.

In 1954, only 0.35 percent of the 3 bil-
lion bushels of corn, and only 1.7 percent
of the 970 million bushels of wheat in the
United States, came from lands served
by federally irrigated projects. A great
part of these surplus grains were grown
on dryland farms in areas blessed with
adequate rainfall. They did not come
from irrigated lands. Three States—
Iowa, Illinois, and Minnesota—produced
most of the corn and they are not irri-
gated; very little wheat is irrigated.
Corn raised on irrigation projects is gen=-
erally fed to livestock.

The irrigated West produces almost all
of the Nation’s apricots, almonds, wal-
nuts, dates, lemons, figs, prunes, and
olives. It grows 95 percent of the grapes,
90 percent of the lettuce, 75 percent of
the avocados, pears, and cantaloupe.
Indeed, it would be unusual to have am-
ple supplies of fruits and vegetables
without the great production from the
irrigated West.

SURPLUSES OF TODAY MAY BE SHORTAGES OF
TOMORROW

When we think of surplus crops, we
should also remember that it takes about
10 years to develop a good reclamation
district. We should also remember that
our population will increase about 3 mil-
lion yearly. These people will require
food. Indeed, the diet of the American
people in the world has changed a great
deal in the last 25 years. The average
person in the United States is eating
more of a variety of fresh fruits and
vegetables than ever before. It is esti-
mated that more than 200 different farm
commodities are in active use on the
American table. Many are ample be-
cause of irrigation. We are eating 3
times as much citrus fruit as we did 20
years ago and 4 times as many carrots.

The children of today are bigger and
taller than they were 25 years ago, all
because of an ample diet containing all
of the vitamins for good health.

Agricultural experts predict that in 10
vears we will need an additional 35 mil-
lion acres of land upon which to grow
the meat that we presently consume,
The American people should face reality
or we will not escape the horrible night-
mare of a shortage of food in the very
near future.

It was only 11 years ago that the
House of Representatives had a commit-
tee investigating the shortage of food.
There was a shortage of meat, poultry,
wheat, and the things American people
enjoy having on their tables. That
could happen again. Indeed, if sur-
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plus empty stomachs had all the food
they need there would be no surplus of
crops today.

VALUE OF IRRIGATION

As the House of Representatives begins
its debate on the upper Colorado River
development, I am sure that many of my
colleagues will want information about
the value of irrigation. It is right and
proper that questions be asked, such as,
Why bring more land under production
when we have a surplus of crops today;
or, How much is this country investing
in irrigation power projects? Where
does the money come from? How much
money has been paid back? In fact,
does irrigation pay—is it necessary?

I know some of you will say, “Con-
gressman MILLER, we will meet that erisis
when we come to it.” I say, “We cannot
sit back and wait.” We better start
crossing the bridge now and the bridge
of more production in this case is recla-
mation and irrigation. In order to cross
that productive bridge later, we must
proceed to develop millions of additional
acres through irrigation. The problem
of producing food and fiber are growing
side by side with the expanding popula-
tion. The arid West needs to stabilize
their economy and minimize the shock
that comes with crop failure. The peo-
ple in the arid West realize that they
must make good use of their water sup-
plies. They realize that water on good
lands brings new wealth and a security
so necessary to a growing, dynamic
America. To me it is utterly foolish that
this Nation, facing agricultural short-
ages, would sit back idly on a river or
creek bank and watch the water run to
the sea, when it should be used for irri-
gation and power. Remember it takes
years to develop raw land with good irri-
gation projects. Some lands under the
Colorado River project will take 30 years
to bring into production.

It should also be realized that during
the last 15 years, croplands have disap-
peared, some through erosion, and being
taken out of production by the Federal
Government for building military plants.
About 15 million acres of tillable land was
taken out of production because it was
swallowed up by expanding cities, build-
ing of new plants, new highways, parks,
and airports.

WHERE DOES THE MONEY COME FROM FOR

RECLAMATION?

Reclamation came into existence
when Theodore Roosevelt signed the
law in 1902, which provided establish-
ment of a Bureau of Reclamation and
included a provision for financing Fed-
eral undertakings through a revolving
fund to be established within the Treas-
ury of the United States, to be known
as the reclamation fund.

In the beginning, the fund was sup-
ported by the proceeds from the sale of
public lands. It was later augmented by
a percentage of the royalties from oil
holdings and of certain minerals in the
United States. It was intended that
revenues from these sources, plus rev-
enues derived from repayment of project
construction costs, would provide suffi-
cient funds to continue construction of
new projects. However, it became evi-
dent that the fund was not adequate to
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undertake major construction projects,
and since 1930 appreciable appropria-
tions have been made from general funds
of the Treasury, in addition to appro-
priations from the reclamation fund.
Income to the fund is derived from ac-
cretions and collections. Accretions to
the reclamation fund include 96 percent
of the revenues from the sale of public
lands, 521 percent of the revenues from
oil leases, 5215 percent of the revenues
from royalties and rentals from potas-
sium leases, and 50 percent of the rev-
enues from FPC waterpower licenses.
The ineome to the reclamation fund
from collections results from construc-
tion and operation and maintenance re-
payments on reclamation projects. To
date, over $1,006,580,000 has been appro-
priated from the reclamation fund. For
fiscal year 1956, the amount of $89,510,000
out of a total of $170,791,000 appropri-
ated for the reclamation program will
come from the reclamation fund.

It is estimated that in another 10 years
all the funds for reclamation will come
from the revolving fund which is made
up of revenue from the sale of publie
lands, oil leases, and so forth.

MONEY RETURNED TO THE TREASURY

Up to last year, Reclamation had re-
paid over $600 million to the reclama-
tion fund and during the present fiscal
year approximately $60 million more will
be returned to the Government from the
contraects entered into by water users.

Since 1902, about $2.8 billion has been
allocated to reclamation and power proj-
ects. Irrigation has used $1.3 billion;
jndustrial and municipal power $1,130
million; flood control $207 million. You
will note that of the total amount, about
one-half is charged to irrigation. All
of the money is returned to the Treas-
ury except that attributed to flood con-
trol’s $207 million.

It is interesting to note that flood-
control projects have received about 3
times the amount of money that has
come to reclamation. Every State in the
Union and nearly every community has
had some benefit from flood-control
moneys. These moneys pay back not one
cent to the Federal Treasury in either
interest or principal. The reclamation
moneys pay back the principal. Money
allocated to power projects pay back
both interest and principal.

WATER IN STORAGE

The reservoir capacities in our recla-
mation dams would store 9.2 million
acre-feet of water. This amount is suf-
ficient to cover the State of Maryland
with about 13 feet of water or Pennsyl-
vania with 3 feet of water. This water
is used on about T0 projects to produce
crops, generate power, and take care of
muniecipal and industrial water needs.
The reclamation dams vroduce hydro-
-electric capacities sufficient to serve a
nonindustrial city of almost 9 million
‘people.

RETURN FROM POWER

The net power revenue in the fiscal
year of 1955 from 34 Bureau of Recla-
mation powerplants, after deductions for
annual operation, maintenance, and re-
placement; totaled $31.3 million. Total
net power revenue returns to the Treas-
ury through June 30, 1955, amounted to
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$257.2 million. Crops produced in 1954
from 69 projects was valued at $865 mil-
lion and the total value from the begin-
ning of irrigation now totals $10.6 billion.
The Federal tax revenue since 1916
from reclamation areas which can be
attributed to Federal reclamation devel-
opments is estimated to total about $4.5
billion. This land, my friends, would be
almost worthless without good water and
without the people working the land.
The retail sales in the 17 Western
States totals more than $43 billion in
1954. Much of this can be attributed to
the income from the soil.
IRRIGATION—NORTH PLATTE, NEER., PROJECT

I want to point out, particularly, one
irrigation project with which I am well
acquainted. The North Platte project
in Wyoming and Nebraska. Here is a
report on an area that would be practi-
cally worthless without water being
placed upon the land:

1. Irrigated land outproduces comparable
dry-farmed land 13 times. Approximately 68
percent of total cropland in the dry-land
area is used to produce wheat as compared
to less than one-half of 1 percent in the
frrigated area.

2. The irrigated area comprising 10 percent
of a 4-couniy area produces 91 percent of
the income.

8. Land values in the irrigated area are 7
times greater than adjacent dry land.

4. The irrigated area supports 27 times
more people and provides 40 times more in-
come as adjacent dry areas of equivalent size.

5. With irrigation the property tax revenues
have grown twentyfold.

6. Federal tax revenues per acre in the
irrigated area, in 1953 were 83 times greater
than for the adjacent dry-land area. Fed-
eral taxes which arise out of the irrigated
area and its towns total about $16 million
annually or more than two-thirds the cost of
building the project.

7. Adjacent prairie areas lost 12 percent
and the irrigated area gained 18 percent in
population during the drought and depres-
sion years 1930-40.

8. The firrigation farmers spend about $50
milllon annually for materials, fuel, and ma-
chinery which come from other parts of the
Nation. g

9. Approximately 72 percent of all reim-
bursable project costs have been returned to
the Federal Treasury. Repayments are being
made on schedule.

10. Project farms have produced crops
worth 20 times the cost of bullding the
project.

NEW WEALTH PRODUCED

It should be remembered that all of
this production from federally operated
reclamation projects calls for the ship-
ment of crops and livestock which cre-
ates an income for transportation; proc-
essing; milling; manufaecturing; whole-
saling and all of the processes between
the farm and the consumer. The steer
that is produced and fed on an irrigated
farm in the North Platte Valley might be
finished in the feed-lots of Iowa, butch-
ered and processed in Chicago and fed to
the people of New York City. Itisall a
way of creating wealth, of creating jobs.
It means purchase power for farmers
and others whose livelihood depends on
production. New wealth means  those

-who produce and process the food from

the farm to the table can buy shoes;

vacuum cleaners; refrigerators; washing
machines, radios and a million items

manufactured and produced in the in-
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dustrial East. I say this, my colleagues,
because you in the eastern part of the
country should derive a great benefit
from the new wealth created from irri-
gation projects. Walter is the life blood
of the arid West. Water placed on good
soil at the proper time brings a feeling of
security, confidence, and new wealth to
a community.

ENDORSED BY PAST PRESIDENTS

President Hoover had this to say about
the justification of irrigation:

The justification for Federal interest in
irrigation is not solely to provide land for
farmers or to increase food supply. These
new farm areas inevitably create villages and
towns whose populations thrive from fur-
nishing supplies to the farmer, marketing
his crops, and from the industries which grow
around these areas. The economy of seven
important cities of the West had its hase in
irrigation—Denver, Salt Lake City, Phoenix,
Spokane, Boise, El Paso, Fresno, and Yakima.
Indeed these new centers of productivity
send waves of economic improvement to the
far borders, like a pebble thrown into a pond.
Through irrigation, man has been able to
build a stable civilization in an area that
might otherwise have been open only to
intermittent exploitation.

The development of reclamation and
power projects has heen in the platform
of the major political parties for many
years. President Truman and President
Eisenhower have endorsed the upper
Colorado River storage project. It is a
bipartisan matter.

YEARS TO DEVELOP

In the development of the upper Colo-
rado River Basin, two-thirds of the
money is allocated to power. Every cent
of this will be repaid to the Federal Gov-
ernment with interest. The part ear-
marked for irrigation is important. It
will take 10, 20, or maybe 30 years to
develop some of these projects, We
should plan today, not for your benefit
or mine, but for the benefit of future
generations. Water is becoming a more
and more valuable resource. It should
not. be permitted to run to the ocean
without first being used.

WATER IS NEEDED IN THE WEST

Water is the lifeblood of the arid
West. Water placed on good soil at the
proper time, can bring a feeling of secu-
rity, confidence and new wealth to a
community. If we are to eat in the
future, we will need to produce more
Crops.

Before the upper Colorado River proj- -
ect can be completed, we will have more
than 250 million people living in the
United States. These people will need
jobs, they will need food, they will be a
part of a growing, dynamic America.
Unless you and I have some vision today,
these people may not be doing so well 50
years from now.

I call your attention to the inscription
cut in stone over the Speaker's table.
Have a look at this gquotation carved in
-stone:

Let us develop the resources of our land,
call forth its power, build up its institutions,
_promote all its great interests, and see
-whether we also, in our day and generation,
~may not perform something wort.hy to be
remembered. (Daniel Webster.)

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will
-the gentleman yield? 2
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Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. DONOVAN. I fail to find in
either of the two reports issued by the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, that is, the one issued last year
when this bill was reported first and the
supplemental report issued on the bill
that is now before the House in the
nature of a substitute, I fail to find the
opinion and the criticism of the Direc-
tor of the Budget.

I do find the Budget Director’s opin-
ion of the bill in the Senate report.
The report of the Director of the Budget
is dated March 17, 1955. Is it true, and
I presume it is true, that the House
Interior Committee had hefore it the
same Budget Director’s report as the
Senate committee had?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I think
that is true. These are words that
should be burned into the hearts of the
individual who sometimes feels that
irrigation and reclamation projects do
not pay. We should not be short-
sighted and think just of today. We
have to think of tomorrow and the
future. What are you going to do to
take care of future generations?

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

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. DONOVAN., Having established
the fact that the Budget Director's re-
port does not appear in either of the
House committee reports on this bill,
may I ask the gentleman whether it is
true as set forth in the report of the
Budget Director of March 17, 1955, that
in the absence of detailed planning re-
ports for certain projects now contained
in this bill——

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska.
report of the other body?

Mr. DONOVAN. I am reading the
Budget Director’s report to the Senate
side. Is it true that the Budget Direc-
tor says or reported that for certain
reasons the Budget Director believes that
the authorizations for Flaming Gorge,
in this bill, Curecanti, in this bill, Na-
vaho, in this bill—Gooseberry, San Juan-
Chama and Navaho participating proj-
ects, all in this bill, should be deferred
until the necessary information as to
their feasibility justifying their presence
in this bill has been submitted to the
Congress?

3 Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to
my colleague, the gentleman from Colo=
rado, to answer that.

Mr. ASPINAILL. I thank my col-
league. The language just read isin the
letter to which the gentleman from New
York makes reference. Also, in that
letter is the statement, the one, perhaps,
which found in favor of Echo Park in-
stead of the Flaming Gorge units. May
I say to the gentleman from New York
that this bill gives a conditional authori-
zation to Curecanti and, therefore, Cure-
canti is still in accordance with the
budget message. This bill does not add
anything for Navaho participating proj=
ects except to state that it is one of the
projects to be planned and to be sur-
veyed and reported back. This bill does
provide that Navaho Dam, as such, which
is not the facility referred to by the gen«

Is that the
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tleman from New York will be authorized
and built and paid for out of surplus
new power revenues in the upper basin.
In other words, the only project in this
bill which seems to go counter in.any
way at all to what the gentleman has
referred to is that of Flaming Gorge, and
since that report has been written, we
have been advised, and I understand the
advice will come to us later, that the ad-
ministration, which speaks higher than
the budget, is in favor of the bill pro-
posed by the House.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield.

Mr. REES of Kansas. The proponents
of the proposed legislation are insisting
that the approval of this measure will
not create competition with, or increase,
the surpluses on hand. What in the
world are they going to grow out there
if they do not grow products similar to
those which we have today in surplus, or
may help to create surpluses in the
future?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I think
the gentleman will find that alfalfa and
a good many of the feed crops are not
in surplus. We are willing to accept an
amendment to be offered by your col-
league from Kansas in which that is
rather clearly spelled out.

Mr. ASPINALL, Mr. Chairman, if
my colleague will yield further, it so
happens that there will be no partici-
pating projects other than, perhaps, the
Paonia project, which can be brought
anywhere near production within the
10-year period. If you take into con-
sideration the development that means
there will not be any of these projects
which will be in violation of what the
gentleman has suggested.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Are we as-
sured then that as far as wheat and
other basic crops are concerned that this
projeet will not compete with those
crops? I understand the projects pro-
posed in this bill are not specifically for
the production of power. As I under-
stand the measure it provides a little
more than two-thirds, power and a lit-
tle less than one-third for irrigation. I
want to make sure none of this expen-
diture is charged to the taxpayers of this
country.

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr, DONOVAN. Does the gentleman
agree with me—and I am reading the
actual language of the Budget Director
and the only evidence of a position by
the Budget Director on this bill, language
from the report of March 17, 1955:

For these reasons we believe that the au-
thorizations for the Cross Mountain, Flam-
ing Gorge, Curecantl, and Navaho units, and
the Gooseberry, San Juan-Chama and the
Navaho participating programs should be de-
ferred until the necessary information jus-
tifying such action has been submitted to
the Congress and the budget.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I think

that is an answer fo the gentleman from
Colorado.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.
The motion was agreed to.
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Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore having resumed
the chair, Mr. MiLLs, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H. R. 3383) to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to con-
struct, operate, and maintain the Colo-
rado River storage project and partici-
pating projects, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

FLOOD THREAT SEEN NEXT SPRING

Mr, PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include a recent press report of Brig.
Gen. Robert J. Fleming, Jr., the New
England division engineer.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I may
say that I have been greatly concerned
about conditions in my district, State,
and area arising from the devastating
floods of last summer and fall. There
is a great deal of work to be done regard-
ing rehabilitation and protection, which
will require the assistance of the Federal
Government, and I am happy to see that
the Congress has already acted in order
that a sound beginning may be made on
programs designed to this end.

General Fleming is an authority on
floods and flood-control work and his
warning expressed in the article clearly
indicates that New England is in a pre-
carious situation and, if any further
floods should occur before protective
measures have heen completed, addi-
tional, enormous damage will be done.
It is for this reason that I have been
urging the utmost speed in carrying out
flood-control projects necessary to con-
trol raging waters of seasonal storms
and spring freshets.

I am in complete agreement with the
views expressed by General Fleming and
believe that they will be informative to
Members of the Congress, as well as use-
ful in enabling all of us to have a better
understanding of the danger, which
only prompt action by the Congress,
looking toward the completion of neces-
sary flood protection, can avert.
| From the Hartford Courant of November 19,
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New Froop THREAT SEEN NEXT SPRING
BosToN, Mass,, November 18.—Flood-

scarred New England will be in for more
trouble in the spring if any early hard
winter freezes waters at their present level,
the Chief of Army engineers in the region
sald today. ,

Brig. Gen. Robert J. Fleming, Jr., spoke at
a meeting on flood control problems during
the closing day of the 31st annual confer-
ence of the New England Council at the
Hotel Statler here. He said: “I don't want to
be an alarmist, but, if we get an early freeze
before a substantial amount of water has
a chance to run off, and if we get Just a nor-
mal snow cover this winter, I think we're in
for trouble in the spring.”

STREAMS CLOGGED

General Fleming told the flood control
meeting that New England streams and
ponds are clogged and the region's water
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table is extremely high due to the heavy
rains of this fall. :

- General Fleming sald that upstream res-
ervoirs and channel improvements are the
only two feasible weapons against floods in
New England. Two other devices—protec-
tive dikes such as those at Hartford and
selective flooding permitting unvaluable
areas to flood to save other sections—have
lttle usefulness in such a highly developed
region, he said.

The General maintained that flood con-
trol dams in New England should be for that
purpose only, and he criticized proposals
which have been made in recent months
that the power possibilities of such dams be
exploited.

“Power and flood control in New England,"”
he sald, “are like oil and water—they just
don’t mix."

General Fleming explained that a flood
control dam to be eflective must be kept
empty, and that a power dam, if it is to pro-
duce power, must be kept full. So-called
multi-purpose dams in other parts of the
country, he said, are actually a series of res-
ervoirs in one dam. He said New England
offers "“only two possibilities” for multi-
purpose dams from an engineering point of
view, and “none from an economic point of
view.” He did not specify the two possi-
bilities.

GOP HARMING IEE’'S ROAD
PROGRAM

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the ReEcorp and
include an editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker,
under leave to extend my remarks in the
Recorp, I include the following editorial
which appeared in the February 23, 1956,
issue of the Pittsburgh Sun-Telegraph
entitled “GOP Harming Ike's Road Pro-
gram’:

GOP HARMING IKE'S ROAD PROGRAM

President Eisenhower's highway program
in Washington is suffering today from foot-
dragging and sabotage from members of his
own Cabinet.

Whether accidentally or by design, the
performances of Secretary of the Treasury
Humphrey and Secretary of Commerce Weeks
as witnesses before the House Ways and
Means Commitee definitely lessened the
chances of passage of a highway bill that
will carry out the President's program.

The position taken by Humphrey perhaps
can be rationalized to be that simply of a
treasurer desiring to balance his books
whether any roads are built or not.

The position of Secretary Weeks was just
plain bafling.

. The committee heard Weeks because he
has supervision of the United States Bureau
of Public Roads.

Weeks read a long prepared statement
pralsing those sections of the highway bill
with which the committee has no responsi-
bility and very little concern.

He was then questioned on the tax features
of the bill, which are totally the concern
of the committee and were presumably the
reason for Weeks' appearance.

The Secretary had no advice and no
counsel.

He was unable to answer questions that
almost everybody in the room, including the
spectators, could have answered readily.

Not only did he not know the answers, he
refused to let two officials of the Bureau of
Public Roads give the answers themselves.

It was more than sheer ignorance.
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It was obvious to everyone present that
Weeks was not going to help the Democrats
write a tax bill to finance the Elsenhower
highway program.

If the Eisenhower program s voted down
in the House because of lack of Republican
support, the blame can be traced directly to
the attitude shown by Humphrey and
Weeks.

They were negative witnesses.

Apparently the President will have to
state his position again.

He will have to state 1t bluntly and specif-
ically so that no one will confuse his posi-
tion with that taken by his two Cabinet
members.

He has sald already that he will support a
highway bill financed by higher taxes, and
in saying so he attempted to make the bill
bipartisan,

At least that is the way everybody but
Humphrey and Weeks saw it.

Their actions have served only to confuse
those Republicans who will have to vote on
the bill.

They are wondering which administration
position is the official one. s

The Weeks' performance looked particu-
larly bad because he was preceded as a wit-
ness by a Republican who intelligently and
enthusiastically supported the highway bill
and its tax schedule.

He was Charles P. Taft, mayor of Cincin-
natl, and a brother of the late United States
Senator Robert Taft.

Taft disagreed with previous testimony
glven by Humphrey and certainly will dis-
agree wiih the position taken by Weeks.

The facts are that a Republican Ohio
mayor did more to advance the Elsenhower
highway program, for which he has no re-
sponsibility, than the two responsible Cab-
inet officers put together.

The Sun-Telegraph and the other Hearst
Newspapers regard it as of vital importance
that the President again make his position
clear and undo the damage done to a project
in which he has a deep personal interest.

THE SHRIMP FISHERY OF THE GULF
OF MEXICO

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, fish-
ing for shrimp has become one of the
major industries of Florida in recent
years. Several thousands of our citi-
zens who live in nearly every seaboard
city in the Siate are engaged the year
around in manning the vessels that
catch the shrimp, in processing them
for market, in distributing them to mar-
kets all over the country, and in sup-
plying needed materials to the vessels
and plants.

The fishery is an old one on both the
Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico sides of
the State but it received a great impetus
directly after the war when it was found
that the so-called brown or pink shrimp
which occasionally were found in the
catches were abundant in deeper waters
of the Gulf of Mexico than had there-
tofore been fished commercially. Not
only were they abundant in these deeper
waters but they were delicious and they
found a quick and ready market in all
parts of the United States. Under the
impetus of this discovery the shrimp
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fishery has grown to be the most val-
uable sea fishery that the United States
has, surpassing salmon some years ago
and even becoming greater than tuna
in the value of its landings last year.

To fish in these deeper waters whole
new fleets of larger modern trawling
vessels had to be built and financed from
the catch. Their activities quickly
spread out all over the high seas of the
Gulf of Mexico wherever the bottom
and water conditions were suitable for
fishing and for supporting the shrimp
they sought. Rather quickly it was
found that some of the best shrimping
grounds were in the southern part of
the gulf off the coast of Mexico in the
Campeche, Tampico, and adjacent areas
of the high seas. These were seas well
known to Florida fishermen who had
fished for red snapper in that area for
several generations, and still do.

While it was American fishermen from
Florida, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi,
Louisiana, and Texas who discovered
and proved up these shrimp fisheries of
the southern gulf it was not long before
Mexican fishermen began to participate
in these offshore fisheries too, as often
as not with vessels, capital, and business
experience provided by American part-
ners. Since there was little or no mar-
ket at the time for shrimp in that part
of Mexico most of the Mexican-caught
shrimp was exported to markets in the
United States as it still is.

The Mexican fishery in the area de-
veloped rapidly as did the American
fishery and as they developed side by
side friction grew, as it often does in
such circumstances. Part of this was
due to normal competition on the fishing
grounds and in the market. It was a
new, dynamic, pioneer fishery and ex-
cesses of exuberant spirits were present
on both sides. Smouldering in the back-
ground was the century-old dispute be-
tween the United States and Mexico as
to where the territorial sea left off and
the free high seas began. Mexico and
the Gulf States claimed that the terri-
torial sea in the gulf was 9 marine
miles in breadth; the Department of
State replied as vigorously that the ter-
ritorial seas of all parties in the gulf
were 3 marine miles in breadth. Aiding
and confusing such friction as arose
over this issue were claims made by
Argentina, Chile, and Peru to total sov-
ereignty over 200 miles or more of ocean
off their coasts. If they could make
such extravagant claims why could not
Mexico do so too and drive the Ameri-
cans completely out of the Gulf of
Mexico south of the Rio Grande?

There was continued friction on the
fishing grounds, heated articles in the
Mexican newspapers and, finally, sei-
zure of American vessels which drew
the immediate attention of the Congress
and the Department of State. It also
called for quick reaction from the Ameri-
can shrimpers themselves. If Ameri-
can fishermen were going to be forced
out of the fishery they had developed
they would seek to close this American
market to the Mexican product. It
would be tit for tat. Inearly 1950, when
the serious problems began to flare, bills
were introduced into the Congress for
that purpose.
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‘But as quickly as the serious trouble
flared it began to die down. There were
wise heads in the industry on both sides
of the border and in the spring of 1950
they decided to get their heads together
and devise ways and means to all stay
in business profitably. There were
shrimp enough for both groups of fish-
ermen in the Gulf of Mexico if some
patience could be found. There was
market enough in the United States to
absorb the catches of both if they worked
at it. As a matter of fact discussions
did not get very far before it was found
that they had more serious interests in
common than they had disputes. There
was need for a better merchandizing pro-
gram to build up the market in the
United States. There was need for both
sides to improve the quality of their
products and this was a joint problem
because they were in the same market.
There was need for biological and ocea-
nographic research to learn more about
the resources itself, so that overfishing
could be avoided.

From this original meeting grew an
organization which I think is without
parallel in American relations and which
deserves the plaudits of the public on
both sides of the border. On the spot
was formed the Shrimp Association of
the Americas. The governing board of
the organization was divided half and
half between American and Mexican
citizens in the shrimp business. Dues
and assessments were apportioned on
the basis of the volume of business trans-
acted, whether by a Mexican or an Amer-
jean firm. Projects of mutual interest
were to be undertaken.

To begin with the bills to bar shrimp
imports from the American market were
dropped and the hue and cry to drive
the Americans out of the high seas off
Mexico began to die down. Quality con-
trol projects were begun and have been
carried on continuously since. Jointly
sponsored advertising projects were de-
vised and carried out. As time went on
the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service was persuaded to extend their
biological and oceanographic research on
shrimp in the entire gulf, and the Mexi-
can Department of Fisheries helped as
it could. Both sides pressed their gov-
ernments to negotiate a conservation
treaty of the sort that has been so use-
fully employed in the halibut, salmon,
tuna, fur-seal, whale, and New England
fisheries, and progress along this line
is being made. Agents were hired by
the association in Mexican ports so that
vessels in distress or with injured crew-
men could enter these ports without
governmental frietion. Work is under
way to provide better storm and weather
predictions.

In short the Shrimp Association of the
Americas as composed exclusively of
Mexican and American businessmen in
the shrimp industry has in 6 short years
shown more of the traditional spirit of
inter-American cooperation and friend-
ship and what can be accomplished on
practical levels of human relationships
than could have been reasonably ex-
pected by anyone in that short period of
time, or than anybody on either side of
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the border would have guessed in the
tense spring of 1950. True, problems
keep coming up and friction still rises
at times, but little of this has come from
within the ranks of the industry on
either side of the border, and in each
case the Shrimp Association of the Amer-
icas has been able to meet the problem
and relieve the friction.

But businessmen are businessmen
whichever side of the border you are on,
and diplomats are diplomats the world
over. One is interested primarily in
practice and the job of making income
pay the bills, and the other is often more
involved in policy and principle. Some-
times these paths lead in different di-
rections and that appears to be the sit-
uation just now.

The Inter-American Council of Jurists
concluded a meeting in Mexico City on
the 5th of February just past. The
council is made up of specialists in in-
ternational law from each of the Ameri-
can Republics. Under the charter of the
organization of American States it is
supposed to work as a serious, technical
body. I do not suppose that any of the
delegates know much about the shrimp
business, the Shrimp Association of the
Americas, or how their deliberations over
international law, or the lack thereof,
could knock into a cocked hat the hard-
won diplomatic victories of a group of
hard-headed shrimp fishermen on both
sides of the Rio Grande.

- In the concluding session of the coun-
cil’'s meeting a resolution was railroaded
through with virtually no analysis, no
study and no discussing. The United
States and other delegations raised basic
questions regarding the contents of the
resolution hut debate was choked off and
no replies were made by the proponents.
It was just voted, and the votes were
counted before they were cast. The
United States representative, the able
William E. Sanders, had nothing he
could do except file a strong reservation
on behalf of the United States both as
to the contents of the resolution and
the high-handed methods used to put it
across. I attach hereto copies both of
the resolution and of the reservation
filed by the United States Government.

Mr. Speaker, I am alive to the great
issues of defense, security, and commerce
which this action in Mexico City raises,
and the difficulties that it throws in the
way of a program of genuine inter-
American cooperation in economic,
social, diplomatic, and legal fields of our
relations with our good neighbors to the
south. But I must confess that at the
moment I am more immediately con-
cerned with the effect of this action
on what I consider to be the splendid
diplomatic accomplishments of these
shrimp-fishing private citizens of both
Mexico and the United States.

I do not suppose that this makes much
difference to people outside the Gulf
States, nor do I suspect that it weighs
heavily in great affairs of state. But I
do hope that these diplomats will find
some way to work out their grave prob-
lems without further upsetting my
shrimp fishermen, or causing them any
more trouble than they deserve.
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DECLARATION AND RESERVATION OF THE UNITED
STATEs oF AMERICA ON THE RESOLUTION ON
TERRITORIAL WATERS AND RELATED QUES-
TIONS, ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES,
INTER-AMERICAN COUNCIL OF JURISTS,
TaHIRD MEETING, MEXICO CITY, JANUARY-—
FEBRUARY 1956
For the reasons stated by the United

States representatives during the sessions of

committee I, thé United States voted against

and records its opposition to the Resolution
on Territorial Waters and Related Questions,

Among the reasons indicated were the fol-

lowing:

That the Inter-American Council of Jurists
has not had the benefit of the necessary
preparatory studies on the part of its perma-
nent committee which it has consistently
recognized as indispensable to the formula-
tion of sound conclusions on the subject;

That at this meeting of the Council of
Jurists, apart from a series of general state-
ments by representatives of various coun-
tries, there has been virtually no study, anal-
ysis, or discussion of the substantive aspects
of the resolution;

That the resolution contains pronounce-
ments based on economic and scientlfic as-
sumptions for which no support has been
offered and which are debatable and which,
in any event, cover matters within the com-
petence of the specialized conference called
for under resolution LXXXIV of the Tenth
Inter-American Conference;

That much of the resolution is contrary
to international law;

That the resolution is completely oblivious
of the interests and rights of States other
than the adjacent coastal States in the con-
sgervation and utilization of marine resources
and of the recognized need for international
cooperation for the effective accomplishment
of that common objective; and

That the resolution is clearly designed to
serve political purposes and therefore exceeds
the competence of the Council of Jurists as
a technical-juridical body.

In addition, the United States delegation
wishes to record the fact that when the
resolution, in the drafting of which the
United States had no part, was submitted to
committee I, despite fundamental considera-
tions raised by the United States and other
delegations against the resolution, there was
no discussion of those considerations at the
one and only session of the committee held
to debate the document.

ResoLuTioN: XIV, SYSTEMS OF TERRITORIAL
WATERS AND RELATED QUESTIONS, ORGANI-
ZATION OF AMERICAN STATES, INTER-AMERI-
can Couwncit oF JurisTs, THIRD MEETING,
Mexico Crry, JANUARY-FEBRUARY 1956

The Inter-American Couneil of Jurists sug-
gests to the Council of the Organization of
American States that it transmit to the
specialized conference provided for in Reso-
lutloa LXXXIV of the Caracas Conference
the resolutlon entitled “Principles of Mexico
on the Juridical Regime of the Seas" ap-
proved by this Councll, together with the
minutes of the meetings in which this sub-
Jject has been considered during the third
meeting, with the character of the prepara-
tory study called for in topie T-a of its
agenda, “System of Territorial Waters and
Related Questions.”

(Approved at the fourth plenary session,
February 3, 1066.)

REsoruTroN XIII, PRINCIPLES OF MEXICO ON
THE JURIDICAL RECIME OF THE SgAS, ORGAN-
IZATION OF AMERICAN STATES, INTER-AMER-
ICAN COUNCIL OF JURISTS, THIRD MEETING,
Mexico CITY, JANUARY-FEBRUARY 1956
Whereas the tople System of Territorial

Waters and Related Questions: Preparatory

Study for the Specialized Inter-American
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Conference Provided for in Resolution
LXXXIV of the Caracas Conference was in-
cluded by the Council of the Organization
of American States in the agenda of this
third meeting of the Inter-American Coun-
cil of Jurists; and

Its conclusions on the subject are to be
transmitted to the speclalized conference
soon to be held, the Inter-American Council
of Jurisis recognizes as the expression of the
juridical conscience of the contineut, and
as applicable between the American States,
the following rules, among others; and de-
clares that the acceptance of these principles
does not imply and shall not have the effect
of renouncing or weakening the position
maintained by the wvarlous countries of
America on the guestion of how far terri-
torial waters should extend.

A. TERRITORIAL WATERS

1. The distance of 3 miles as the limit of
territorial waters is insufficlent, and does not
constitute a rule of general international
law. Therefore, the enlargement of the zone
of the sea traditionally called “territorial
waters” is justifiable.

2. Each State is competent to establish its
territorial waters within reasonable limits,
taking into account geographieal, geological,
and biological factors, as well as the eco-
nomic needs of its population, and its se-
curity and defense.

B. CONTINENTAL SHELF

The rights of the coastal Btate with re-
spect to the seabed and subsoil of the Con~
tinental Shelf extend also to the natural re-
sources found there, such as petroleum,
hydrocarbons, mineral substances, and all
marine, animals, and vegetable species that
live in a constant physical and biological re-

lationship with the shelf, not excluding the.

benthonic species.

C. CONSERVATION OF LIVING RESOURCES OF THE
HIGH SEAS

1. Coastal States, following scientific and
technical principles, have the right to adopt
measures of conservation and supervision
necessary for the protection of the living
resources of the sea contiguous to their
coasts, beyond the territorial waters. Meas-
ures that may be taken by a coastal State
in such case shall not prejudice rights de-
rived from international agreements to
which it is a party, nor shall they discrimi-
nate against foreign fishermen.

2. Coastal States have, in addition, the
right of exclusive exploitation of species
closely related to the coast, the life of the
country, or the needs of the coastal popula-
tion, as in the case of specles that develop
in territorial waters and subsequently mi-
grate to the high seas, or when the existence
of certain species has an important relation
with an industry or activity essential to the
coastal country, or when the latter is carry-
ing out important works that will result in
the conservation or increase of the species.

D. BASE LINES

1. The breadth of territorial waters shall
be measured, in principle, from the low-
water line along the coast, as marked on
large-scale marine charts, officially recog-
nized by the coastal State.

2. Coastal States may draw stralght base
lines that do not follow the low-water line
when circumstances require this method
because the coast is deeply indented or cut
into, or because there are islands in its im-
mediate vicinity, or when such a method
is justified by the existence of economic in-
terests peculiar to & region of the coastal
State. In any of these cases the method may
be employed of drawing a straight line con-
necting the outermost points of the coast,
islands, islets, keys, or reefs. The drawing
of such base lines must not depart to any
appreclable extent from the general direction
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of the coast, and the sea areas lying within
these lines must be sufficiently linked to the
land domaln.

3. Waters located within the base line
shall be subject to the regime of internal
waters.

4. The coastal State shall glve due pub-
licity to the straight base lines,

E. BAYS

1. A bay is a well-marked indentation
whose penetration inland in proportion to
the width of its mouth is such that its waters
are inter fauces terrae and constitute some-
thing more than a mere curvature of the
coast.

2. The line that encloses a bay shall be
drawn between its natural geographical en-
trance points where the indentation begins
to have the configuration of a bay.

3. Waters comprised within a bay shall be
subject to the juridical regime of internal
waters if the surface thereof is equal to or
greater than that of a semicircle drawn by
using the mouth of the bay as a diameter.

4. If a bay has more than one entrance,
tais semicircle shall be drawn on a line as
long as the sum total of the length of the
different entrances. The area of the islands
located within a bay shall be included in the
total area of the bay.

5. So-called historical bays shall be sub-
ject to the regime of internal waters of the
coastal State or States.

(Approved at the fourth plenary session,
February 3, 1956.)

RESERVED POWERS OF THE STATES

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to include a joint reso-
lution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Speaker, I call
the attention of the House to a joint res-
olution passed unanimously by the South
Carolina General Assembly and signed
by the Governor. This joint resolution
condemns and protests the usurpation
and encroachment on the reserved pow-
ers of the States by the Supreme Court of
the United States, calling upon the States
and Congress to prevent this and other
encroachment by the Central Govern-
ment and declaring the intention of
South Carolina to exercise all powers re-
served to it to protect its sovereignty and
the rights of its people.

The joint resolution is as follows:

Joint resolution condemning and protest-
ing the usurpation and encroachment on
the reserved powers of the States by the
SBupreme Court of the United States, call-
ing upon the States and Congress to pre-
vent this and other encroachment by the
Central Government and declaring the In-
tention of South Carolina to exercise all
powers reserved to it, to protect its sov-
ereignty and the rights of its people
Mindful of its responsibilities to its own

citizens and of its obligations to the other
States, the General Assembly of South Caro-
lina adopts this resolution in condemnation
of and protest against the illegal encroach-
ment by the Central Government into the
reserved powers of the States and the rights
of the people, and against the grave threat
to constitutional government implicit in
the recent decisions of the Supreme Court
of the United States, for these reasons:

1. The genius of the American Constitu-
tion lies in two provisions. It establishes
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a-clear division between the powers delegated
by the States to the Central Government
and the powers reserved to the States, or to
the people. As a prerequisite to any lawful
redistribution of these powers, it establishes
as a part of the process for its amendment
the requirement of approval by the States.

The division of these powers is reaffirmed
in the 10th amendment to the Constitution
in these words: “The powers not delegated
to the United States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it to the States, are reserved
to the States respectively, or to the people.”

Long judicial precedent also clearly reaf-
firms that Central Government is one of
delegated powers, specifically enumerated in
the Constitution, and that all other powers
of Government, not prohibited by the Con-
stitution to the States, are reserved to the
States or to the people,

The power to propose changes and the
power to approve changes in the basic law
is specifically stated by article V of the
Constitution in these words: '"The Congress,
whenever two-thirds of both Houses shall
deem it necessary, shall propose amendments
to this Constitution, or, on the application
of the legislatures of two-thirds of the sev-
eral States, shall call a convention for pro-
posing amendments, which, in either case,
shall be valid to all intents and purposes,
as part of this Constitution, when ratified
by the legislatures of three-fourths of the
several States, or by conventions in three-
fourths thereof, as the one or the other mode
of ratification may be proposed by the
Congress."

Lincoln, in his first inaugural, recognized
these constitutional principles in the fol-
lowing language: “The maintenance invio-
late to the rights of the States, and espe-
clally the right of each State to order and
control its own domestic institutions, accord-
ing to its own judgment exclusively, is essen-
tial to that balance of power on which the
perfection and endurance of our political
fabric depend.”

2. Neither the judicial power delegated to
the Supreme Court in article IIT of the Con-
stitution nor such appellate jurisdiction as
the article authorizes the Congress to confer
upon the Court, makes the Court the su-
preme arblter of the rights of the States
under the compact.

3. The right of each of the States to main-
tain at its own expense raclally separate pub-
lic schools for the children of its citizens
and other racially separate public facilities
is not forbidden or limited by the language
or the intent of the 14th amendment. This
meaning of the 14th amendment was estab-
lished beyond reasonable question by the
action of the Congress in providing for ra-
cially segregated schools in the District of
Columbia by legislation contemporaneous
with the submission of the 14th amendment
to the States in 1866, and by the fact that
a majority of the States in the Union at
that time recognized that segregation in
public facilities had not been abolished by
this amendment. There is no evidence in the
Constitution, in the amendments, or in any
contemporary document that the States in-
tended to give to the Central Government
the right to invade the sanctity of the homes
of America and deny to responsible parents
a meaningful voice in the training of their
children or in the selection of associates for
them.

4. For almost 60 years, beginning in 1896,
an unbroken line of decislons of the Court
interpreted the 14th amendment as recog-
nizing the right of the States to maintain
racially separate publie facilities for their
people. If the Court in the interpretation
of the Constitution is to depart from the
sanctity of past decisions and to rely on the
current political and social philosophy of its
members to unsettle the great constitutional
principles so clearly established, the rights
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of individuals are not secure and Govern-
ment under a written Constitution has no
stability.

5. Disregarding the plain language of the
14th amendment, ignoring the conclusive
character of the contemporary actions of the

Congress and of the State legislatures, over--

ruling its own decisions to the contrary, the
Supreme Court of the United States on May
17, 1954, relying on its own views of sociology
and psychology, for the first time held that
the 14th amendment prohibited the States
from maintaining raclally separate public
schools and since then the Court has en-
larged this to include other public facilities.
In so doing the Court, under the guise of in-
terpretation, amended the Constitution of
the United States, thus usurping the power
of Congress to submit, and that of the sev-
eral States to approve, constitutional
changes. This action of the Court ignored
the principle that the meaning of the Con-
stitution and of its amendments does not
change. It is a written instrument. That
which the 14th amendment meant when
adopted it means now (South Carolinag v.
United States, 199 U. 8. 437, 449).

6. The educational opportunities of white
and colored children in the public schools
of South Carolina have been substantially
improved during recent years and highly sat-
isfactory results are being obtained in our
segregated schools. If enforced, the deci-
slon of the Court will seriously Impair and
retard the education of the children of hoth
races, will nullify these recent advances and
will cause untold friction between the races.

7. Tragic as are the consequences of this
decision to the education of the children of
both races in the Southern States, the usur-
pation of constitutional power by the Court
transcends the problems of cegregation in
education. The Court holds that regardless
of the meaning of a constitutional provision
when adopted, and in the language of the
1956 Report of the Gray Commission to the
Governor of Virginia, “irrespective of prec-
edent, long acquiesced in, the Court can and
will change its interpretation of the Constl-
tution at its pleasure, disregarding the or-
derly processes for its amendment set forth
in article V thereof. It means that the most
fundamental of the rights of the States or
of their citizens exist by the Court's suffer-
ance and that the law of the land is what-
ever the Court may determine it to be.”
Thus the Supreme Court, created to preserve
the Constitution, has planted the seed for
the destruction of constitutional govern-
ment.,

8. Because the preservation of the rights
of the States is as much within the design
and care of the Constitution as the preserva-
tlon of the National Government, since “the
Constitution, in all of its provisions, looks to
an indestructible Union, composed of inde-
structible States" (Teras v. White ((1860),
7 Wallace 700, 725) ), and since the usurpa-
tion of the rights reserved to the States is by
the judicial branch of the Central Govern-
ment, the issues raised by this decision are of
such grave Import as to require this sovereign
State to judge for itself of the infraction of
the Constitution.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of
the State of South Carolina:

SecTION 1. That the States have never dele-
gated to the Central Government the power
to change the Constitution nor have they
surrendered to the Central Government the
power to prohibit to the Sates the right to
maintain racially separate but equal public
facilities or the right to determine when
such facilities are in the best interest of their
citizens,

Sec. 2. That the action of the Supreme
Court of the United States constitutes a de-
liberate, palpable, and dangerous attempt to
change the true intent and meaning of the
Constitution. It 18 in derogation of the
power of Congress to propose, and that of the
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- States to approve, constitutional changes.
It thereby establishes a judicial precedent, if

allowed to stand, for the ultimate destruction

of constitutional government,

Sec. 3. That the State of South Carolina
condemns and protests against the illegal en~
croachment by the Central Government into

the reserved powers of the States and the

rights of the people and against the grave
threat to the constitutional government im-
plicit in the decisions of the Supreme Court
of the United States.

Sec. 4. That the States and the Congress
do take appropriate legal steps to prevent,
now and in the future, usurpation of power

by the Supreme Court and other encroach-.

ment by the Central Government into the re-
served powers of the States and the rights of
the people to the end that our American
system of constitutional government may be
preserved.

8ec. 5. In the meantime, the State of SBouth
Carolina us a loyal and sovereign State of the
Union will exercise the powers reserved to it
under the Constitution to judge for itcelf
of the infractions and to take such other legal
measures as it may deem appropriate to pro-
tect its sovereignty and the rights of its
people.

Sec. 6. That a copy of thils resolution be
sent to the governor and legislature of each
of the other States, o the President of the
United States, to each of the Houses of Con-
gress, to South Carolina's Representatives
and Senators in the Congress, and to the
Supreme Court of the United States for its
information.

Bec. 7. This act shall take effect upon its
approval by the Governor.

In the senate house the 14th day of Feb-
ruary. y
In the year of our Lord 1956.

ErNEST F. HOLLINGS,
President of the Senate.
SoLomMON BLATT, :
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Approved the 14th day of February 1956.
GEORGE BELL TIMMERMAN, Jr.,
Governor.

CIVIL AVIATION

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, 10 years
ago a DC-3 took off at Long Beach, Calif.,
with 22 passengers for New York. This
flight, unheralded at the time, was prob-
ably one of the most significant trail-
blazing episodes in postwar commercial
aviation, That was the inauguration of
air coach. The young war veterans who
operated that flight developed North
American Airlines, the independent en-
terprise which has had such great im-
pact on the air-transportation industry
in the past decade.

I salute the imagination and persever-
ance of these young men. Thanks to
their willingness to face innumerable
obstacles they have not only built a suc-
cessful and important company, but they
have made a vital contribution to all
commercial aviation—and a real contri-
bution to the American public. For them
to have survived for 10 years in a field as
difficult and as full of handicaps testifies
both as to the ability of the North Amer-
ican organization, and to the demand of
the traveling public which insisted upon
low-cost service and supported it, de-

from using the independents.

-Buf T am not here to sing the praises
of any one airline or eriticize or condemn
any carrier.

What concerns me is our public policy.

How wise, how practical, has our public-

poliey been in regard to civil aviation?

Has the Government shown foresight

and prudence and real courage?
Everyone is aware of the difficult task
Congress has always faced regarding
the aviation subsidy. It is a problem
which my colleagues and I have been

faced with in our Appropriations Com-.

mittee. I will not burden you with tech~
nical details, .only these few simple
figures: that in the 6 years following
the war the Federal Treasury gave, to
the airlines in the form of direct and

indirect subsidy, an average of almost.

one hundred million dollars each year.
This substantial fizure did not solve the

industry’s problems. - During a period:

when other businesses were booming,
the certificated airlines suffered from a
recession all their own. In 1946, the in-
dustry lost $5,367,000; in: 1947, $14,256,-
000; and in 1948 lost $12,204,000, The
major airlines, at that time, offered no
low-cost, popular type of service. On
the contrary, they had various super-

deluxe flights at special premium. fares-

which put added burdens on the Treas-
ury. Their only answer to the problem
was to come before Congress and request
additional subsidy. In 1949 one airline
president called for $90 million in the
form of increased mail pay. A spckes-
man for the Air Transport Association
stated before the Senate Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee in 1949:

The fact remains, however, that the long-

range growth in domestic airline passenger.

traffic halted (at least for the time being)
abruptly and unexpectedly.

The industry took the position that
aviation markets were drying up and
only Government subsidy could keep
them flying.

At this very time, the independent in-
dustry, led by the North American man=-
agement, was growing at a rapid rate
and growing without a cent of Govern-
ment subsidy. They were earning sub-
stantial profits and plowing these profits
back into equipment and expansion.
They were accused of skimming the
cream, but survey after survey showed
that they had discovered a vast new mar-
ket by ignoring the cream and develop-
ing the skim milk—the middle-income
group. Thus they created a real mass
market.

But we must not lose sight of the fact
that the CAB, the regulatory agency, did
not direct or lead or shape the new devel-
opment. The Board remained laggard
and was only impelled to move when air
coach was an accomplished fact. Then
the CAB was confronted with the appli-
caftion to grant certification to the only
operators of air coach—the independent.
The Board did not grant such certifica-
tion, denying it in the Transcontinental
Coach case. This refusal was roundly
castigated in an historic dissent by
member Adams who wrote that the
Board's action was “merely further evi-
dence of the refusal of the majority to
recognize and satisfy a public need, now,
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which has been demonstrated by the
facts and record in this case.” But the
Board could not deny or ignore the
proven success of air coach. The public
demand was clear. So, after a private
conference with the CAB, the major air-
lines offered a few coach flights on the
transcontinental run late in 1951.

Success was instantaneous. The in-
crease in coach traffic has advanced
more rapidly than all other phases of
trafiic. Profits have been substantial.
Today we must pay special tribute to
North American and the other pioneers
of the low-cost field, because they
showed how to wean the industry off of
subsidy. This achievement has saved
the Government millions of dollars and
has brought additional service to mil-
lions of passengers. Aviation has be-
come the fastest growing industry—and
this year almost half the traffic will be
air coach.

North American has virtually been the
yardstick, establishing the rate criteria
for all air coach. In 1953 North Ameri-
can reduced ifs transcontinental fares
from $99 to $80. Last fall the certifi-
cated carriers adopted identical rates,
for a 6-month period. It is interesting to
note their experience. I quote from Avi-
ation Daily:

TWA Says CoAcH EXCURSION FARE
CATCHES ON

Trans World Airlines’ transcontinental
tourist traffic has increased “nearly 60 per-
cent since inauguration of the $30 midweek
excursion coach fare,” according to TWA
Bales Vice President E. O. Cocke. Actual gain
for the fourth quarter of 1955, Cocke said,
was 58.9 percent over the same 1854 period.
*Preliminary figures for December,” he add-
ed, “indicate the gain in volume * * * is
directly attributable to the new excursion
fare inaugurated by TWA on September 12.”
Specilal fare applies Monday through Thurs-
day each week for round trips completed
within 30 days.

I repeat, my interest is directed toward
examining our public policy. Did the
CAB follow sound doctrines or did it not
in administering the mandate of Con-
gress?

We cannot find that the Poard was
perceptive or alert to the aircoach possi-
bilities. Moreover, when we look behind
this we find an even more serious thing,
that the CAB was engaged in formulat-
ing a deliberate policy to eliminate the
very people who were developing air-
coach—the very people whose ingenuity
was responsible for getting the industry
off of subsidy.

I am referring to a memorandum dated
September 16, 1948, prepared by the
Chief of the CAB's Bureau of Economic
Regulations. This document sets forth
in the most cynical language how the
independent carriers could be eliminated
without laying the Board “open to criti-
cism of stamping out, without due proc-
ess, these carriers which they have per-
mitted to come into being.” The memo-
randum sets up a choice whereby the
independent is trapped, and ultimately
put out of business, either by economic
strangulation or by regulatory execution.

This document, the so-called Goodkind
memorandum, first came to light before
Senator THYE's Select Small Business
Committee in 1953. To date there has
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been no thorough inquest into exactly
what has been going on inside the CAB
during this period and how such a memo-
randum became the blueprint for CAB
poliey.

Properly, these are questions which the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, the Small Business Committee,
and the Antimonopoly Subcommittee
might be concerned with.

Each year the CAB appears before us
seeking subsidy. As a member of the
Appropriations Committee, I am keenly
interested. I would like to know what
goes on in the mind of a Government
agency when it attempts to kill those
enterprises in an industry which are re-
sponsible for eliminating the subsidy,
while at the same time the agency ap-

‘pears before Congress defending and

urging subsidy.

I repeat, in closing, that I salute North
American Airlines on the historic anni-
versary of the inauguration of air coach,
and I devoutly trust that we, in Congress,
will take such action in our respective
committees to insure that the innovators,
the pioneers, the men who risk and suc-
ceed will at least be given an opportu-
nity to participate in the fruits of their
labors.

FATHER JAMES G. JOYCE: MARTYR
AND PATRIOT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. PHIL-
BIN] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include newspaper
articles.

The STEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, on De-
cember 11, 1955, at the townhall in my
hometown of Clinton, Mass., a huge civic
welcome home reception was tendered
under the auspices of the Knights of
Columbus to our distinguished fellow
townsman, priest, martyr, and patriot,
Rev. James G. Joyce, O. P., who but a
short time before had been released from
an extended period of imprisonment by
the Chinese Reds. At this very impres-
sive reception which was largely at-
tended by friends and admirers of
Father Joyce, there were moving scenes
of rejoicing and of thanksgiving to the
Almighty for his liberation and safe re-
turn home.

Father Joyce is a member of the famed
and ancient Dominican Order, and prior
to his imprisonment by the unspeakable
Chinese Reds had been a missionary in
China for over 20 years. After the
fashion of the Communist police state
which represses every semblance of
human liberty and exerts particular
enmity toward religion and the religious,
Father Joyce was arbitrarily seized while
devoutly ministering his priestly duties,
was placed under arrest and confine-
ment for over 2 years.

During that time, he was held in-
communicado and was not privileged to
talk with anyone, not even to his guards,
and then only when he was spoken to.
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He was not permitted to write. letters,
was furnished only enough food for bare
subsistence and was visited with many
indignities to his high calling and per-
son

Pursuant to the usual base, degenerate
practices of the Communists, he was
shamefully mistreated and brainwashed
day after day—unjustly accused of
espionage and plotting against the so-
called People’s Government in China
with a persistency, force, and violence
calculated to break down his resistance
and designed finally to induce him to
sign incriminating statements against
himself and his religious colleagues.

Of course, anyone knowing Father
Joyce would immediately understand
that these efforts to break his iron will
and indomitable spirit were doomed to
failure before they began. With char-
acteristic zeal and gallantry, with a God-
given fortitude and courage that pos-
sibly could not be excelled, Father Joyce
stanchly and successfully resisted all the
threats, violence, intimidation, and pun-
ishment which the dastardly Red forces
inflicted upon him. In the same daunt-
less way his colleagues, Father Hyde and
Father Gordon, who were confined with
him refused to yield to Red domination,
and together with Father Joyce they
thus followed the finest traditions of the
dedicated religious of their faith and ad-
hered to the highest and most exacting
standards of American patriotism.

Father Joyce and his colleagues
proved something to the Chinese Reds .
which force of arms has as yet failed to
do, and that is, that there is a greater
force in this world than the physical—a
force capable of standing up against
greatest odds, capable of enduring tor-
ture and punishment beyond descrip-
tion in order to prove true, loyal, and
devoted to the cause of God and country.
That is the invincible force of the spirit
that comes only from profound belief
and faith in God.

His and theirs was a great victory over
insidious godless elements who renounce
all religious belief and who are the
sworn enemies of freedom. It wasa tri-
umph of moral and spiritual courage
over physical force and violence. It
conclusively demonstrated to the Reds
and to the world that while they may
vilify and denounce, wrongfully accuse,
imprison, and cruelly torture their in=
nocent, helpless victims, that there are
individuals associated with the free
world who are so strong in their beliefs,
so inflexible in their purpose, and so in-
domitable in their faith that their spirit
can never be broken. That is the im-
mortal saga of Father Joyce and his
dauntless colleagues.

The town of Clinton where Father
Joyce was born and reared is to a man,
woman, and child inexpressibly proud of
the inspiring example of Father Joyce.
His family, friends, order, and country
are very proud of him. But there is in-
deed a far greater significance to his ex-
periences and his contributions. He
stands before the Nation and the world
as a peerless symbol of personal bravery,
unfaltering loyalty and superlative faith.
He is, in truth, an inspiration to all those
who cherish freedom and mean to pre-
serve it, if necessary with their own
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lives. And the same is true, of course,
of his colleagues.

The community that can claim Father
Joyce, and the other men with him, as
its own is fortunate and proud indeed.
The Nation which claims him and them
has a priceless possession of loyalty and
stalwart patriotism which will fire and
strengthen the mnational purpose of
standing up courageously against the
threats and blandishments of evil con-
spirators who would reduce the free
world to serfdom and destroy the pre-
cious institutions of freedom and justice
upon which our Nation is founded.

This episode of Father Joyce and his
colleagues should prove to Communist
leadership that there are forces in this
Nation and in the free world which will
never surrender their heritage of free-
.dom, and will never, for any reason, give
up its hard-won liberties.

It will indeed be the spirit, the courage
and fortitude of Father Joyce, and men
like him, which will, in the end, put
tyranny and oppression to rout, and
preserve our free way of life against
brutal and ruthless enemies.

I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the REecorp and include
therein several excerpts and newspaper
articles throwing further light upon the
great sacrifices, strength of character,
nobility of purpose, gentility of spirit,
profound reliance in the living God, and
unsurpassed gallantry and patriotism of
Father James Joyce and his colleagues.

It is not inappropriate to note here
that while some of our own military per-
sonnel, well trained and especially doc-
trinated in Americanism cracked under
terrible Communist mistreatment and
torture that Father Joyce and his group
stood flrm, steadfast and unyielding in
the face of harsh cruelty and brutality,
and thus exemplified a most glorious
‘page in American history as well as in
the great religious order to which they
have the honor to belong, and which
they themselves so distinctly honor.
[From the Worcester (Mass.) Telegram of

December 12, 1855]
Pamst WeLcomep Home From REep CHINA
PRISON

CrinToN.—More than 500 townspeople ex-
pressed feelings of rejoicing and thanksgiving
to welcome home one of their priests from
Communist imprisonment at a reception at
Fallon Auditorium Sunday night.

Rev. James G. Joyce, O. P,, told the well-
wishers their prayers helped to sustain him
during his solitary confinement in China.
He described his imprisonment and thanked
the townspeople for their faith.

GIFTS PRESENTED

Representatives of the clergy, town, and
‘national governments and the Knights of
Columbus, which sponsored the reception,
-filled the stage with the white-robed priest.
Bpeakers expressed the thanks of the towns-
people at his safe return and pralsed his
fortitude under the torture devised by his
captors,

A chalice inseribed with a Celtic cross and
a check to ald him on his expressed desire
to visit Ireland were presented to Father
Joyce by Austin F. Sheridan, chalrman of
the reception. The gifts resulted from do-
natlons of townspeople collected by the

E. of C. since his release in Hong Kong in
September,

Father Joyce described the arrest in Au-
gust 1963, which began his solitary confine-
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ment in a 10-foot-square room where he was
to spend 25 months, Locked in separate
rooms in the same house were two other
priests of his order who were later freed with
him.

TORTURE DESCRIBED

Efforts of the Communists to break the
will of the priests and force them to confess
to spying for the United States Government
were also described with feeling by the mis-
slonary,

“Those 256 months sound bad and they were
bad,” he sald. *But for men of God, it was a
wonderful experience.

“It was wonderful to be so close to Him.
We could almost see the Holy Family in there
with us, and after all they had little better
than we had, at Nazareth. The religious
and spiritual experience was wonderful.”

SPIRITUAL LIFE ENRICHED

Thelr spiritual life was enriched, he said,
by reciting parts of the mass they could re-
member, their rosaries, and their breviaries.

Rev. Leon D. McGraw, pastor of St. John's
Church, expressed the greetings of the mis-
slonary's home parish. “He did it for the
love of God and he was ready to suffer more
to bring Christ to the people of China. We
are grateful to Almighty God that he has
been spared and returned to us.”

Paul P. Lavelle, chalrman of selectmen,
told the audience that Father Joyce's ex-
perience shows the nearness of world events
to the people of Clinton.

United BStates Representative PriLip J.
PamLein called Father Joyce's experience an
inspiration for the Nation. He decried what
he said was & moye among some governments
to admit the Red Chinese to the United Na-
tlons despite treatment given to such as
Father Joyce.

Praise for his Christian fortitude was given
the misslonary by Rev. Frances J. Carroll,
pastor of Our Lady of the Rosary parish.
“We are proud of the Christlan steadfastness

‘you have shown," he sald.

Other speakers introduced by Austin J.
Kittredge, master of ceremonies, were Rev.
James McLarney, of the Dominican province
of 8t. Joseph; Judge Willlam P. Constantino,
and Rev. Aloysius O'Malley, C. P., vice rector
of Holy Family Monastery of West Hartford,
Conn., and a native of Clinton.

Music was played by an orchestra assem-
bled by John H. Flannagan and vocal selec-
tions were given by St. John's Church choir
under direction of Mrs. T. Francis McDonald.
Francis C. McDonald, grand knight of Clin-
ton Council, K. of C., opened the ceremonies.

[From the Worcester (Mass,) Gazette of
December 12, 1965]

CLINTON'S FATHER JOoYCE RECOUNTS HIs FAITH
AGAINST RED SLAPS

CriNToN, December 12.—This town pald
tribute to a courageous native son with a
Joyous testimonial to Rev. James G. Joyce
in Fallon Auditorium Sunday night.

More than 500 townspeople joined with
clergy, Government officlals and the Enights
of Columbus to express their thanksgiving
for the return of the Dominican missionary.

Father Joyce was released from nearly 5
years' imprisonment in Communist China
in September. He returned here last month.

A check to ald the priest fulfill a desire to
visit Ireland and a challce inscribed with a
Celtic cross were presented to the Clinton
missionary by the Clinton Council, Enights
of Columbus, which sponsored the reception.
The gifts were raised from donations of
townspeople.

Father Joyce, wearing the white robes of
his order, thanked the audience for their
prayers which he said helped to sustain him
during 256 months’ solitary confinement. He
also told the assembly the treatment at the
hands of his Communist captors was a won-
derful experience for a man of God.
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Despite the seriousness of his testimony,
the priest often broke the audience into
laughter with his good-natured witticisms.

His solitary confinement began, he told the
audience, in August 1953 when he and two
other Dominican missionaries were locked
in separate 10-foot-square rooms in a small
house, He described efforts of their captors
to break the will of the priests and force
them to confess to spying for the United
States Government.

The Communists would list a lot of charges
against him, Father Joyce said, and when he
said they were false they would slap his face.

“They sald they offered us a road to peace
and freedom or a road to our little rooms,"
he said, “We would tell them they were
glving us the road to Hell.”

When his captors threatened to take him
out and shoot him the priest told them to
go ahead, he said.
© *“Those 256 months sound bad and they were
bad,” the missionary sald with sincerity.
“But for men of God it was a wonderful
experience,

“CLOSE TO HIM"

“It was wonderful to be so close to Him.
We could almost see the holy family in
there with us, and after all they had little
better at Nazareth than we had. The relig-
ious and spiritual experience was wonder-
ful,” he sald.

During their confinement the mission-
aries, each In his separate cell, enriched their
spiritual life by reciting portions of the
mass, the rosary, and their breviaries, he
explained.

“All of these were helpful, along with
your prayers, in keeping us sane,” he sald,
adding with characteristic good humor,
“That is if I am sane."

The missionaries thought they were on
their way to execution, he said, when they
were brought before the judge who ordered

‘them expelled from China.

With a voice that began to grow husky
toward the end of his off-the-cuff talk, the
missionary expressed confidence in the vigor
of Chinese catholicism.

“Their faith grows stronger and stronger
all the time,” he said. *“China is a sanctified
countr'y."

First of the speakers to express his thanks
at the homecoming was Rev. Leon D. Mec-
Graw, pastor of St. John’s Church, the mis=-
slonary's home parish.

“He did it for the love of God and he was
ready to suffer more to bring Christ to the
people of China. We are grateful to Al-
mighty God that he has been spared and
returned to us,"” he said.

Paul B. Lavelle, chairman of selectmen,
sald the priest's experiences "show how the
events of the world have a personal effect
on our lives.”

United States Representative Pame J.
PHaiLBIN called Father Joyce “one of the
most distinguished native sons to come from
this town as well as an international and
national hero.”

Other speakers introduced by Austin J.
Kittredge, master of ceremonies, were Rev,
Francis J. Carroll, pastor of Our Lady of

the Holy Rosary Parish; Rev. James Mc-

Larney, of the Dominican Province of St
Joseph; Judge Willlam P. Constantino; and
Rev. Aloysius O'Malley, C. P., vice rector of
Holy Family Monastery, of West Hartford,
Conn., and a native of Clinton.
[From the Clinton (Mass.) Daily Item of
December 12, 1955]
FATHER JOYCE HONORED AT RECEPTION ON
SunpAY
*“Our faith became stronger as our persecu-
tlon continued,” Rev. James G. Joyce, O. P.,
told a large gathering of townspeople, dis-
tinguished clergymen, town officials, and na-
tional figures, at the joyful welcome home
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celebration held in his honor at Fallon Me-
morial Auditorium on Sunday night.

The beloved Dominican missionary and
native Clintonian, who had been held cap-
tive by the Chinese Communists for 25
months, expressed his deep regard for the
people of Clinton, and for all his other
friends, whose constant prayers during his
incarceration, were responsible he claimed
for his freedom today.

DESCRIBES IMPRISONMENT

Father Joyce described his imprisonment
and solitary confinement and the constant
attempts of his captors to make him confess
to trumped up charges of spying. *We have
a bullet reserved for you,” they told him,
“pbut if you confess we will give you your
freedom."

He described his confinement with two
other missionaries, of the same order, in sep-
arate small rooms, never allowed to speak,
only to answer to endless interrogations
which were accompanied by slaps across the
face.

“It sounds bad,” he said, and “it was bad,
but for a man of God it was a wonderful
experience to be so close to Him. The
spiritual part was wonderful” he continued,
“to have the love, grace, and peace of God
in our hearts.”

ENIGHTS PLAN PROGREAM

The celebration was planned by the mem-
bers of the Father Joyce Class of Clinton
Councll, E. of C., assisted by the K. of C.
members and local affiliates of Bishop
O’'Reilly Assembly Fourth Degree Enights of
Columbus.

Among those seated on the stage with
Father Joyce, who was dressed in his white
Dominican robes, were Rev, Leon D. McGraw,
pastor of St. John’s Church, Rev. Geoffrey
B. Hughes, Rev. Urbain J. Glonetf, curates
of St. John's parish, Rev. Francis J. Carroll,
pastor of the Church of Our Lady of the
Rosary, Rev. Thomas J. Tunney, pastor of
Bt. Richard’s Church, Sterling, Rev. Edmund
B. Haddad, administrator of Bt. Francis
Xavier Church, Bolton, Rev. Leo A. Battista,
assistant director of Cathollc Chartles, Wor-
cester, Msgr. Francis L. Eeenan of B8t
Michael's Church, Lowell, Rev. Aloysius O'-
Malley, C. P, vice rector of Holy Family
Monastery, West Hartford, Conn., Rev.
James McLarney of 8t. Mary's Priory, Dover,
Congressman P J. PHILBIN, Paul P. La-
velle, chairman the the board of selectmen,
Franeis C. McDonald, Grand Enight of Clin-
ton Council K. of C., Judge Willlam P. Con-
stantino, Austin F. Sheridan, chairman of
the committee, and Attorney Austin J. Kit-
tredge, mast of ceremonies.

“PROUD OF HIM"

Attorney Kittredge told the audience that
no previous occasion when he was called
upon as master of ceremonies, gave him
such a feeling of elation or. pleasure as to
welcome home Father Joyce, “We are proud
of him, glad that he has returned safely and
we welcome him back to Clinton,” he said.

EXTENDS PARISH GREETINGS

Father McGraw, in extending greetings
from St. John’s said, “the privation and sui-
fering he endured, he did for the love of
God and was ready to suffer even more to
bring the name of Christ to the poor people
of China. He is back from = living death
and it is time for rejoicing. We are grateful
to God he has been spared and may the
length of his days be strengthened to carry
on the work to which he has dedicated his
life.”

WELCOME FOR TOWN

Paul P. Lavelle, chairman of the board of
selectmen, representing the townspeople,
told the audience that Father Joyce's ex-
perience made us realize the joy and happi-
ness of living Iin’'a small town. i
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He said, “We have emerged from a season
of thanksgiving and are entering the holy
season of rejoicing and good will. In this
atmosphere I bring the warm greetings of
the community to you, your family and
your friends. Your experience has made us
more keenly aware that matters of inter-
national treachery are not remote.”

. “This occasion,” he goncluded, “brings to
mind the words of the happy song, ‘So It's
Home Again, Home Again, America for Me.
Welcome home Father Joyce."

GREETING OF PARISH

Father Carroll speaking for his parish-
ijoners eald, “There is no distribution of
parish lines in Clinton, I've noted when it
comes to honoring someone for whom the
town can be proud or who has achieved
fame."”

“We were just as Iinterested in Father
Joyce's welfare, we prayed as hard and it
was with happiness and joy we received the
news of his freedom from martyrdom,” he
added.

“Father Joyce has made the name of the
community and church  noteworthy
throughout the Christian World,” he con-
cluded.

INTERNATIONAL HERO

Congressman Pamnsin told the audience,
“We are here to welcome home an inter-
national hero. No one could have served
with more zeal or faith despite the indigni-
ties and privations inflicted by the despic-
able enemies who incacerated our priests.”

“They are liars, sadlsts, and murderers
who defy God and man,” he continued, “but
in spite of their treachery they could not
shake his shining faith and his love for his
God and his country.”

JOY AND GLADNESS

Father McLarnen expresed great joy and
gladness for the return of Father Joyce to
the safety and security of America and
pointed out that his return is a great lesson
to us who did not realize the tryanny and
cruelity of people who do not know God.

WARNS OF ENEMY

Judge Constantino stressed the importance
of vigilance at all times and an awareness
of recognizing communism for what it is.
“We are happy that we still have Father
Joyce and may he enjoy years of good health
in the service of God,” he said.

FRESENTED CHALICE

Austin F. SBheridan, chairman of the com-
mittee, presented Father Joyce a beautiful
chalice enscribed with a Celtlic Cross and a
check in behalf of the townspeople.

“Because of your pride in your Irish an-
cestry we have enscribed the chalice with a
Celtic Cross,” Mr, Sheridan explained in pre-
senting the gift. He told Father Joyce the
check could be used to ald in his expressed
desire to visit Ireland.

Messages of regret at belng unable to at-
tend were sent by Rt. Rev, Msgr. James S.
Barry, D. D, pastor of 8t. Peter’s Church,
Worcester; Rev. Alexander J. Struczko, pastor
of St. Mary's Church; and Congressman
James G. Donovan, of New York, all of whom
extended their best wishes to the guest of
honor and the hope that he would be spared
for many years to carry on his missionary
dutles.

MUSICAL PROGRAM

During the evening, an Inspiring musical
program was presented by John H. Flanagan,
violinist, and an assembled orchestra with
vocal selections by St. John's senior choir
under the direction of Mrs. T. Frank Mc-
Donald. The cholr was heard in two beau-
tiful renditions, Thanks Be to God, and
Juravit. j -

The impressive program was concluded
with a prayer by Rev. Aloysius O’'Malley, of
the Passlonlst Order and native Clintonian.
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MORE FEDERAL FUNDS FOR RE-
SEARCH TO SAVE OUR TEETH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LanNe]l
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, what is the
most prevalent disease in the United
States?

Tooth decay.

Almost all persons suffer from oral
disease at some time during their lives.

Seventy-five percent of the people who
lose teeth, lose them because of pyorrhea.,

Half of the adult population is wear-
ing 1 or 2 full dentures, or plates, as a
result of previous dental diseases,

Apart from all the pain and suffering
that people endure because less than
one-half the population receives ade-
quate dental care, the financial cost to
the Nation is huge. The civilian dental
bhill is $1% billion. In addition, the
Armed Forces require the services of
6,000 dentists, and the Department of
Defense spends $100 million a year for
dental health care for the military. Be-
tween 1948 and 1953, the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration spent a quarter of a billion
dollars for the dental care of men and
women who had once served in the uni-
form of their country. Not to mention
the large sums being spent for dental
care by State and local governmental

agencies and institutions. The manu-

facture of toothpaste and toothpowder
is big business in the United States.

Yet, in spite of all this money and
effort, we are losing our natural teeth,
are suffering from various oral infee-
tions, and, in general, are fighting a
defensive battie against tooth decay.

The reason?

We are not spending enough money in
research to get to the root of the problem.

The discovery that the fluoridation of
domestic water supplies would reduce the
incidence of dental decay by about two-
thirds, is one of the most significant con-
tributions of dental research.

Can some similar preventive procedure
be found to slow the rising toll of peri-
odontal disease?

Will there ever be a truly therapeutic
dentifrice instead of those now being
prematurely advertised?

Can the incidence of dental disease
be reduced so that dental health care
can be realistically included in health-
insurance programs similar to Blue
Shield and Blue Cross?

The answers depend upon basic scien-
tific research and the money to support
such research.

The American Dentai Association,
with 85,000 members of the 100,000-
strong dental profession, is currently
spending almost one-quarter million
dollars in direct research efforts.

The 43 dental schools and 7 dental
research centers have all they can do
to make both ends meet. The facilities
and staff needed to train dentists and
dental hygienists tax their resources to
the limit. The financing of adequate
research is beyond their powers.

It was not until 1948 that the prob-
lem was recognized, and the National
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Institute of Dental Research was cre-
ated by the Congress of the United
States.

During the current year, fiscal 1956,
the total appropriation for the Institute
is only $2,214,000, or the smallest budget
of the seven National Institutes of
Health.

Of this sum, only $421,000 is available
for dental research projects, principally
in schools. It is being spread thin to
support 45 different projects. Since most
of these require from 2 to 3 years to
complete, the Institute can accept only
about 15 to 20 new projects a year under
the present budget. Actually, the
schools and research centers have be-
come so discouraged as a result of hav-
ing their applications rejected time after
time because of insufficient funds that
they hesitate to spend the time neces-
sary to prepare the detailed type of
application required.

‘Where else can the public look for ade-
quate support of dental research but to
the Federal Government?

For the year beginning July 1, the
American Dental Association is recom-
mending an increase to $6,026,000 in the
amount set aside for dental research.

This for the sake of national health
and not to promote any individual's
wealth.

To finance 265 additional projects,
through grants to dental schools and
other nongovernmental research centers.

However, under appropriations recom-
mended by the Bureau of the Budget, for
the fiscal year 1957, only $16,000 will be
available for each of the Nation's 43
dental schools and 7 private research
centers, for this purpose.

This- neglect of dental research is
sharply defined by the following com-
parison. In 1954, the Federal Govern-
.ment made research grants to each of
‘the Nation’s medical schools, averaging
$692,000 for each school.

Not realizing the damaging effects of
dental disease upon each person’s general
health.

One hundred thousand American den-
tists ask for a concerted attack upon
this problem through the medium of
Federal grants to promote dental re-
search.

They are backed by every American
who is subject to oral disease.

That includes practically everyone.

Six million dollars a year is so little
to ask for research that will lead to the
control and prevention of a common
misery.

FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL
CONSTRUCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from EKentucky [Mr. PERKINS] is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr, PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I have
requested permission to speak briefly in
behalf of the schoolchildren of the
United States, and, more especially,
those who are forced to attend school
in ecrowded, inadequate, unsafe class=-
rooms. There are nearly 900,000 chil-
dren going to school in shifts because
of teacher and classroom shortages. I
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am speaking of the elementary class-
room shortage. There are 2,385,000 ele-
mentary and high-school pupils above
the normal capacity of the buildings oc-
cupied. Schoolchildren in this country
deserve more consideration. There are
30, million pupils enrolled in public
elementary and secondary schools this
school year, and within the next 5 years
this total figure will be more than 45
million. The $400 million proposed to
be spent in direct aid a year for 4 years
to help the States and local school dis-
tricts in the construction of more ade-
quate classrooms is actually only equal
to the cost of operating the Defense De-
partment for 2 weeks. Clearly, the
school eclassroom shortage is becoming
so great that it is now a Federal respon-
sibility to aid the States and localities.

The facts about school building inade-
quacies and other serious problems of ed-
ucation were reported and discussed at
the White House Conference on Educa-
tion last November. Delegates attend-
ing this meeting from all over the coun-
try agreed—2 to 1—that the Federal
Government should aid our public
schools. A large majority of the dele-
gates also favored more Federal funds
for school construction. The whole
meeting proved to me that the truth
about the Nation’s school problems is
wanted, When the facts and figures are
clearly presented and bear evidence that
emergency action is needed, the people
usually respond because they know what
they want., There is no longer a question
whether Federal aid is necessary—this
has been answered. We know, and the
Nation knows, that the rate of school
construction must be increased. I feel
that the House Rules Committee will give
the House of Representatives an oppor-
tunity to discuss school construction at
an early date. Many people ask me,
“When will the Rules Committee give
Congress an opportunity to diseuss
school legislation?” In view of the
great need for this legislation through-
out the country today, I wish to make an
urgent plea to each member of that
committee to bring this legislation before
the House as quickly as possible.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that the
Powell amendment has not become the
tail that wags the dog. Additional Fed-
eral legislation is not appropriate to this
issue. It would be completely unneces-
sary because the Supreme Court’s deci-
sion has declared the law of the land on
this subject. The Court has also recog-
nized the complications surrounding in-
tegration. So with deep insight into
how long it would take this social prob=-
lem to be worked out, the Supreme Court
decision provided that the Federal court
system should oversee the process.
Federal aid for school construction is of
paramount importance if we are to give
children an equal opportunity in the
years ahead. The approval of this pro-
gram would be a major step in provid-
ing the scientists and technicians that
we must have in the future for our de-
fenses. As it has often been said, segre-
gation cannot be abolished in schools
that do not exist. Personally, I have
confidence in the Supreme Court deci-
sion. Schoolchildren all over the Na-
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tion are in need of adeguate places in
which to go to school. We should not
further complicate this problem and
hinder their futures.

The Committee on Education and La-
bor authorized the expenditure of money
to make a thorough survey of the school-
building needs in the United States in
1950. Pursuant to that survey the
United States Office of Education pub-
lished a report in December 1953 which
revealed the following:

In 1952 we had a million classrooms in
use, but we needed 312,000 additional class-
rooms to house 8,881,000 children. Half of
these children were going to school in ob-
solete buildings, A third of them were in
overcrowded classrooms (taking 30 pupils
to a room as a reasonable standard). The
remainder represented the enrollment in-
crease between 1851 and 1952.

Nearly a third of the children enrolled in
1952-53 were affected by the classroom
deficit.

The national school facilitles survey also
disclosed some of the following unfavorable
conditions under which American children
were attending school. Thus, in 1952:

More than half of our classrooms were
overcrowded (providing less than 30 square
feet per elementary pupil and 25 square feet
per high-school pupil).

Fourteen percent of our classrooms pro-
vided less than 15 square feet per pupil—
a space 6 by 3 feet per child.

Two classrooms out of five had more than
30 pupils In them. Nearly 1 in 10 had more
than 40 pupils.

Nearly half of all the school buildings sur-
veyed (47 percent) were built before 1922.

More than 1 bullding in 5 was over 50
years old. In the mid-20th century, 1 child
in 10 was going to school in a 19th century
building. Two children out of five were in
buildings that did not meet minimum fire
safety requirements.

According to ratings by State and local
survey teams, 1 out of 5 pupils in 1052-53
was housed in school plants ready to be
abandoned and replaced; 2 out of 5 were
houced  in bulldings which needed to be
modernized and rehabilitated; only 2 out of
5 were In satisfactory school bulldings.

Seven hundred thousand children were on
double sessions: 114 milllon were going to
class in rented buildings or in bulldings not
designed for school use. (The figures above
are derived from the December 1953 Report
of the Status Phase of the School Facilities
Burvey published by the United States
Office of Education.)

We must fulfill the Federal Govern-
ment’s responsibility to the children of
this Nation. Our schools can no longer
be neglected. There are enough glar-
ing examples of inadequate schools
throughout the length and breadth of
this land to emphasize the need for more
adequate financing to alleviate an im-
pending disaster. Accepting this emer-
gency as first in national importance,
Congress is called upon to enact legis-
lation marking the beginning of a new
period of better understanding that our
Federal system is one of partnership
based upon a willingness to cooperate in
measuring up to national problems af-
fecting all the people. Together we ac-
cept the ftruths that the American
schools are in serious trouble throughout
the Nation. The Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor worked for months on
this legislation last year. Again I urge
that Congress be given a chance to act
immediately.
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Mr. Speaker, I placed in the Appendix
of the daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
this date a story appearing in the Wash-
ington Post entitled “Reds Gear Schools
To Win Cold War"” by Marquis Childs.
I feel that the membership of the House
will be interested in Mr. Childs’ column
on the subject of schools. This Congress
must act on this vital issue.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered was granted to:

Mr. Perkins, for 15 minutes today.

Mr. HorrFierp, that the special order
granted him for today may be vacated
and that he may have a special order
for tomorrow for 60 minutes.

Mr. PaiLeIN, for 30 minutes today.

Mr. Lang, for 156 minutes today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the REcorbp, or to re-
vise and extend remarks, was granted to:

Mr. AspinaLL and to include in his re-
marks of today and tomorrow in Com-
mittee of the Whole in the debate on
H. R. 3383 certain pertinent material, in-
cluding sections of statutes, statements
of witnesses, newspaper articles, sum-
maries, graphs, tables, and various
papers, each germane to the legislation
to be considered.

Mrs. GrrrriTas and to include extra-
neous material.

Mr. ASHLEY.

Mr. Dacue and include an editorial.

Mr. MiLLErR of Nebraska to revise and
extend the remarks he makes in the
Committee of the Whole today and to in-
clude therein certain charts.

Mr. CoLE.

Mr. Youne (at the request of Mr. Har-
LECK) and to include extraneous matter.

Mr. Tromeson of New Jersey (at the
request of Mr. ASPINALL).

Mr. McGREGOR.

Mr. SHEPPARD (at the request of Mr.
ROOSEVELT) .

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. WaARTON (at the request of Mr.
HaLLECK), for today and tomorrow, on
account of official business.

Mr. ToLLEFSON (at the request of Mr.
PeLLy), for 3 weeks, on account of
health.

Mr. Fountamn (at request of Mr. ALEX-
ANDER), for today, on account of official
business,

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION RE-
FERRED

A joint resolution of the Senate of the
following title was taken from the
Speaker’s table and, under the rule, re-
ferred as follows:

8. J. Res. 150. Joint resolution authorizing
the printing and binding of an edition of
Senate Procedure and providing the same
shall be subject to copyright by the authors;
to the Committee on House Administration,
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SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The  SPEAKER pro tempore an-
nounced his signature to an enrolled
bill of the Senate of the following title:
_ B. 97. An act for the relief of Barbara D.
Colthurst, Pedro P. Dagamac, and Edith
Kahler.

HON. HARLEY M. KILGORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. BamLeyl].

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, it is with
a profound sense of regret that I an-
nounce to my colleagues of the House
the death of our senior United States
Senator from West Virginia, the Hon-
orable HARLEY MaRTIN KILGORE, who died
early today at the Naval Hospital, Be-
thesda, Md. The 63-year-old West Vir-
ginia Democrat, serving his third term in
the United States Senate, succumbed at
2: 23 a. m. of a cerebral hemorrhage in-
cident to high blood pressure.

Senator KILGoORE, as a member of the
Senate Appropriations Committee, made
an intensive inspection tour of Eurcope
and the Middle East last fall. He be-
came ill in Madrid and was hospitalized
for high blood pressure. Upon his re-
turn to Washington he went to EKey
West, Fla., for a rest.

The Senator returned to his duties 2
weeks ago. Following a slicht stroke he
was again hospitalized at the naval hos-
pital where early reports were he was
improving. But on last Saturday he
suffered a relapse and passed away this
morning from a cerebral hemorrhage.

Senator HarLEy M. KILGORE was born
in Brown, Harrison County, W. Va., Jan-
uary 11, 1893, the son of Quimby Hugh
Kilgore and Laura Jo Martin Kilgore.
His father was an oil-well driller and
contractor. He was a descendant of the
pioneer John Kilgore, who settled in
Chester County, Pa., in 1730.

He attended West Virginia public
schools and received his LL. B. from
West Virginia University in 1914, He
taught public school in Hancock, W. Va.,
in 1914-15, and in 1915 organized the
first high school in Raleigh County, W.
Va., serving for a year as its principal.
He began the practice of law in Beckley,
W. Va., in 1916.

When the United States entered the
First World War, he enlisted in the Army,
serving from 1917 to 1920, successively
as second lieutenant, first lieutenant,
and captain. In 1921 he became a mem-
ber of the West Virginia National Guard,
was commander of its 2d Battalion from
1922 to 1932 and was long active in its
judge advocate general’s department.
He retired in 1953 as a colonel.

He continued the practice of law until
1833, when he became judge of the crim-
inal court of Raleigh County, W. Va.
He was reelected to the judgeship in
1938, and served until his election to the
United States Senate. As a judge he
won a statewide reputation for his con-
cern with the problems of young of-
fenders, and he was one of the organizers
of Mountaineer Boy’s State.

He was an ardent advocate of doing
something about the matter of our juve-
nile delinquency. He was one of the
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founders of the Second Boys State or-
ganized in the United States at Jackson
Mill in West Virginia.

He was first elected to the United
States Senate in 1940, defeating Senator
Rush Holt in the Democratic primary
and the Republican candidate, Thomas
Sweeney, in the general election. He
was reelected in 1946, in a year when
there were widespread Republican gains
in other States, again defeating Thomas
Sweeney. He was reelected in 1952, de-
feating former Senator Chapman Rever-
comb, the Republican candidate, becom-
ing the first person ever elected by the
people of West Virginia to three succes-
sive terms in the United States Senate.

Senator KiLcoreE was chairman of the
Senate Judiciary Committee and chair-
man of the Judiciary Subcommittee on
Monopoly and chairman of the Judiciary
Subcommittee on Immigration. He was
also a member of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee and chairman of the
Appropriations Subcommittee on the
State and Justice Departments.

During his years in the Senate he also
served on the Armed Services Committee,
and the former Senate Committees on
Privileges and Elections, Mines and Min-
ing, Military Affairs, Claims, and the
special Truman Committee To Investi-
gate the National Defense Program.

Senator KILGORE early won a national
reputation as a liberal Democrat. He
sponsored and vigorously supported leg-
islation in a number of fields, for better
mine safety laws, more adequate social
security and unemployment compensa-
tion, fair labor legislation, a Federal pro-
gram to combat adult illiteracy, veterans
legislation, small business and anti-
monopoly legislation and rural electrifi-
catlon; and in foreign affairs he was an
initial supporter of the Demoecratic pro-
grams to combat communism, including
the Marshall plan, the Greek-Turkey aid
program, the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization, and point 4.

Senator KiLcoreE assumed the chair-
manship of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee when the Democrats took con-
trol of the 84th Congress. He was a
liberal and had been a strong supporter
of the New Deal and the Fair Deal.

Senator KiLcore is survived by his
widow, Mrs. Lois Kilgore, two children,
Mrs. Albert T. Young, Jr., of Falls
Church, Va., and Robert Martin Kilgore,
of Washington; a sister, Mrs. C. Russell
Turner, of Cleveland, Ohio; and five
grandchildren, Albert, Helen, and Bonnie
Young, and Scott and Candace Kilgore;
an aunt, Mrs, Alva Echols, of Greenville,
Pa,, an uncle, Foster Martin, of Clarks-
burg; and a cousin, Wayne Martin, of
Clarksburg, W. Va.

Mr. Speaker, may I in this hour of
their bereavement take this opportunity
to express to Mrs. Kilgore and to her
excellent son and daughter the heart-
felt sympathies of myself and, I am sure,
the heartfelt sympathies of practically
every West Virginian.

Mr, Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS].

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, today
I mourn the loss of a friend, and the
Stars and Stripes bows its colors in silent
gratitude to Senator HARLEY M. KILGORE,
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whose love of his fellow man and duty
to country has made him a leader among
leaders.

This is one of the saddest days of my
life for death has taken from me a close
and loyal friend. I think back to days
gone by when the Senator’s family and
my own were neighbors in the hills of
Monongalia County, W. Va.—when our
families were mountain-folk neighbors,
working and planning together, grieving
and merrymaking together. The friend-
ship between my father and the elder
Kilgore was so sincere that when I was
born my father declared, “Your name
shall be Harley.”

So life progressed through the years
and each of us followed various paths,
but always there were contacts which
in a large measure influenced my life,
spiritually as well as politically. To me,
HarLEY KiLcoRE has been an ideal, a
teacher, a protector.

But the Nation has lost so much more
than I. It has lost a servant, tried and
tested and proven worthy. He has been
the staff of Presidents, and the counselor
of the workingman, the teacher, the
farmer. He has put the welfare of the
Nation and the State of West Virginia
above self. Even until almost the hour
of his death he was studying and plan-
ning and solving problems that face this
Nation and the world.

What makes a man great? Surely, it
is not the kind remarks, expressions of
sympathy, or wordy eulogies in his be-
half made after his death. No, I feel
a man is great who has so built his record
during his lifetime—in his boyhood,
youth, and manhood—by his good deeds
done for his fellow men.

Senator KiLGoRE was a good man, a
kind man, a Christian, a family man,
and a statesman. There is no doubt
but that he will go down in the annals
of history as a great man.

Yes, I have lost a benefactor; the Na-
tion has lost a leader; but our loss is
God's will and we must accept His
wisdom.

My heart goes ouf to Mrs. Kilgore,
their son, Bob, and daughter, Eleanor.
They have lost a good husband and kind
father.

The untimely death of Senator Kiv-
GORE is a loss almost too much for the
human heart to endure, yet there is
much solace and comfort in the knowl-
edge that his years on this earth were
spent in service for his fellow men, and
to the members of his family I say, may
the Good Lord console you with his
nearness.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield to my distinguished col-
league from West Virginia [Mr. Burn-
SIDE].

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, it is
with a deep and personal feeling of
bereavement that I rise to join my col-
leagues in mourning the passing of Sen-
ator Harrey M. Krucore, of West Vir-
ginia. Senator Kircorg, who died last
night, was more than a distinguished
Senator and an outstanding West Vir-
ginian. He was a great American who,
through his memorable career in the
Senate of the United States, has con-
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tributed to the Nation a vast number of
public accomplishments which will serve
well our generation and those who will
follow us.

Senator KILGORE'S presence among
those who guide the destiny of our coun-
try will be sorely missed. The loss will
not be felt in West Virginia alone. Com-
mon people over all the United States
have lost a great friend, for Senator
Kiicorg, throughout his career in the
Senate, dating back to 1941, distin-
guished himself by never losing his
faith in the ordinary citizen. His sole
guide in reaching a decision on any pub-
lic matter was inevitably the interest of
that great body of men who have so few
powerful voices to speak for them in
Washington—the average American citi-
Zen.

Senator ErmLcore had a keen analytical
mind. He was an avid rezder with a
broad knowledge of history and Govern-
ment. He could understand and con-
tribute to the solution of complex na-
tional problems. Yet he never lost his re-
gard and respect for the private indi-
vidual. Despite his knowledge and his
high office he possessed frue humility.
Whether on a trip through West Vir-
ginia or at his office in Washington he
was ever ready to discuss a personal
problem, however small, with any of his
constituents. . His door was always open
to anyone; the Senator's advice was
available to all who sought counsel with
him. He, therefore, leaves behind him
a host of people in every walk of life who
were privileged to meet him and receive
his personal help.

The achievements of Senator KILGORE
have been so numerous and so imposing
that but to review them is to wonder at
the magnitude of the spirit which evoked
them. I shall not presume to set them
out here today completely. Nor can I
presume to relate here the highlights of
his career. From a series of great ac-
complishments, who can profess to desig-
nate the greatest. Senator KILGORE re-
tained a lifelong interest in advancing
legislation in the field of human rights.
He was prominent in the fight for better
social security, rural electrification, and
unemployment compensation. He main-
tained a vigorous interest in our foreign
affairs. He supported the Marshall plan,
the Greek-Turkey aid program, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organizaticn, and
the point 4 program.

In the Senate he served with distine-
tion on the Judiciary Committee, of
which he was chairman at the time of
his death. He contributed much to the
soundness of our law through his work
on this committee,

During World War II he cooperated
with former President Truman on the
special Committee To Investigate the
National Defense Program. We all know
the accomplishments of this committee
headed by then Senator Truman. To
these accomplishments Senator KILGorE
contributed immeasurably.

Although the man is no longer with us,
the very programs with which he was as-
sociated will be judeged by the historians
of the future as beacons of progress in
our Nation’s development, and the name
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of Senator Harrey M. KiLcorg will live
in the continued expansion of the work
he leaves behind him.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from the Sixth West Vir=
ginia District [Mr. Byrpl.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to
associate myself with the tributes which
have been paid to a distinguished public
servant. Senator KILGORE was my
friend, a friend of the kind we find only
once in a while on earth. I might say
that he was my neighbor, too, because he
came from my own Raleigh County.
The people of my county and State loved
and respected Senator KiLcore. They
respected him because he was brilliant;
they loved him because he was humble.
They mourn his passing, not alone for
what they have lost but also for the great
man which our Nation has lost. :

Mr. Speaker, it is not the privilege of
every man to build for himself a great
shaft of granite or to engrave his name
upon a plate of bronze. It is, however,
within the power of every human being
to so live as to plant an ever-growing
flower of love within the bosoms of all
whom he meets. Senator KiLcore
planfed this flower, and it will never
cease to shed its fragrance in the lives
of those who knew him.

I know that words can do little to re-
lieve the sorrow which has come to Sen-
ator KiLGore's family. Werds cannot
remove the vacant chair or heal the
wounded heart. My sympathy goes out
to his companion and to those whom he
left behind when he embarked upon the
voyage to that bourn from which there is
no return. They will miss him. We
will miss him. But there is comfort in
the knowledge that the painful guestion
asked centuries ago by Job, “If a man
die, shall he live again?” was answered
by the Man of Galilee:

I am the resurrection, and the life: he that
believeth in Me, though he were dead, yet

shall he live: And whosoever liveth and be-
lieveth in Me shall never die.

This is the hope that leads us on in
the day of trials, the hope that enables us
to believe that some day, somewhere, we
shall see our friend again.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from West Virginia may extend
her remarks at this point in the
RECORD,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia ?

‘There was no objection.

Mrs. KEE. Mr. Speaker, this is, in-
deed, a sad day for me. This is a sad
day for West Virginia and for the people
of the United States. News came over
the radio this morning of the passing of
my very dear friend, the Honorable
HarLEY M. KILGORE, & beloved Member of
the United States Senate from West
Virginia. y

Senator KILGORE was truly an out-
standing West Virginia son. He was a
wise man, an able lawyer, a soldier of
respect, a judge of note, a legislator in
the truest sense of the word. All West
Virginians were gratified to see him serve
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as chairman of the respected Judiciary
Committee of the United States Senate.

He was a fine husband, a considerate
father, an excellent citizen. In fact,
earlier this month, Senator KiLcore had
been unanimously selected as West Vir-
ginia's Son of the Year for 1956. This
is an award given to West Virginia’'s out-
standing son.

Today, my memory goes back to my
own late husband. During our years to-
gether here in Washington we both treas-
ured our friendship and association with
Senator and Mrs. Kilgore. Especially
after the passing of my own husband did
I appreciate the wise counsel and true
friendship so generously and graciously
extended by HARLEY KILGORE.

A wise and steady voice in the guid-
ance of the affairs of state has been
silenced—a great loss to our Nation,
However, I cannot help but feel that we
are—as a Nation and as individuals—
better off because of the life and work of
HarLEy KILcore. He was truly a dedi-
cated public servant who gave freely of
his energy and ability. He respected
human rights. As a true friend of the
workingman, he served all of the people
faithfully and well. We are grateful to
this great statesman.

To his loyal and wonderful wife, Lois,
and to his two children and his grand-
children, I extend my sincere and heart-
felt sympathy, and reaffirm our close and
binding friendship.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
my colleague, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SIEMINSKI].

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
at this moment to pay my respects to
the memory of, and to express my regret
at the passing of, Senator KiLGORE.

It was when I was in North Korea in
December, 1950, that I received from my
wife a newspaper clipping from the
Newark News showing Senator Kil-
GoRE in Newark, N. J., addressing a State
democratic group at a banquet. Part
of the mission of the banquet was to
elect, I later discovered, myself, to the
Congress of the United States. So, in
absentia, Senator KiLcore did much for
me in helping to bring me to the Con-
gress. How then can one forget such a
man? It was natural when I arrived in
Washington to look the Senator up; I
expressed my thanks to him and with
those thanks there was a reciprocity of
feeling that prevails even to this very
moment; a great warmth existed he-
tween Senator KiLcore and myself.

I suppose if in certain religious faiths
it is permissible to say, “The Father, the
Son and the Holy Ghost” when we pay
our respects to the One, so too, I wonder
if we can, in speaking of our fellow
man, say that each of us is three peo-
ple—the person we know ourselves to
be, the person that others believe we are,
and that person that each of us strives
to be in that little window of the mind.

I believe I knew Senator KILGORE as
he knew himself. I knew him as I saw
him in action, and I think I knew him in
that little window of the mind that
brings us all here to the Nation's Capitol
to legislate what is best for the future of
America while shepherding its present.
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He was a student who liked to evaluate
the present and point for the future by
revelations of the past. For instance, it
was news to me that as early as the
Russo-Japanese War in 1904 and 1905,
there was a plan by certain Americans
to girdle the globe with a railroad from
Alaska to London across the Bering Sea
through northern Russia to Scandinavia
thence south to Calais and under the
English Channel to Dover thence to
London.

That plan was stymied by certain in-
terests headed by Prince Ito in Japan
who sought as a condition a priori from
Russia for the peace that ensued at
Portsmouth that America not be al-
lowed to go ahead with its railroad
around the world. Senator KILGORE
said that had we had that railroad and
had Pearl Harbor been more destruc-
tive than it was to our fleet and had we
met more substantial opposition from the
submarines of the enemy, and had we
been paralyzed on the water, this Amer-
ican dream of the early 1900's of the
railroad around the world running as
it would have through the lands of our
allies, could have and would have saved
us. It would be interesting to know
what force that tacit Russo-Japanese
agreement has today. Senator KirL-
GORE, to me, was always thinking of
alternatives, always thinking of what
America could do, should do in the face
of any sudden danger that could come
upon it. Your measure as an indi-
vidual in the service of your fellow man,
it seemed to him, was your ability to
come up with an alternative whiech
would spell safety and happiness in the
face of disaster or peril.

I think the aforementioned discloses,
perhaps, that the Senator was a deep
student of history. He liked to weigh
his opinions with an evaluation of the
past so that you could understand why
conditions were as they were today with-
out your taking the meat axe out and
hitting over the head the man who might
be in opposition to you because his
appreciation of a predicament is based
on his understanding of facts as seen
through his window, not yours.

Situations that one often confronts
here in the Congress, according to Sena-
tor KiLGoRE in my discussions with him,
come about because of crosscurrents of
thought, of movements, opinions, and
facts that are available to people when
they act as they do. He once said: “Do
not ever make a conclusion unless you
understand why any man does as he does.
Even though you think you are right,
allow that man his say, his opinion, with
you, not just in court but in conversation
and debate.”

We traveled together in November of
1051, It was there, on that trip to
Europe which carried us as far as Athens
where I met his charming wife, Mrs.
Kilgore. In Geneva at breakfast one
morning we discussed many things con-
fronting the world. Always Senator
KiLGoRrE came up with the human equa-
tion. The interest of man was the prac-
tical interest. Always you could see man
against the silhouette of the sun. The
shadows that were cast by man he said
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oftentimes were shadows of sorrow
brought about by the ills of other people.

He was never afraid of a combination
of men or organized groups against him;
rather did he say: “So long as I know
that what I am doing can promote the
best interests of the individual, and mul-
tiply that man by the many millions
which go to make up the United States,
then do I know that I am serving the
best interests of the United States. But
for me to simply disregard people and
say that I stand for the best interests of
the United States without a regard for
the one man we should preserve, and that
is the citizen and his integrity, would
make me false.” After all, our great
reservoir is in Christendom; in the spirit
of the life of Christ to support mortal
man; and yet, what is the lesson of
Christianity? Lay hands on Christ and
you crucify Him as they did in those days
of old—one man who was just another
person—and they did not give him the
time of day. And his defense? Study
the trial of Christ and see how unjust
it was. That was Senator KILGORE'S
philosophy, the philosophy of tolerance
and understanding. How different from
worldly judgment; if you say you are a
Christian, you give a person every con-
sideration; you dare not move one false
step in his direction without being guilty
in your time of the erucifixion of Christ.
We are all God’s children. Such a pro-
found man was Senator KILGORE, Many
people lock at the crucifixion of Christ
as an isolated, historical thing that took
place 2,000 years ago. It is repeated
every day when we move falsely against
man. In this Senator’s judgment we
should be guided by the simple spirit of
the Christ toward the millions of our
fellow men,

In closing, I wish for Mrs. Kilgore and
the family of the Senator every happi-
ness that it is possible for them to muster
in this moment of their bereavement,
happiness that will live with them from
here on out in knowing that there are
others in the land who will carry on the
inspiration of the Senator they cherish.
I shall try as long as I can.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may extend their remarks at this point
in the Recorp on the life and public serv-
ice of Senator KILGORE.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from West Virginia?

There was no objection,

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply shocked this morning when I
heard the sad news of the passing of
Senator Harrey M. EKiILGore, of Wesfh
Virginia. While I was aware of his illness
and confinement to the Bethesda Naval
Hospital, I gathered from the public press
during the past few days that he was
much improved and was about to return
to his home.

I knew the distinguished Senator quite
well and considered him a close and loyal
friend. As a member of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee he was chairman
of the Subcommittee on Appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice,
Judiciary, and Related Agencies. As I
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hold similar status in the House, I natu-
rally had occasion to see and talk with
him from time to time and of course we
served together on the conference com-
mittee in connection with the annual ap-
propriations for the Departments of
State, Justice, Judiciary, and Related
Agencies.  He was also chairman of the
powerful Judiciary Comimttee.

I have always found HarRLEY KILGORE
intensely loyal and sincere. He had the
esteem and respect of all his fellowmen.
During his service in the United States
Senate he made a great contribution to
good government and his passing is a
tragic loss to his State and country.

I extend my sincere sympathy to his
lovely wife and son and daughter in their
bereavement.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I cffer a
resolution (H. Res. 411).

The Clerk read as follows:

‘Resolved, That the House has heard with
profund sorrow of the.death of Hon. Hanley
M. Kmcore, & Senator of the United States
from the State of West Virginia.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate
these resolutions to the Senate and transmit
a copy thereof to the family of the deceased
Senator.

Resolved, That a committee of seven Mem-
bers be appointed on the part of the House
to join the committee appointed on the part
of the Senate to attend the funeral.

~ The resolution was agreed to.
. The SPEAKEFR pro tempore. The
Chair appoints the following as members
of the funeral committee on the part of
the House: Messrs. BAILEY, STAGGERS,
Mrs. Keg, Messrs, Byrp, MOLLOHAN,
BurNSIDE, and SILER.

The Clerk will report the remainder of
the resolution.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
to the memory of the deceased the House do
now adjcurn.

The motion was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT

Accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 15 min-
utes p. m.) the House adjourned until
tomorrow, February 29, 1956, at 12
o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1579. A letter from the President of the
Board of Commissioners, District of Colum-
bia, transmitting a draft of proposed legisla-
tion entitled *A bill to amend the acts known
as the Life Insurance Act, approved June 19,
1954, and the Fire and Casualty A-*, approved
October 9, 1940”; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

1580. A letter from the Assistant
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation entitled "A bill to author-
ize the Secretary of Agrlculture to convey to
the Territory of Alaska certain lands in the
city of Sitka, known as Baranof Castle site;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

1581. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a report of the number
of officers on duty with the Department of
the Army and the Army General Staff as of
December 31, 1955, pursuant to section 201
{c) of Public Law 581, Blst Congress; to the

1582. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the 10th annual report
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describing the operations of the Department
of Commerce under the Federal Airport Act,
as amended, for the fiscal year 1855; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-~
merce.

1583. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
January 24, 1956, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers, on a letter
report on Springsteel Island, Minn., author-
ized by the River and Harbor Act approved
July 24, 1946; to the Committee on Public
Works, . -
- 1684. A letter from the Secretary, National
Institute of Arts and Letters, transmitting
a report of its activities during the year 1955,
pursuant to the charter of the National In-
stitute of Arts and Letters; to the Committee
on House Administration.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H. R. 8535. A bill to amend
the act of July 4, 1955, relating to the con-
struction of irrigation distribution systems;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1822). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules,
House Resolution 408. Resolution for con-
slderntion of H. R. 9420, a blll to provide
medical care for dependents of members of
the uniformed services, and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 1823).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. O'NEILL: Committee on Rules. House

Resolution 409. Resolution for conslderation
of H. R. 2128, a bill to authorize the extension
of patents covering inventions whose practice
was prevented or curtailed during certain
emergency perlods by service of the patent
owner in the Armed Forces or by production
controls; without amendment (Rept. No.
1624). Referred to the House Calendar.
. Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 410. Resolution for consideration
of H. R. 9428, a bill to provide for the pro-
curement of medical and dental cofficers of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Public Health
Bervice, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rep$. No. 1825). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. FRAZIER: Committee on the Judici-
ary. House Joint Resolution 443. Joint
resolution to increase the appropriation au-
thorization for the Woodrow Wilson Centen-
nial Celebration Commission; with amends=
ment (Rept. No. 1826), Referred to the Com=
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Unlon.

Mr. FRAZIER: Committee on the Judici-
ary. House Joint Resolution &44. Joint
resolution to authorize and request the Pres=
ident to issue & proclamation in connection
with the centennial of the birth of Woodrow
Wilson; without amendment (Rept. No,
1827).. Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. FRAZIER: Committee on the Judici~
ary. H. R. 9257. A bill to amend title 18
of the United States Code, so as to provide
for the punishment of persons who assist in
the attempted escape of persons in Federal
custody; without amendment (Rept. No.
1828). Referred to the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule X111, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper

calendar, as follows:

Mr. WALTER: .Committee on the Judiciary.
House Joint Resolution 533. Joint resolu-
tion to facilitate the admission into the
United States of certain aliens; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1819). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
House Joint Resolution 534, Joint resclu-
tion to waive certain provisions of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act in behalf of
eertain aliens; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1820). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House. J

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-

clary. House Joint Resolution 535. Joint
resolution for the relief of certain aliens:
with amendment (Rept. No. 1821). Referred
to the Committee of th: Whole House.
_Mr. BOYLE: Committee on the Judiciary,
House Resolution 402. Resolution providing
for sending the bill H. R. 5918 and accom-
panying papers to the United States Court
of Claims; without amendment (Rept. No.
1820), Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi-
ciary, House Resolution 406. Resolution
providing that the bill, H. R. 7176, and all
accompanying papers shall be referred to the
United States Court of Claims; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1830). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 2267. A bill for the rellef of
Morton J. Erakow; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1831). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi-

clary. H. R. 2900. A bHl for the relief of
Frank E. Gallagher, Jr.; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1832). . Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House,
- Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiclary:
H.R. 6580, A bill for the relief of Juanita
Gibson Lewis; without amendment {Rept.
No. 1833). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House,

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary,
H.R.7074. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Charles H. Papge; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1834). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. BURDICE: Committee on the Judiel-
ary, H R.T70756. A bill for the relief of
Bunge Corp.; with amendment (Rept. No.
1835). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. H.R.7377. A bill for the relief of
Donald W. Baker; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1836). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. T703. A bill for the relief of
Dora Thelma Andree; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1837). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House,

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiclary.
Benate Concurrent Resolution 66. Concur-
rent resolution favoring the suspension of
deportation in the cases of certain aliens;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1838). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.
. Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. Senate Concuwrrent Resolution 87,
Concurrent resolution favoring the suspen-
sion of deportation in the cases of certain
aliens; without amendment (Rept. No. 18309).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. WALTER : Committee on the Judiclary.
Senate Concurrent Resolution 68. Concur-
rent resolution favoring the suspension of
deportation in the cases of certain aliens;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1840). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.




1956

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS -

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABERNETHY: ‘

H.R. gﬁaﬁ A bill to provide for the de-
layed reporting of births within the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis-
frict of Columbia.

By Mr. ADDONIZIO: -

H.R.9583. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R.9584. A bill to amend the War Claims
Act of 1848 to provide for certain hearings
before the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission at locations convenient to claim-
ants; to provide that claimants shall be
afforded the right to exanvine evidence in the
possession of the Commission, and to ex-
amine and cross-examine witnesses; to pro-
vide judicial review of certain actions of the
Commission; and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. BAILEY:

H.R.9585. A bill to amend the Infernal
Revenue Code of 1954 to impose an import
tax on natural gas; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BAKER:

H.R.9586. A bill to amend part IIT of
Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a) to liberalize
the basis for, and increase the monthly rates
of disability pension awards; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.9507. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. BECKER:

H.R.9588. A hill to amend and supple-
ment the Federal Aid Road Act approved
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended
and supplemented, to authorize appropria-
tions for continuing the construction of
highways, and for other purposes, to the
Committee on Public Works,

H.R.9580. A bill to amend and supple-
ment the Federal Aid Road Act approved
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 366), as amended and
supplemented, to authorize appropriations
for continuing the construction of highways,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Public Works.

By Mr. BERRY:

H. R. 9590. A bill to amend section 317 (a)
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921; to
the Commitiee on Agriculture,

By Mr. BONNER:

H.R.9581. A bill to amend the act of
August 31, 1964 (68 Stat. 1037), relating to
the acquisition of non-Federal land within
the existing boundaries of any national park,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CARLYLE:

H.R. 9582, A bill to amend section 403 (b)-
of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 so as to
permit air carriers and foreign air carriers,
subject to certain conditions, to grant re-
duced-rate transportation to ministers of re-
ligion; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DAWSON of Illinois:

H.R.9583. A bill to simplify accounting,
facilitate the payment of obligations, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. DODD:

H.R.9584. A bill declaring Good Friday in
each year to be a legal public holiday; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ENGLE:

H. R.9595. A bill to authorize the construe-

tion of certain works for flood control and
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other purposes on the Sacramento River in
California; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

: By Mr. FLYNT:

- H.R.9596. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases

in benefits, and for other purposes; to the

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H. R.9687. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon:

H.R.9598. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mrs. GRIFFITHS:

H.R.9539, A bill to amend the Raillroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. HERLONG:

H.R.9600. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for amorti-

zation deductions with respect to housing

facllities for farmworkers; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R.9601. A bill to provide that certain
voluntary employees' beneficiary associations
shall be exempt from income tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R.9602. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

y By Mr. HIESTAND:

H.R.9603.. A bill to require the use of
humane methods in the slaughter of live-
stock and poultry in interstate or foreign
commerce, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HOEVEN:

H. R. 9604. A bill to provide that the Secre-
tary of the Interior shall investigate and re-
port to the Congress as to the advisability of
establishing the Sergeant Floyd Monument
as a national monument; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HULL:

H.R.96056. A bill to readjust size and
weight limits on fourth-class (parcel post)
mail matter at the post offices at St. Joseph
and South St. Joseph, Mo.; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Bervice.

By Mr. JUDD:

H.R.9606. A bill to amend the United
States Information and Educational Ex-
change Act of 1848, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MILLER of California:

H. R.9607. A bill to establish a sound and
comprehensive national policy with respect
to the development, conservation for preser-
vation, management and use of fisheries re-
sources, to create and prescribe the functions
of the United States Fisheries Commission,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. MOSS:

H. R. 9608. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion .of certain works for flood control and
other purposes on the Sacramento River in
California; to the Committee on Public
‘Works. [

By Mr. O'BRIEN of New York (by
request) : -

H.R.9609. A bill relating to the com-

nsation and term of office of the judge of

pe L )
the District Court of Guam; to the Commit-,

tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
By -Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota:
H. R.9610. A bill to authorize certain im-
provement of the Minnesota River for flood
control and allied purposes in the viginity of
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Mankato and North Mankato, Minn.; to the
Committee on Public Works.
By Mr. O'’KONSKI:

H.R.9611. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr, PILLION: -

H.R.9612. A bill to amend and supple-
ment the Federal Aid Road Act approved
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and
supplemented, to authorize appropriations
for continuing the construction of high-
ways, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

H.R.9613. A bill to amend and supple-
ment, the Federal Ald Road Aet approved
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and
supplemented, to authorize appropriations
for continuing the construction of high-
ways, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works,

By Mr. PRICE:

H.R.9614. A bill to provide insurance
against flood damage, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. RADWAN:

H.R. 9615. A bill to reduce the percentage
depletion for oll and gas wells; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. REUSS:

H.R.9616. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Faoreign Com-
merce,

H.R. 9617. A bill to amend and revise the
laws relating to immigration, naturalization,
nationality, and eitizenship, and for other
purpeses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky:

H.R.0618. A bill to amend and clarify
section -9 (d) of the Universal Military Train--
ing and Service Act to confirm jurisdiction
in the Federal courts to enforce section 9 (g)
(3); to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H. R.9619. A bill to protect the civil rights
of individuals by establishing a Commission
on Civil Rights in the executive branch of
the Government, a Civil Rights Division in
the Department of Justice, and a Joint Con-
gressional Committee on Civil Rights, to
strengthen the criminal laws protecting the
eivil rights of individuals, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judieiary,

By Mr. SCHWENGEL:

H.R.9620. A bill creating the Muscatine
Bridge Commission and autherizing said
commission and its suecessors to acquire by
purchase or condemnation and to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge or bridges
across the Mississippl River at or near the
city of Muscatine, Iowa, and the town of
Drury, Ill.; to the Committee on Public
‘Worls.

By Mr. SHELLEY:

H.R.9621. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Aet of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. SIKES:

H.R. 9622. A bill to amend section 4182 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt
certain sales of antigue weapons from tax
under section 4181 thereof, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SILER:

H.R.9623. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide inecreases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. SMITH of Mississlppi:

H.R.9624. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
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Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. ]
By Mrs. SULLIVAN:

H.R.96256. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstata and Foreign Com=-
merce,

By Mr. WAIN'WRIGH‘I‘.

H. R. 9626. A bill to establish standards for
hours of work and overtime pay of laborers
and mechanics employed on work done under
contract for, or with the financial aid of, the
United States, for any Territory, or for the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ed.m:a.tlon and
Labor. f

By Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey!:

H.R.9627. A bill to amend the Ralilroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. ZABLOCKI:

H.R.9628. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increaces
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. BROOKS of Loulsiana:

H. J. Res. 559. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to prevent interference with
the police powers of the States and to pre-
vent interference with the power to regulate
health, morals, education, marriage, and
general welfare, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DODD:

H. J. Res. 560. Joint resolution to estab-
lish a joint congressional committee to be
known. as the Joint Committee on United
States International Exchange of Persons
Programs; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. FINO:

H. J. Res. 561. Joint resolution designating
December 1, 1956, as Civil Air Patrol Day;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REUSS:

H. J. Res. 562. Joint resolution to estab-
lish a joint congressional committee to be
known as the Joint Committee on United
States International Exchange of Persons
Frograms; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. RUTHERFORD:

H. J. Res. 563. Joint resolution authorizing
the construction of certain water conserva-
tion projects to provide for a more adequate
supply of water for irrigation purposes in the
Pecos River Basin, N. Mex. and Tex.; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FINO:

H. Con. Res. 218. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the friendship of the people of the
United States for the people of Italy and ex-
pressing the hope that Italy will remain one
of the Ifree and democcratic nations of the
world; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. LANE:

H. Res. 412. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce ‘to investigate and study railroad ac-
cidents in the United States, giving particular
attention to the accidents recently occurring
in New England; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. BATES:

H. Res. 413. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to Investigate and study railroad
accidents in the United States, giving par-
ticular attention to the accidents recently
oceurring in New England; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H. Res. 414. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H. R. 11, a bill to reaffirm the
national public policy and purpose of Con-
gress in the laws against unlawful restraints
and monopolies, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Rules.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis~
lature of the State of Colorado, memaorial-
izing the President and the Congress of the
United States to enact legislation providing
grants-in-ald to State agencles for the pro-
motion and enforcement of safety in indus-
try; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANFUSO:

H.R.9629. A bill for the relief of Eva
Magalhaes y Aguirre alias Eva Pugliese; to
the Committee on the Judleclary.

By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R.9630. A bill for the relief of Anna

Rossetti; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BARTLETT:

H.R.9631. A bill to ratify and confirm the
sale of certain real property of the United
States; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. FRIEDEL (by request) :

H.R.9632. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Clarabelle Greene; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GAMBLE:

H.R.9633. A bill for the relief of Paul
Clifford Wilkinson; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania:

H. R. 9634. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mary

Wadlow; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. HOEVEN:

H.R.9635. A bill for the relief of the Ser-
geant Bluff Consolidated School District; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLTZMAN (by request):

H. R, 9636. A bill for the relief of Chi-Tsu
Tsang; his wife, Yung-tsing Hwang Tsang;
and their children, Arlene Bai-Hwa Tsang,
Betty Lai-Hwa Tsang, Carl Yang-Hwa Tsang,
Doris Tiau-Hwa Tsang and Diane Si-Hwa
Tsang; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HYDE:

H.R.9637. A bill for the relief of Kwen
Fang Sun, his wife, and his minor son; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. OSMERS:

H.R.9638. A bill for the rellef of Costas
George Vernadakis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PHILLIPS:

H.R.9639. A bill for the relief of Refuglo
Guerrero-Monje; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi:

H.R.9840. A bill to require the Becretary
of Agriculture to release certain restrictions
on the real property hertofore conveyed to the
West Marks Baptist Church of Quitman
County, Miss.; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia:

H. R, 9641. A bhill to exempt from taxation
certain property of the Columbia Historical
Society in the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. UTT:

H.R.9642. A bill for the relief of Mariano
Santana Llamas; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ZABLOCKI:

H.R.9643. A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Josefa Kujawa; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. REUSS:

H. J. Res. 564. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President to issue posthumously to
the late Col. William Mitchell a commission
as a major general, United States Army, and
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for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.
By Mr. WALTER:

H. J. Res. 66. Joint resolution for the re-
lef of certain aliens; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.J.Res. 566, Joint resolution - to waive
certain provisions of section 212 (a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act in behalf
of certain aliens; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions

and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows: "

582. By Mr. BRAY: Petition of 107 persons
of Monroe County, Ind., in support of H. R.
4627, a bill to prohibit the transportation of
alcoholic beverage advertising in interstate
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

583. Also, petition of 47 persons of Mon-
roe County, Ind., in support of H. R. 4627,
a bill to prohibit the transportation of alco-
holic beverage advertising in interstate
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

584. By Mr. BUSH: Petition of citizens of
Sayre and Bradford County, Pa., urging en-
actment of legislation to prohibit the trans-
portation of alcoholic beverage advertising
in interstate commerce and its broadcast-
ing over the air; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

585. By Mrs. CHURCH: Resolution
adopted February 21, 1956, by the unani-
mous vote of the board of directors of the
Union League Club of Chicago, approving
the recommendations of the Hoover Com-
mission insofar as they pertaln to the
achievement of greater efficiency and econ-
omy in the Federal Government, and pledg-
ing its support in behalf of the study and
adoption of said recommendations; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

586. By Mrs. GRIFFITHS: Petition of Mrs.
Percy C. Whiting, and 477 others from the
Detroit, Mich., area urging the enactment
of legislation to establish a commission to
study the transportation of obscence and
immoral literature in interstate commerce
and the necessary legislation to prohibit
any such transportation; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

587. By Mr. McGREGOR : Petition of Asso-
clated Farmers of Richland County citing
their opposition to social security and also
petition of the same group setting forth
their opposition to controls; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

588. By Mr, SHORT: Petition of Mrs. Pearl
Jones Gates and other citizens of Aurora,
Mo., protesting alcoholic-beverage advertis-
ing on radio and television; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

589. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the sec-
retary, Ploneer Water Co., Porterville, Calif.,
urging the immediate appropriation of the
initial funds necessary for the immediate
commencement of construction of Success
Dam, etc.; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

590. Also, petition of the chalrman, Long
Island Chapter, Knights of Columbus,
Brooklyn, N. Y., expressing their suppourt of
House Joint Resolution 309 (8. J. Res. 94);
the objective of which is to restore the pro-
tectlion of our Federal Constitution to the
fundamental rights of United States citi-
zens serving abroad as members of our
Armed Forces, etc.; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

591, Also, petition of the secretary-treas-
urer, Weather Control Research Association,
Bishop, Calif., requesting that the life of
the National Advisory Committee on Weather
Control be extended as proposed in Senate
bill 2913; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.
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