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thing that is absolutely certain ls, the unity 
and firmness and resolution of the free na
tions during the past few years have ·caused 
t .he Soviet policy to fail, and today they are 
trying to figure out how they are going to 
get a better one." 

This change in Soviet policy is known to 
every schoolboy; and every mother knows 
the world is now at peace. 

on Monday, Senator FULBRIGHT asked ques
tions, on the floor of the Senate, which Sec
retary Dulles had already answered Sunday 
night. I wish the Senator had read Secretary 
Dulles' speech before he ·made his own. 

For example, Senator Fulbright asked: 
"Will he (Dulles) give us a fair chance to 

decide for ourselves with full knowledge of 
the facts, what efforts we should make for 
our own salvation, or will he lull us to sleep 
in an hour when the Soviet Union has 
launched a powerful diplomatic offensive 
against us". 

The Secretary's answer given the day be
fore was that if we and other free nations 
play our proper part, "we can face the future 
not with complacency-that would be dis
astrous-but with confidence". 

On Monday, .Senator FULBRIGHT asked: 
"'Will such a public opinion be prepared to 
make new sacrifices when the Secretary of 
State implies that the battle against the · 
Soviet bid for world· domination has been 
won?" . . 

But the day before the Secretary had an
swered that the Communist had come up 
against the granite of out declared strength, 
and, he went on to say: 
· "If that granite should turn to putty, ther>: 
violence and threat of war could again be
come the order of the day". Mr. Dulles went 
on to say that we had new problems which 
"will require new efforts; without relaxation 
of the old cohesion, resolution, vigilance and 
strength". 

I wish the Senator had taken the time to 
read Secretary Dulles' speech, which the 
Senator had previously said he looked for
ward to, before he made this attack on the 
Secretary. 

Senator FULBRIGHT also asked if our peo
ple would support new outlays for for-: 
eign aid with Secretary Dulles saying that 
Soviet designs had been frustrated al
ready. 

But the day before Secretary Dulles ha~ 
6aid: "If there is less apparent intolerance 
and less reliance on violence, there is per
haps more reliance than ever on division, 
enticement and duplicity." 

Does that sound like · saying that Soviet 
designs are already frustrated? 

Senator FULBRIGHT said that the world 
·"believes that America can think of the 
fight for peace in no terms except that of 
military ·alliances and shipment of arms." 

I do not know the Senator's reason for 
that belief, but the thought could not have 
come from Mr. Dulles. The day before the 
Secretary had said: 

Western efforts to advance the economic 
well-being of the less developed countries 
are nothing new. We need not be panicked 
by the new Soviet economic policy. With 
or without the so-called competition of 
the U. S. S. R., we propose to go forward 
with sound policies to . aid the economic 
progress of less developed countries. . 

Senator FULBRIGHT could not have been 
more in error in the views he attributed 
t(.1 Secretary Dulles-views directly contrary · 
to those given in the Secretary's speech of 
the day before. 

Secretary Dulles has ·spent much of the 
last 3 years traveling about the world to 
promote the job of world peace. He has done 
so as a conscientious public servant, and as 
a fine American. 

I am certain that the political aspects . of 
achieving peace were the very least of his 
motives. 

I regret very much that the Senator from 
Arkansas should have added to the Secre
tary's many burdens by attacking him only 
because his policy has been successful and 
the truth does not require him to give 
pessimistic reports. 

senaitor FULBRIGHT may regard this as bad 
campaign politics for his party; but it is good• 
news for the J\,merican people. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 

accordance with the previous order ·en• 
tered, I now move that the Senate stand 
adjourned until 12 o'clock noon tomor-
row. . 

The motion was agreed to; and Cat 
6 o'clock and 47 minutes p. mJ the 
Senate adjourned, the adjournment 
being, under the order previously en
tered, until tomorrow, Friday, March 
2, 1956, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate March 1, 1956: 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Louis F. Kreek, of the District of Columbia, 
to be an Examiner-in-Chief in the Patent 
Office. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
: Charles K. Rice, of New ·Jersey, to be an 

Assistant Attorney General. 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

Earl Freeman Hastings, of Arizona •. to be a 
member of the Securities and Exchange Com
mission for the remainder of the term ex
piring June 5, 1959. 

GENERAL SERVICES 'ADMINISTRATION 
Franklin G. Floete, of Iowa, to be Admin

istrator of General Services. 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGES 

· Joseph P. Lieb, of Florida, . to be United 
States district Judge, southern district of 
Florida. 

John M. Cashin, of New· York, to be United 
States district Judge, southern district of 
New York. 

Ross Rizley, of Oklahoma, to be · United 
States district judge, western district of 
Oklahoma. 
- R. Dorsey Watkins, of Maryland, to be 
United States district judge, district of Mary
land. · 

Ewing T. Kerr, of Wyoming, to be United 
States district judge, district of Wyoming. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
Oliver Gasch, of the District of Columbia. 

to be United States attorney, District of Co~ 
lumbia, for a term of 4 years. 

UNITED STATES MARSHALS 
Gerald Francis Bracken, of Maryland, to be 

United States marshal, district of Maryland. 
John Wesley Thompson Falkner IV, of Mis• 

sissippi, to be United States marshal, north
ern district of Mississippi, for a term . of 4 
years. 

Oliver H. Metcalf, of Pennsylvania, to be 
United States marshal, middle district of 
Pennsylvania. 

Albert Di Meolo, of Pennsylvania, to be 
United States marshal, western district of 
Pennsylvania. 

Santos Buxo, Jr., of Puerto Rico, to be 
United States marshal, district of Puerto 
Rico. 

Lyle F. Milligan, of Wisconsin, to be United 
States marshal, eastern district of Wisconsin. 
for a term o~ 4 years. 

HOUSE QF REPRESENTATIVES , 
THURSDAY, MARCH 1, 1956 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rabbi Yakov R. Hilsenrath, Beth 

Judah ·Temple, North Wildwood, N. J.,· 
offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, in whose hands are the· 
spirits of all flesh and in whose ey·es 
all tomorrows stand revealed as today, 
we invoke Thy blessings upon the Mem
bers of this Congress who are gathered 
to take counsel with one another and 
deliberate concerning the welfare of 
man, the crown of Thy creations. 

May harmony and sincerity of purpose 
ever guide their endeavors, unity, and a 
genuine spirit of brotherhood motivate 
their deliberations and resolves. 

Guide and aid them to disperse the 
clouds of aggression and insecurity 
hovering over mankind. May all whom 
Thou hast created enjoy the right to 
live and work, to think and speak, in 
accordance with the dictates of theii 
God-given conscience. 

O God, speedily grant all mankind Thy 
most precious gift, peace. Enable Thy. 
children to achieve and preserve it 
amidst every trial and circumstance. 
Inspire the members of our Government 
to contribute their energies toward mak
ing the United States of America ' an 
effective instrument to safeguard world 
security. Help them to usher in the 
long-awaited era when freedom's ·holy 
light will flood the world as the waters 
cover the sea. We ask this not for per
sonal advantage but for the establish• 
ment of a Godly world and the recogni
tion of Thy will in the hearts of all men. 
Amen. 

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

JANE EDITH THOMAS 
Mr. FEIGHAN submitted a .conference 

report and s.tatement on the . bill <H. R -
7588) for the relief of Jane Edith 
Thomas arid for other purposes. 

A MORNING WISH 
Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include an article. 

The· SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman · from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. · Speaker, when 

there is so much confusion, distrust, and 
misunderstanding in the world, it is com
forting to read a statement like this 
which I ran onto in the Sunshine maga
zine the other day, written by W. ·R. 
Hunt. I .wish to make it a part . of- my 
remarks at this time: 

A MORNING WISH 
(By W.R. Hunt) 

The sun is rising on the morning of an..: 
other day. What can I wish that this day 
may bring to me? Nothing that shall make 
the world of. others poorer, n0thing at th~ 
e~J.:>ense .of_ other men; but just . those. f_~w 
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things which, in .~heir- coming, do not_. s:j;op 
with me, but touch-me, :rather, as they pai;;s 
and gather strength: 

.'.few friends who understand me, and yet 
remain my friends. 

A work to do which has real value, without 
which the world would feel poorer. 

A return ·for that work small enough not 
to tax unduly anyone who pays. 

A mind unafraid to travel, even though the 
trail be not blazed'. 

A!i understanding heart. 
A sight of the eternal hills and unresting 

sea, and of something beautiful the hand of 
man has made. 

A sense of -humor and the power- to laugh. 
A little leisure with nothing to do. · 
A fe\7 moments of quiet, silent meditation, 

to sense. t~e presence of God. 
And patience to wait for these things, with 

the wisdom to know them when they come. 
j ~ I 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY . 
Mr: CELLER . . Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous . consent· thi:tt ,th() Com_mittee. 
on the Judiciary be permitted to sit'while 
the House is · in session next week, during 
general debate. · . · . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man ftom New York? 

There was no o.bjection_. 

.· THE PRESIDENT OF ITALY 
Mr. TuMULTY. 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 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TUMULTY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

to state .how thr~ll~d I was to · hear, the 
speech of t~e P,resjqent of Italy, . the 
;Honorable Giovann~ Gronchi, who ad~ 
dressed us yesterday, I felt that the ad~ 
dress was superlative in co.ntent and in 
delivery. . 

I . was most fortunate because during 
his address · I · was privileged to sit next 
to my distinguished colleagues from New 
Jersey [Mr. RODINO and Mr. ADDONIZIO], 
who most :fluently translated the address 
as the President spoke. I must say their 
translation was almost as eloquent as the · 
address itself. I know that. all the com
ments· I heard here were most favorable 
to the President 'and I am sure the Presi
dent again demonstrated how much civ
ilization owes to Italy, this great and 
historic nation which has cradled us in 
our ciVilization .and in our religion. 
Truly .as President Gronchi said, The 
Italy before us today-as typified by 
himself-was an outstanding example of 
culture and democracy. 

EISENHOWER'S DECISION 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, the 

decision of President Eisenhower to offer 
himself as a candidate for a second term 

will be encouraging to his friends who, r-ope and Asia can hav_e a universal day 
will take it as proof that he has made. of armistice observance to keep the peace · 
complete recovery from his illness. . we are now in. · 

We must assume that in his own mind In the old days, armistice used to be 
Mr. Eisenhower has determined that he called Treve de Dieu; that is, every Fri
is not only capable of resuming the full day from sundown to sunup Monday, 
burden of the presidency but that the Christians on the Crusades ceased fight
chances are that he will be able to do so· ing and observed a 2%-day period of 
for the full 4 years of a second term. A contemplation and prayer. In our time, 
decision on any other basis would have Treve de Dieu got to be known after 
been unthinkable. World War I as armistice. Many peo-

In his first campaign for the presi- ple thought of the armistice after World 
dency, Mr. Eisenhower received con- War I as in connection with the Ger
·siderable support in the TVA area. His man war. 
record, and that of his administration .we ·do not want that connotation at 
on TVA matters, has not been what the . all. We want armistice to mean observ
people of the TVA area had been prom- · ance of those principles for which we 
ised and led to expect. They will take took up and laid .down. arms, and the 
this into consideration next November. breach of which arms will again . be 

ITALY 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask, 

unanimous consent· to address the House· 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. . 

Mr. SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I was very 

much interested in the remarks of my 
colleague, the gentleman .from New Jer
sey, a few moments ago concerning the 
address of the President of Italy.. I did 
not have the benefit yesterday of inter
preters, and I do not understaQd the 
Italian language, but I can read the 
English language. I was delighted to 
read in his address that there is a plus 
balance in the Italian treasury. I can 
say to my colleague from New Jersey that 

· I will certainly -be down here in the 
well of the House when the foreign WPA 
bill . comes along to remind him of that 

· balance in the Italian treasury, if there 
are any funds · in that bill for Italy, · 

A NEW OBSERVANCE OF ARMISTICE 
DAY 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. 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 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, yes

terday at a breakfast hosted by the New 
Jersey division of the American Legion, 

· regret was expressed that we had al
lowed observance of . Armistice Day to 
lapse and substituted for it Veterans' 
Day. 

With all due respect to the veterans, 
armistice is the result of their actions; 
homage to veterans is a homage paid 
to people as .. against that which is in.;. 
herent in the word "armistice," which 
means the homage we pay to the prin-
ciples of peace ; they are eternal. . 

We today are in an armistice not only 
in Asia but in Europe and other parts 
of the world. 

I have assurances that the New Jer-
·sey unit of the American Legion is going 
to search the problem so that we here 
in the Umted States and possibly in Eu-

taken up, such as freedom of the seas, 
:freedom to draw a breath whether you 
are small or large .in the family. of na
tions, and other free . things involved, in 
the moral sense -of man, like those men
tioned in the New York Times editorial 
of November 11, 1953, entitled "The Dead 
Did Not Fail." 

I hope that the New Jersey division 
of the American Legion is success! ul in 
bringing about a new observance of 
Armistice Day the world around. It 
rnight conceivabiy help us broaden the 
span of peace from 21 % years between · .~. 
wars to a lifetime. Indeed, we have ad
vanced the span of peace from 2 % days 
to an average of 21% years-1918 to·l941 
in Europe; 1941 to 1950 in Asia-Korea
notwithstanding. For the world, 1956-? 

LEGISLATION WiTH REFERENCE 
TO WHEAT 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute arid to 
revise and extend my remarks. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the re·quest of the gentleman from 
Michigan? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, throughout the country the 
Republicans are taking a terrific lot of 
criticism because of the present farm 
policy. The Republicans are not to 
blame for that situation at all. ·But we 
have been sitting ·here and taking it 
without making reply. The gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. HILL] who is listen
ing so attentively, knows that. The Sen
ate has passed a bill which would help 
us out on the wheat surplus and correct 
a part of the error which was made when 
the legislation was written by our Demo
cratic opponents. That is really w~ere 
-the blame belongs, over on the other side. 
I cannot understand why that Commit.; 
tee op Agriculture is pigeonholing legis
lation which will corect that situation 
with reference to wheat. I hope the dis
tinguished gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HILL] will · tell us about it. He 
would not be disclosing any secrets if 
he did tell us just Democratic members 
are holding up remedial relief. 

UPPER COLORADO RIVER BASIN 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I move . 

that the House resolve itself into the 
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Committee of the Whole House on the 
state ·Of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 3383) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Colorado River storage project and ·par
ticipating projects, and . for other 
purposes. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make 

a .Point of order that a quorum is not 
present. . 

The SPEAKER pro -tempore <Mr. ~c
CORMACK). Evidently there is no quo
rum present: 

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

A call of the Hcuse was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, .and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 13] 
Bailey Gamble 
Bell Hays, Ohio 
Blitch· · Hillings -
Bowler Hoffman, Ill. 
l3oykin Kee 
Burnside Kelley. Pa. 
Byrd Knutson 
Chatham McDowell 
Denton Mollohan 
Derounian Powell 
Eberharter Preston 
Fountain Priest 

Prouty 
Rains 
Scrivner 
Shelley 

, Staggers 
Steed 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Tollefson 
Watts 
Wharton 

· The SPEAKER pro· tempore. Three 
hundred and ninety-two Members hav~ 
answered to their names·;· a quorum is 
~~ffi~ . 
· Without objection, fti.rther proceed-
ings under the c.an were dispensed with. 

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE 
PROJECT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by th~ 
gentleman from Colorado. 

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 further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 3383, with 
Mr. MILLS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the .commit

tee rose on yesterday, the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. AsPINALL1 had 32 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER] had 32 min .. 
·utes remaining. The gentleman from 
California [Mr. HOLIFIELD] had been 
recognized for 10 minutes, and had con
sumed one-half minute of his time. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
·California for 9% minutes. ' 

. Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
regret that one of the proponents for this 
bill has repeatedly referred to the Colo
rado River Association's so-called lob
bying and expenditures in opposition to 
the upper Colorado project. No specific 
charge has been made of wrongdoing. 
The figures are drawn from official re
ports filed by the association in compli
ance with the law passed by Congress. 

Any attempt by innuendo or otherwise 
to prejudice the Members' minds for this 
bill is, in my opinion, a desperate at
tempt to becloud the -real issues. 

The Colorado River Association and 
its attorneys, engineers. and research 

specialists are employee·s of the state of masses of the people, let me say to you, 
California, the cities of southern Cali- salve your- conscience on this one. This 
fornia, and the great irrigation districts~ is an occasion where you are turning· 
of California. They are being paid by over millions and millions of kilowatts . 
the taxpayers and property owners of to private power companies to sell 
California and honorable and legally es- at profit-making private-power prices to · 
tablished associations whose sole aim is the people of that a.rea, and you are de
to protect the water rights of over 6 mil- nying the people the right to use those· 
lion .people anc;l. their property rights of facilities and those damsites for all fu
more than $10 billion. ture time to generate the cheap power 

No hint of scandal has ever touched that means so much to the progress of 
their proper and legal advocacy of the civilization in that area. 
interests so vital to our State. So let's Now, let us turn to · a comparison be-. 
have no more of. this sly type of debate. " tween the Hoover· Dam· project and the 

Let's proceed to the issues. upper Colorado River Dam project. We 
~ I opposed the Dixon-Yates contract have heard that referred to by several of. 
because it was a $100 million give away the speakers. In the case of the Hoover 
to private utilities of taxpayers' funds. Dam it was put in on the basis of a 50-

I am opposed to the give away of the year amortization, paying 4 percent at 
Hell's Canyon Dam sites to private utili- first, and they reduced it after that to 3 
ties because it will deprive the people of percent interest. 
that area for all time to come of the : The Colorado project is proposed on 
benefits of cheap . public power. .They the basis of 100 years amortization. We. 
are giving away something that belongs· had firm power contracts for 2 mills per 
to the~ Federal Government. kilowatt before we ·built the Hoover Dam .. 

I am opposed to the upper Colorado You have no firm contracts at all on this 
River .project for, the same reason. .It proposed project. ·You merely have ten
will. also, for all p.ractical.pur.poses, cause tative offers of 6 mills. from the private 
the Federal Government to lose the ad-. power -companies. The private power 
vantage of its own dam sites. companies will not put their money on 

It will lose for a hundred years the .op- the line at 6 mills, and yet it is the 6 mill~ 
portunity of the people of the upper sale that you are depending upon for the 
basin to obtain cheap public power from feasibility-question mar~--of _ your 
federally-owned dam sites and facilities. project. 

The proposed 6-mill-per-kilowatt con- Ninety-one percent of the power that 
tracts· with the 10 private utilities in the comes from the Hoover Dam· into Cali-. 
upper basin will fasten on the consumers fornia goes to publicly owned ·distribut-. 
of that area high-priced private power ing centers and 9.percent to private. All 
rates for the foreseeable future. of this-100 percent of the upper basin 

The Federal Government will spend a project's power, with the· exception of 
half .billion dollars for the dams, gener- 1 or 2 farm cooperatives, goes to private 
ating equipment, and transmission lines, utilities. . · 
and then turn the electricity over to the The waters that are impounded in the 
private profit-making utilities. Colorado by the dams at Hoover, Parker, 

I know they will say that the prefer- anc;l Davis are used for irrigation and do
ence right is in there, but there are very i:nestic purposes, which is the primary 
few,.if any, organizations available to ex- use under the Colorado compact. 
ercise the preference right, and there are The waters impounded in those dams 
over 6,600 miles of privately owned in the upper Colorado will not be di
transmission ·lines. You have · heard verted to irrigation except in one small 
many Members of this· House get up and instance on the Navaho project, but will 
object to transmission lines from public be impounded for power purposes alorie. 
power dams to the load center points: The water they talk ·about needing can 
The Government also pays for the·tr:ans• be diverted now from the river above the 
mission lines from these upper Colorado dam sites. These are some of the im
Basin dams to the private utility load portant points that I hope you will con
center distributing points. . si<ier when you vote on this bill. The 

This bill represents the biggest give"." gentleman from California [Mr. UTT] 
away of all time, a $453· million capital has· told you of the legal position of the 
.investment in dams and facilities. These State of California seeking for clari:fi.ca
·are~ owned by the Federal Government~ tion of the compact. I cannot go into 
but the resulting electricity will be given that because time does not allow me to 
to 10 private power companies so that ·do so. 
they can be relieved of future generating Now, let us look at the soil-bank pro
investments in this area. Remember, no posal. The administration 'is asking for 
power is needed there at this time. The 40 million acres to be withdrawn and put 
private power companies have said that into the soil banl{ with a subsidy to be 
they are keeping up with the demand so · paid to the farmers. A recent s~rvey of 
this bill will give for the foreseeable fu- the United S ~ates Conservation Service 
ture Government-generated and Govern- shows that we have 21 million acres of 
ment-paid-for power to the utility com- idle land in the United States today that 
panies at the cost that they can no:w pro- with proper drainage in some instances, 
duce kilowatts with coal-generating and in some instances with no drainage 
pla.nts. The power when sold on the at all, but in- all instances in need of fer
basis of a 6-mills contract to the private ·tilizatiOn- and a few things like that, 
utilities will not be cheap public power, which would cost much less than $100 an 
it will be high-priced private power. MY acre, can be · brought into production. 
friends from the Tennessee Valley and ·But here you are paying up to $5,000 an 
from the Grand Coulee and from the acre to bring 132,000 acres of new farm
Shasta area who pride themselves on .land ar:d to gj\Te ~dditional water to some 
supporting cheap jmblic power for the 260,000 that now are in cultivation. 
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The statement is made that these will 
not be surplus crops, but here I have 
-every project which is in the hearings 
-and the testimony-of the United States 
-reclamation work which shows that the 
fallowing crops-small grains, dairy 
cows, :::heep, and sugar beets are all in 
the category of crop allocation or in the 
category of crop subsidies or commodity 
subsidies. Believe me, those lands will 
be used for those purposes. They tell you 
that they may only use it for alfalfa, but 
alfalfa feeds dairy cows and it feeds 
sheep, and in both instances you have a 
subsidy problem in those categories. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been here a long 
time. I know pretty well the trend of 
the House. When the legislative jugger
naut engineered by the majority leader
ship and the minority leadership gets 
into motion, it pretty well quashes the 
Members who are opposing the legisla
tion. I have no illusions as to how this 
bill is going to go. But I opposed proj
ects of this sort before that were give
aways. This is the biggest giveaway of 
·all, $453,974,000 to build a plant to make 
power for private utilities. In other 
words, the Federal Government, the tax
payers of your State and mine, buy the 
cow, and the cream and milk go to the 
private utility companies and they .water 
it down so that the public does not get 
the benefit of cheap power but pays 
through the nose for power generated in 
plants which their taxes built. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HOLI
FIELD J has expired. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
-yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentleman from Colo
rado. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to ask the gentleman from 
Colorado a question. He has been my 
personal friend for over a third of a 
century. Is it not true that you were 
attorney general for the State of Colo
rado during the proceedings leading up 
to the Boulder Canyon Project Adjust
ment Act? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I was at
torney general from 1936 to 1941, and 
dealt with the representatives from 
southern California in working out the 
terms and conditions of the Boulder Can
yon Act as passed by this Congress in 
1940. 

Mr. ASPINALL. And before coming 
to Congress you served as State counsel 
for the REA? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Is it not al.so 

a fact that this 6-mill power is all going 
to be bought and paid for by the people 
of the upper basin States? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes. 
Mr. DAWSON of Utah. So if there 

is any complaint about the rate we are 
paying, we are the people who are pay
ing for it, and it is going back to pay 
for this project? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. May I say 
· that under no circumstaI_lces is this a 

giveaway in any manner whatsoev.er. 
It has a preference clause. There is $145 
million in this bill for transmission lines,. 
We have no-fear but whatever the REA 
and , every individual who ha.s a right 
under the preference clause as provided 
in the reclamation law will get his part. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Will the gen
tleman yield again? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Is it not also 

a fact that the water which belongs to 
the upper basin States, and which would 
go to the building of this project, is now 
going to waste in the Pacific Ocean, and 
as it passes over the turbines at Hoover 
Dam it is producing secondary power at 
approximately 1 % mills, which goes as a 
subsidy to southern California? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I may 
state that the record inciicates that over 
200 million acre-feet of water has passed 
into the Pacific Ocean in the last 30 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me 
.to recommend the adoption of H. R. 3383, 
known as the upper Colorado bill. This 
is another forward step in the develop
ment of the Colorado River. The water
shed of this river is composed of seven 
States, which constitute approximately 
one-tenth of the area of the United 
States. 

The Colorado River development be
gan at the turn of the century. At that 
time engineers and forward-looking citi
zens envisioned the proper development 
of the United States. Studies were made 
of the potential flood control, electrical 
power, and the proper application of 
water throughout this entire area. The 
Congress of the United States authorized 
the States of Arizona, California, Colo
rado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and 
Wyoming to enter into a compact re
specting the disposition and the appor
tionment of the waters of the Colorado 
River, August 19, 1921-Forty-second 
United States Statutes at Large, page 

' 171. 
The Honorable Herbert Hoover was 

appointed by the President of the United 
States as a representative of the United 
States of America to confer with these 
States and arrive at a decision. None of 
you need to be reminded that under the 
leadership of the Honorable Herbert 
Hoover all of the States gathered around 
the table and adopted the Colorado River 
compact. This compact envisioned the 
proper development of the river in all of 
the States gathered at this table, and it 
was with the hope that all of the States 
could work together and develop the 
West. I need not point out to you that 
all of the States believed in the future 
development of the western half of the 
United States and all cooperated with 
the idea this could be accomplished by 
the efforts of the States with assistance 
from the United States Government. 

This legislation is only one part of the 
plan for the development of the Colorado 
River. It is to be developed according to 
the reclamation law. This law was first 
enacted in 1902. Without the re'clama
tion law the great West could never have 
developed and contributed to the Nation 
as it has in the past 50 years. The rec
lamation law is not designed to provide 
subsidies, but, on the contrary, it pro-

vides a definite method for repayment of 
advances made.. In this instance there 
'Will be 99-pereent repayment, and the 
·small 1-percent is allocated-to fiood con .. 
trol and wildlife. 

This legislation, when approved, will 
cause to be generated electricity for use 
in an expanding and growing area. The 
electrical energy will be sold under the 
provisions of the reclamation law which 
includes the preference clause. There is 
no power policy issue in this project. 
The power will be sold at competitive 
rates, and the users of the power will 
contribute to the project cost. 

I believe that all proper-thinking indi
·viduals are interested in the development 
of our natural resources. This develop
ment cannot come all at once and must 
be taken in stages. This is not the first 
development on the Colorado River, and 
we who favor this legislation are some
what preplexed at the opposition ad
vanced against the development of this 
river. Why there should come such vehe
ment opposition from those who have re
ceived the most out of this development 
is not understandable. ~ 

Permit me to direct your attention to 
the facts concerning the development of 
this river. When the Colorado River 
compact was ratified, the great State of 
California agreed irrevocably and un
conditionally with the United States and 
-the six ratifying States at that time that 
the aggregae annual consumption-di
version less return to river-of water of 
and from the Colorado River for use in 
the State of California shall not exceed 
4,400,000 acre-feet of that water appor
tioned to the lower basin plus one-half of 
the . surplus. With these limitations, 
southern California, and particularly the 
city of Los Angeles and the metropolitan 
water district together with all other 
contracting bodies, agreed to the terms 
and conditions of the compact and en
tered into contracts with the United 
States Government to repay the cost for 
the construction of the Hoover Dam and 
many other reclamation projects, less a 
$25 million subsidy for flood control. 

These firm contracts were based upon 
the competitive steam-power rates in 
that area of approximately 5 or 6 mills 

-per kilowatt-hour. Those desiring the 
water were given contracts at 25 cen~s 
per acre-foot. Then southern Califor
nia, realizing that if she paid the rat.e 
under her firm contracts she would repay 
in less than 50 years, insisted that devel .. 
opment be had in the upper basin States 
of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and 
WJ oming. When the Boulder Canyon 
project was amended, then southern Cal
ifornia began to pay not 5 or 6 mills 
per kilowatt-hour but is now paying an 
average of 2% mills per kilowatt-hour. 
She also reduced· the interest rate. It 
is estimated she had a complete savings 
far in excess of $5 million a year. When 
the Boulder Canyon Project Act was ap
proved at the insistence of a.ll of south
ern California there was made available 
one-half million dollars a year for a 20-
year period to the upper basin States 
for study and investigation by the Bu .. 
reau of Reclamation for the formulation 
of a Colorado River system for irriga
tion, electrical power, and for other 
purposes. 
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With the moneys made available, the 
Bureau of Reclamation has for many 
years made a complete study in the up
per basin States. This study revealed 
the amount of water that was available 
and selected sites for construction of 
power units. The study further refiected 
that sumcient income could be realized 
from these projects to pay their own way 
under the reclamation law. We, in the . 
upper basin States, have waited for years 
for the Bureau to finish its . study, and 
having finished its study and made its 
recommendations on a sound basis, we 
believe we are entitled to the develop
ment not only for our own area but for 
the benefit of the entire United States. 

Since southern California has received 
an advantageous position by its con
tracts with the United States Govern
ment and developed its area far beyond 
its own expectations, we are at a loss 
to understand why they would oppose 
development which they, themselves, 
had advocated for years until this legis
lation was presented. As I have hereto
fore pointed out, they cannot lose any 
water because j;hey, themselves, enacted 
the legislation which limits them to 
4,400,000 acre-feet and one-half of the 
surplus. Studies reveal the upper basin 
States have by the compact agreed that 
over a 10-year period they are bound to 
deliver 75 million acre-feet of water, and 
certainly Southern California will at all 
times secure its just portion thereof. 

Not once in all of the years of negotia
tion between the upper basin States and 
southern California was it ever indicated 
that they would in any manner oppose 
the proper development of the river. On 
·the contrary, they held out many.glowing 
promises and even suggested the funds 
for the studies and surveys as set forth 
in the Boulder Canyon Project Adjust
ment Act of June 19, 1940, Fifty-fourth 
United States Statutes at Large, page 
774. . . 

After southern California had secured 
their advantageous position and deserted 
their friends who had helped them secure 
this position, they set about a campaign 
of vilification, misrepresentations and 
untruths, the like of which Hollywood 
could never expect to equal. Many of 
you have reached pamphlets and litera
ture indicating what it would cost your 
particular State or your particular 
county based upon some fantastic figure 
pulled out of the air without any regard 
to the true facts. Those who prepared 
this literature well know that the Recla
mation Law provides for repayment, and 
I dare you to consult any of their litera-

. ture where at any time they mentioned 
this fact. 

Can it be that those in southern Cali
fornia are fearful that their advanta
geous position will be disturbed or if it 
is not disturbed that they will fail to 
get all of the water from this river and 
the electrical energy generated there
from. When a fair division has been 
made, why should they object now to 
others developing? The only answer is 
that they are not satisfied with misrep
resenting themselves to the other States 
but can only be satisfied when they have 
secured everything from the river of 
which they contribute no part of the fiow. 

A fair analysis of this bill will show 
that it is good legislation. The unfair 
and derogatory innuendos are not based 
upon fact. If you are interested in the 
development of the western part of the 
United States, and property of the entire 
Nation, then I hope that all of you will 
be fair and honest and properly consider 
the sources from which this opposition 
comes and vote for this bill. 

Heretofore there has been a great deal 
of d·iscussion advocated by those from 
southern California who say that they 
will be hurt by this legislation and that 
they are opposing it for that purpose. 
The first point I would like to make is 
that without the aid and assistance from 
those of southern California, this bill 
would not be here today. Second, I 
want to point out' that it was their aid 
and assistance that made it possible, and 
we in Colorado, being on the mountain 
top of the Continental Divide, having 
rivers running in every direction, have 
been besieged with lawsuits from States 
all around us from the beginning of time. 

. In· 1921 when southern California came 
to us with a little olive branch of peace 
and a white dove of love and suggested to 
us that we settle these difficulties, we in 
Colorado joined with them and came to 
Congress and authorized the States to get 
together in a compact. The President of 
the United States appointed Hon. Her
bert Hoover as the representative from 
the United States. 

We sat down at Santa Fe, N. Mex. and 
wrote the Colorado River compact. It 
so happened at that particular time that 
my colleague the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. ASPINALL], and I were in law 
school and our teacher on water rights 
was a representative to this meeting; he 
was the representative of the State of 
Colorado. He sat with these people, and 
with the Honorable Herbert Hoover to 
consider the terms and coridit.ions of this 
compact. It was from him that we 
learned of the good intentions of those of 
southern California and all of the upper 
basin States to settle our differences 
amicably. 

Following that all of the States, with 
the exception of the State of Arizona, 
ratified this compact. Arizona appar
ently began to see the will of the way of 
those who professed to be our friends at 
that time and who professed to be our 
friends until this bill came on the floor of 
the House. Apparently when they 
loolrnd out and saw that dove of love they 
called it a buzzard, because it was their 
failure to ratify the compact that caused 
southern California to come back to this 
Congress and pass the so-called Boulder 
Canyon Project Act. 

I want to direct. your attention to the 
provision of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act, section 13 (a), which provides that 
before this Hoover Dam can be con
structed the State of California should 
pass a limitation act whereby they agree 
that under no circumstances will they 
consumptively use in excess of 4,400,000 
acre-feet of water from the Colorado 
River. 

Now, mind. you, Mr. Chairman, the 
State of California has not contributed 
and does not contribute today one drop 
of water to the Colorado River. Seven-

ty-two percent of this water rises in the 
State of Colorado and fiows down that 
way. With that being the situation and 
with the California State Legislature 
passing its statutes of limitation, the 
President of the United States pro
claimed as provided in the Boulder 
Canyon Act how we should proceed. 

Contracts were entered into for the 
construction of the Hoover Dam and 
every one of those contracts statecj that 
it was made subject to the provisions of 
the compact. If there is any doubt 
about it I have the complete list of all 
the contracts that were entered into and 
that contain that provision. 

Let us examine this a little further. 
In the compact · provision of the upper 
basin States they said :Utah, Wyoming, 
Colorado, and New Mexico constituted 
the upper basin States; that the lower 
basin States constituted Nevada, Ari
zona, and California. 

At the time they wrote the compact 
the engineering data showed that there 
were approximately 17 to 20 million 
acre-feet annually in this river. In or
cer to be safe they said that those in the 
upper ·basin States would be entitled in 
perpetuity, mind you, in perpetuity, to 
7,500,000 acre-feet; that those in the 
lower basin States would be entitled to 
an equal amount. 

They then put into that compact a 
provision which I believe is unfair but 
nevertheless we of the upper basin 
States are obligated and have a burden 
to deliver over a 10-year period to the 
lower basin States 75 million acre-feet 
of water. 

After these contracts had been en
tered into with the United States Gov
ernment and, incidentally, they were to 
pay 6 mills for the production of pow er
is when California came to us again with 
an olive branch of peace and the white 
dove of love and said: "We want to get 
away from this contract. We want you 
to develop it." 

For over 4 years all of the States sat 
together and finally agreed that the 
Boulder Canyon project Act should be 
amended. I want to point out to the 
Members of this House that there was 
the time that southern California agreed 
that pursuant to section 2 (d) of the 
amended Boulder Canyon project, after 
1940 a half million dollars a year was 
made available to the Bureau of Re
clamation for the purpose of conducting 
a study to see how we could develop in 
the upper basin States. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. 
. Mr. ASPINALL . . Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Colorado 
5 additional minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, at the same time the south
ern California group came to Congress 
and we joined with them and a half 
million dollars was made available to 
the upper basin States for 20 years. 
That act also provided for an additional 
half million dollars a year for 30 years 
for tht: full development of all the basin. 
For the first 20 years $10 million was 
given to the Bureau of Reclamation for 
the purpose of making a study. It was 
at the suggestion of those from sot:th-
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em California that it was put into ·Ieg .. 
islation because they recognized, as I 
pointed out before, that they did not 
have any water. None of it originated in 
their State. They recognized that their 
only right was under this compact. They 
recognized that we were entitled to de
velop it. It was with that in mind that 
in 1946 and 1947 the State of California 
was asked to comment on our develop
ment. They did comment, and with a 
few reservations approved and went 
along with the right to develop as was 
contemplated all the time. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, as has 
been stated on the floor of the House 
by the chairman of this committee, made 
a complete and fair study. From that 
study certain recommendations were 
made and in those recommendations it 
was found that the projects in this bill 
are feasible. 

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

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

Mr. ASPINALL. And that was after a 
factual summary of the amount of water 
that is in the river and a finding of de
pendence upon that flow of water, is that 
correct? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

In addition to that I might point out 
to you of southern California who are so 
visiously fighting this bill: Did it ever 
occur to you that by the storage of the 
water in the upper basins and these 
reservoirs we would be in a better posi
tion to continue to deliver the 75 million 
acre-feet over a 10-year period? Is it 
not insurance to you to know that stored 
away up the river is plenty of water to 
run down to Hoover Dam and to supply 
the municipal water to the city of Los 
Angeles? Do. you not know that if it is 
there stored it is then made available to 
you and why should you object to us de
veloping it? 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to 
the gentleman from California: 

Mr. HOSMER. May I say to the gen
tleman that water upstream above Lee 
Ferry will not affect the generation -of 
power at Hoover Dam or will not put any 
water on the soil of .southern California. 
We are concerned with the availability 
of this water. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. May I 
point out to the gentleman that we both 
know that water runs downhill. It 
comes down the Colorado River and the 
only way it is going to get to Hoover 
Dam, the only way it is going to get 
to Los Angeles, is as it comes on 
down. If it is being used there to gen
erate electricity, the gentleman ·and I 
know there is very little water lost when 
used in the generation of electricity. 
You and I know that in this bill we can
not, under any circumstances, go ahead 
and use water to the extent that south
ern California has. Why ·would you riot 
be satisfied and let us have a little bit 
of the supply we get from these high 
mountain ravines, up and down, and then 
when we are finished with it, make th~ 
beneficial uses we can, pass it on to you 

so that you may have it? Why would 
you not want to join with us and get 
more yourself? 

Mr. HOSMER. Of course, the gentle
man understands fully, does he not, that 
not one single drop of storage upstream 
is needed in order to make the beneficial 
consumptive .JISes of w.ate:r . .which the. 
Upper basin desires · to use under the· 
project proposed and inserted in this bill 
and that therefore--

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Just a mo
ment. I yielded to the gentleman for a 
question. The only thing I can say to 
the gentleman is that I do not under
stand his mathematics nor the water 
conservation that he advocates, because 
any person will recognize and he should 
know that far above, a mile high, where 
this water starts, it goes downstream, 
and if you have dams and reservoirs in 
which to impound it and run it through 
the electrical turbines, it is still in the 
river and will still go down to you, and 
it will help regulate the flow. I regret 
that after all these years, when we had
what we thought was a fair group work
ing with us for the proper protection of 
the entire West, we now run into oppo
sition that is not understandable and 
that the dove of love is that of a vulture 
nature. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, we 

have heard the word "expert" kicked 
around a bit here and perhaps it has 
lost its meaning. However, in that I 
have complete confidence in the ability 
of the Members to separate the wheat 
from the chaff, I would like to make 
reference to some commentary from a 
man, not only a water engineer but one 
who has dedicated his life to the study 
of the Colorado River. More than this, 
Mr. Merriell, of whom I am speaking, 
was one of the members of the com
mission which negotiated the Sante Fe 
compact which is often raised .in these 
proceedings. I have thus in part only 
introduced my expert. He is no late 
comer to the Colorado controversy nor 
has he parlayed his knowledge of the 
subject into publicity. It grieves me 
somewhat that new Members of this 
body, only recently citizens of the area 
for which they speak with such fervor 
and knowledge, are constrained to sell 
their sudden knowledge as final in deter
mining the merits of a matter at least as 
old as they in total years and far older 
than their personal relationship with it. 

Still, recent acquaintance with a prob
lem often leads an unsuspecting candor 
to emerge. My colleague from southern 
California [Mr. RoosEVELT] thus, no 
doubt without knowing its impact, said: 

It is this real invasion of water rights 
necessary to support a growing civiUzation 
n .ow numbering over 6 million people which 
we cannot countenance. California's legal 
rights under the Colorado River compact 
and the Boulder Canyon Project Act-

And here he carefully omitted the 
Boulder Canyon Adjustment Act and 
the California Self-Limitation Act--

are at the heart of California's opposition to 
the upper Colorado River storage project as 
proposed in the pending bill. 

I am glad he saw fit to bare this con-. 
f ession, yet he knew not what he said. 
In the first place, this legislation re
quires, and allows suit if it does not ob
tain strict adherence to all the law of 
the river. This legal stipulation alone 
illuminates the need for recourse to vast 
campaigns directed not to the facts but 
to the pursuasion df the jury. The Su
preme Court has clearly held that there 
is no justiciable issue as between south
ern California and the rights of the up
per basin States as regard this project. 
It does not improve his case to argue it 
with fine words and phrases. We have, 
of course, explained this before, just as 
we have met all other arguments, but I 
wish to make it clear that from the very 
first, that is way back about the turn of 
the century, we have entered negotia
tions to protect all rights under law, 
not only California but the other States 
as well. We do not propose here to 
abandon a half-century of policy and 
every bill .we have considered, including 
the present one, so stipulates. Justice 
is served in the bill, but not by assertive 
statement directed to preconceived posi
tions. 

But to get back to one of the truly top 
men on matters affecting the Colorado 
River, Mr. Merriell, of Colorado. In his 
testimony last year before our commit
tee, he spelled out how the ·rights of 
California are served, both by the law 
ef the river and by actions of California 
herself. He shows, and I invite your 
attention to it for the real factual meat 
it contains, that her interests are better 
served by the river law and by our plans 
than they are by her own actions: 
STATEMENT OF F. C. MERRIELL, CHIEF ENGI
. NEER, COLORADO RIVER WATER CONSERVA-

TION DISTRICT 

It seems very necessary to explain to the 
subcommittee why upper-basin people, espe
cially those from western Colorado, are sure 
they must have the storage project, in its 
main cutlines, as quickly as it can be put 
to work. 

During the negotiations which preceded 
the drafting of the 1922 compact by the 
Colorado River Commission, one member of 
that commission had a fixed determination 
to secure for the people of the lower basin 
a firm guaranty of Colorado River fl.ow to 
the lower basin. Mr. Norviel, of Arizona, 
did not at any time desi.st from his deter
mination to secure such a guaranty an,d h~ 
was, in the end, successful. 

The primary reason upper-basin people 
feel they must have the storage project is 
to counteract the deleterious effect of that 
guaranty in the 1922 compact upon the 
upper basin. To explain that effect certain 
terms used in hydrology must be defined. 
The most commonly known tool of the prac
ticing hydrologist is a record of fl.ow taken 
at some point on any stream where it is 
'believed it will later have value, by standard 
methods with as great accuracy as possible. 
This record, which should cover as many 
years as it can, is, in the West, known as 
historical fl.ow and sets up for some time 
unit, such as days, months, or years, .the· 
actual delivery of water past the point 
chosen on the stream. Another quantity 
which also appears in this analysis, and is 
also highly important is not the actual fl.ow, 
but the hypothetical flow that would have 
occurred at the time the historical :flow was 
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measured, if there had been no use of any 
kind by men at any place above the point 
of measurement. This is called the virgin, 
or undepleted :flow, and for the solution of 
many legal questions in water supply it 
often is more important than historical :flow. 

All members of the Colorado River Com
mission were agreed shortly after sessions 
were started that the probable average an
nual virgin :flow of Colorado River, in the 
vicinity of Lee Ferry, at which point they 
decided to divide the Colorado River Basin 
into upper basin and lower basin, had for 
some years been and would continue to be, 
about 20 million acre-feet annually. They 
determined to divide at that time 15 million 
acre-feet evenly between the 2 basins, leav
ing what they conceived to be a consider
able surplus for later division. In an effort 
to lessen the danger. that was inherent in 
the guaranty of water to . the lower basin, 
the commissioner for Colorado, Delph E. 
Carpenter, introduced in article III (d), of 
the compact the provision that the guaran
teed amount of water should not be deter
mined on an annual basis, but should be 
spread over periods of 10 years. 

In the light of these facts it ls essential 
to analyze, if that is possible, the reason 
for the opposition to the storage. project of 
California water bodies, and of some of the 
State's Representatives in the Congress. 
Evidently, it is thought in California that 
its ability, without the storage project, to 
get the water allotted to the lower basin 
together with all the water allotted to the 
upper basin which that basin is not using, 
so far as it is . present in the river, will 
enable California to secure and use for power 
much more water than as though the stor
age project were in existence. That this 
will be advantageous to California may not 
necessarily be true, and the history of stor
age and use of water in ·Lake Mead shows 
the point. 

After storage was started in Lake Mead· 
February 1, 1935, the lake was filled as 
quickly as possible and by summer of 1941 
it was actually full. From· that time until 
the end of 1952, Lake Mead has been oper
ated as a full reservoir, which does not 
mean that there were not considerable an
nual variations of its content and power 
head, but that these were at all times the 
maximum possible in view of .the flood-stage 
criteria laid down for that reservoir. This 
insured the maximum generation of power 
and a very large supply of water through 
1952. 

During 1953-54 the production of power 
was continued at about the same rate as 
had been possib,le with a full reservoir every 
ye·ar, in spite of the fact that the reservoir 
was . rapidly _})eing emptied because of the 
low inflow in both these years. As a result 
it was necessary in 1954 to cut power pro
duction by about 12 percent and on Jan
uary 31, 1955, the content of Lake Mead 
was· only- 12,305,000 acre-feet, less than t~e 
reservoir had contained since it was first 
filled, when it passed this content in June 
1937 . . At this level there is a decrease in 
power head of 34 percent of the maximum 
power head and perhaps . 30 percent oof the 
average power head as it has been operated 
for so many years. With the decrease in 
power head the quantity of water being re
leased must be increased to the maximum 
usable at the power head available to gen
erate constantly decreasing increments of 
power. The only remedy under these con
ditions would have been sooner to reduce 
the output in order to conserve power head 
and secure more efficient operation. 

If, on the other hand, the storage project 
bas been even partially built and were work
ing during these years, the operation of Lake 
Mead would not have been greatly different 
during these 2 years tha~ it had usually been 

and the reservoir would have been much more 
nearly full than it now is. If the present 
prospect of a fair water year in 1955 had been 
added to the regulation effected by the stor
age project, 1955 would have been in' Lake 
Mead a year of essentially full-reservoir op
eration, whereas without the storage project 
even a very good year must be one of several 
such to restore the operating conditions that 
were so successfully maintained from 1941 
th~ough 1952. In other words, it would ap
pear that the most .efficient operation of Lake 
Mead will be assured only if there is regula
tion of this highly erratic river in the upper 
basin. It is a remarkable confirmation of 
this idea that during the months of negotia
tions of the Colorado River Commission, all 
the commissioners from both basins many 
times repeated their conviction that for the 
successful utilization of Colorado River, res-

. ervoir regulation must sooner or later be 

. carried out in the upper basin. 
' Several advantages in addition to that just 
explained will accrue to the lower basin. The 
building of reservoirs in the upper basin will 
much lessen, although not entirely stop, the 
addition of silt to the loss of capacity Lake 
Mead has already experienced. Silt entering 
Lake Mead is not all deposited in the dead
storage space which is ostensibly where it 
should ultimately be found. Now much of 
it is in the live-storage space and that . will 
always be true. This silt will neither ge!l
erate power nor irrigate land, but insofar 1as 
it is part of the :flow delivered to Lake Mead 
under natural conditions, it is measured as 
water, which it certainly is not. 

When reservoirs :Qave been built in the 
upper basin the nec~ssity to carry empty 
several million acre-feet of storage capacity 
for possible :floods can be largely eliminated. 

While :floods are more apt to occur in the type 
of country composing the .lower basin,. it is 
hardly conceivable that they will require so 
much :flood storage as is now provided, and 
the level of Lake Mead can be raised with 
profit in power production by reason of the 
flood protection of the upper basin reservoirs. 
That this protection for a most remote pos
sibility does not lessen its necessity, means 
that somewhere on the river system these 
protective measures must be enforced. 
· The effect of all the factors discussed may 

now be assessed in western Colorado. It must 
first be said that all the water produced in 
that State, which is 70 percent of the total 
yield of the river, has as its first call the 
delivery of two-thirds of it to meet the obli
gation of the guaranty at Lee Ferry. In the 
table that accompanies _ this memorandum, 
which starts with listing of the historical 
flow at Lee Ferry, it is shown how the :virgin 
flow is derived by the addition of all the vari
ous forms of consumptive use as nearly as 
these can be worked out. It is then neces
sary to deduct the amount guaranteed the 
fower basin and what remains is the water 
available for consumptive use in the upper 
basin. This amount, according to the 1922 
compact, sho.uld be 7,500,000 acre-feet but as 
shown in column 11 of the table is reduced, 
by low-river :flow to 5,866,760 acre-feet, as 
an average for the period, 1950-54. It varies 
from a yearly negative amount of 1,806,600 
acre:-feet in 1934, to amount.s which in 9 years 
of the 25 are more than the upper-basin 
allotment, as already stated, total in the 
perfod some 20,350,300 acre-feet. ·But ·in all 
t;he other years of the period the :flow is less, 
,by considerable amounts, than the water the 
upper basin is supposed to have and varies 
very widely from year to year . . 

Analysis of flow, Colorado Riv~r at Lee Ferry, 1930 to 1954, inclusive 

Histor-
Year ical 

flow 1 

(1) (2) 

1930. - -------- 13, 070. 0 
193L. -------- 6, 388.0 
1932 ___ _______ 15, 290. 0 
1933 _ - -------- 9, 745. 0 1934 __________ 4, 397. 0 
1935_ - -------- 9, 911. 0 1936 __ __ ______ 11, 970. 0 
1937 _ - ------- - 11, 900. 0 
1938. - -------- 15, 440. 0 
1939_ - - ------- 9, 394. 0 1940 ___ ____ ___ 7, 082. 0 
194L. -- ----- - 16, 050. 0 
1942_ - -------- 17, 030. 0 
1943_ - -------- 11, 260. 0 
1944 __________ 13, 220. 0 
1945----~----- 11, 540. 0 
1946~ - -------- 8, 744. 0 
1947 __ -------- 13, 510. 0 
1948 ____ _____ _ 13, 690. 0 
1949_ - ------- - 14, 360. 0 
1950. - -------- 11, 060. 0 1951_ _________ 9, 830. 9 
1952_ - -------- 17,97,8.9 
1953. - -------- 8, 804.6 
1954_ - -------- 6, 101.1 

1 1,000 acre-feet. 
2 1,000 acres. 

Diversions 1 

Colo-
rado Utah 

(3) (4) 

-----
22.3 65.0 
16. 0 35. 0 
26. 6 45. 0 
23.6 60. 5 
16. 8 83. 0 
41. 6 54. 5 
73. 2 52. 0 
78. 5 59. 2 

129. 3 65. 8 
99. 9 63. 8 
92.6 65. 8 

111. 6 52. 9 
51. 0 64. 2 

115. 6 69.1 
. 80. 2 68.b 
128. 4 58. 2 
114. 4 61. 0 
101. 5 69. 8 
84. 7 86.4 

109.1 63.3 
125.1 81.3 
185. 2 82.0 
185. 6 70. 0 
300.3. 65.0 
378. 7 55.6 

Munic-
ipal 
sup-
ply I Acres 2 

(5) (6) 

------
10.0 1, 380 
10.0 1, 380 
10. 5 1, 380 
11. 0 1, 380 
11.0 1, 380 
11. 5 1, 385 
11. 5 1, 390 
12. 0 1, 395 
12. 0 1, 400 
12. 5 1, 410 
13.0 1, 425 
13. 5 1, 440 
14. 0 l, 455 
14. 5 1, 470 
15. 0 1, 485 
15. 5 1, 500 
16.0 1, 520 
16. 5 . 1, 540 
17.0 1, 570 
17. 5 1, 600 
18.0 1, 630 
18. 5 1, 660 
19.0 1, 690 
19. 5 1, 710 
20.0 1, 730 

Irrigation 
Colo-

Virgin Lower Upper rado 
Acre- fl.owl basin 1 basin 1 propor· 

feet per Total 1 tion 1 
.acre 

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

---------------------
1.19 1, 642. 0 14, 809. 3 7, 500 7, 309. 3 3, 757. 7 

. 91 1, 255. 8 7, 704.8 7, 500 ·204.8 106.0 
1. 27 1, 752. 6 17, 124. 7 7, 500 9, 624. 7 4, 954. 9 
1. 04 1, 435. 2 11, 275. 3 7, 500 3, 776. 3 1, 922. 8 
.82 1, 131. 6 5, 639. 4 7, 500 -1,860.6 -934. 9 

1. 05 1, 454. 3 11, 472. 9 7, 500 3, 972. 9 2, 030.1 
1.13 1, 570. 7 13, 677. 4 7, 500 6, 177. 4 3, 170. 9 
1.13 1, 576. 3 13, 626. 0 7, 500 6, 136. 0 3, 144. 3 
1. 28 1, 792. 0 .17, 439. 1 7, 500 9, 939.1 5, 117. 6 
1. 04 1, 466. 4 11, 036. 6 7, 500 3, 536. 6 1, 804. 3 
.94 1, 339. 5 8, 592. 9 7, 500 1, 092. 9 539. 7 

1. 31 1, 88_6.4 18, 114. 4 7, 500 10, 601. 4 5, 460. 3 
1. 34 1, 949. 7 19, 108. 9 7, 500 11, 608. 9 5, 981. 7 
1.11 1, 631. 7 13, 090. 9 7, 500 5, 590. 9 2, 867. 4 
1. 20 1, 782. 0 15, 099. 2 7, 500 7, 599. 2 3, 906. 7 
1.13 1, 995. 0 13,.437.1 7, 500 5, 937.1 3, 046.6 
1. 02 1, 550. 4 10, 505. 8 7, 500 3, 005. 8 1, 529. 6 
1. 21 1, 863. 4 15, 561. 2 7, 500 8, 061. 2 4, 145. 8 
1. 21 1, 899. 7 15, 788. 0 7, 500 ~:56M 4, 258. 0 
1. 22 1, 952. 0 16, 501. 9 7, 500 4, 672. 6 
1.11 1, 809. 3 13, 093. 7 7, 500 5, 593. 7 2, 868. 9 
1. 05 1, 743. 0 11, 859. 6 7, 500 4, 359. 6 2, 230. 2 
1. 36 2, 298. 4 20, 523. 9 7, 500 13, 032. 9 6, 718. 7 
1. 02 1,.744. 2 10; 923. 6 . 7, 500 

31 :~~: ~ 1, 751. 0 
.90 , 1, 557. 0 8, 112. 4 7, 500 291.0 

(2)+ (3)+ ( 4)+ ( 5)+ (8) = (9). (9) - (iO) = (11). (1 l) X51. 75. percent= (12). 

By comparing column 12 with the tabu
lation of "present consumptive use,'' on page 
7, it will appear that in 8 years out of 25 
the Colorado proportion of water av~ilable 
for use is less than the present demand, 
which is bound to grow rapidly in the next 
few years. This is the very situation the 
storage project is intended to ameliorate and 
perhaps cure. Nothing about · this use of 
water by the storage project is contrary to 
the provisions of the 1922 compact, and as a 
matter of fact, the Colorado River Commis-

siori, although it did not express this in the 
1922 compact, had in mind at all times that 
some project, similar to the storage project, 
would be a necessity in the upper basin. 

Of the water which is the upper basin. al
iotment, Colorado if! supposed to ~ave 51.75 
percent of 7,500,000 acre-feet less 50,000 acre
feet allotted to Arizona, or 3,855,375 acre
feet. · In coltinin 1Z of the table shown the 
actual ·water available for consumptive· use 
within Colorado, · which averages 3,-015,240 
acre-feet, but in 12 years of the period the 
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water actually available -is less than the 
average, as shown in the following tabula-
tion: -

is vanishing at a rapid rate. Now, you 
take your dried milk. In 1953 we had 
432 million pounds; in 1954, 91 million 

Water pounds; now 3 million pounds. In other 
(acre-feet) words, ·supply and demand are almost 

1931------------------·---------- 105• 500 in balance through our new agricultural 
1933---------------------------- 1• 927 ' 800 program as far as dairy products are 1934 _______________________ _: _____ . 934, 900 

1935------------------·---------- 2, 030, 100 concerned and it is reasonable to assume 
1939---------------------------- l, 804, 300 with the USDA that other commodities 
1940------------------- --------- · 539, 700 can be brought into balance in 3 to 5 
1943 ______ .:. ___________ . __________ 2, 867, 400 years. I take as my thesis the fact that 
1946------------------ ---------- 1• 529• 600 this project will not aggravate the sur-
1950 ____ _, _______________________ 2 • 868•· 900 plus problem for the following reasons. 
1951------------------·---------- 2 • 230• 20° First, it brings in only 132,000 new 
~~~!====::::::::::::::=:::::::::: 1

' ~~~: ggg acres of land. 
Second, the 4 upper basin States take 

while in only 4 years of the period is the out of production many times more than 
amount of water more than the average for . 
the period, although less than the compact 132,000 acres of new land every 10 years, 
allotment for Colorado. . This project will not be in fuU produc-

Without the storage project the figure for tion for probably 20 to 27 years, so there 
the average water available has no meaning will be more land coming out of pro
for the water that can actually be used in duction in the 4 upper basin States than 
western ·Colorado is not the average but would go into production. It comes out 
only the water actually available in each year, for urban development, roads, and other 
which as the tabulation above shows would · f ·1 · 
be entirely ihadequate ii1 5 years out of the purposes with which you are .am1 iar. 
12 listed and would seriously hamper the Third, the Bureau of the Census gives 
raising of crops in all of these years. us . an estimate . of population by 1975, 

It only remains to list the present uses in when this project comes into full produc
western Colorado with a fair evaluation of tion, of 228 mJllion people. That is an 
future uses, which are now rapidly develop- increase of 40 percent. If we increase 
ing, to show that in western Colorado ne- acreage by 40 percent, that would take 
cessity for the storage project is much great- 161 million more acres. But the De
er than anywhere else in the upper basin, partment said improved methods would 
and that even present uses in western Colo- make that unnecessary, that we would 
rado will be seriously hampered if . the er-
ratic flow of the river produces many more need possibly only 100 million acres. Im
years of :flow as low as it was in 1931, 1934, proved methods of farming will offset 
1940, and 1954. millions of acres. 

Y · d f If Th Mark you this second point. We get ou may JU ge or yourse . e 
waterflow into Lake Mead has been ade- 20 million acres through reclaiming 

humid lands and bringing into produc
quate for required uses in the lower tion lands in nonirrigated areas. These 
basin, yet it is now dangerously low. We are the lands which the opposition say 
propose, as this shows, to do· better by we should use first. we will need all 
them than they now do by themselves. that, and more, too, and still we will be 
We will thus help them achieve their 10 million acres short. It will take 35 
own goals in spite of their own contrary million acres by that time to produce 
efforts. the meat we need because meat con-

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- sumption by that time will be 49 percent 
man, I yield 5 % minutes to tlie gentle- above the present. That is largely what 
man from Utah [Mr. DIXON]. we produce under the Colorado project. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I shall In the fourth place, the Colorado proj-
address myself exclusively to this prob- ect will reduce surpluses, not increase 
lem of surplus commodities. The gentle- them. You may ·ask me; how do I come 
man from California about 15 minutes to that conclusion? Here is the whole 
ago referred' to thiL question. story. It is assumed by the opposition 

The first question he asked was why that if dams on the Colorado project 
have a soil bank and take acreages out are not built, no land will come into 
of production and then bring in reclama- production. That is a great fallacy. If 
tlon projects to put acreages into pro- these dams are not built thousands of 
duction. I would like to answer that acres of new land will come into pro
question. The reason is simple. The duction in the Imperial Valley and in 
soil-bank feature, especially the acreage Mexico. And that is where they really 

. reserve part of it, expires in 1959. It is are producing the surplus commodities. 
a temporary affair, .and it is fully planned That is where they are producing surplus 
by the department that production and · commodities on our water right now. ' If 
consumption will be in balance fn ·3 to 5 you want more surpluses, just let the 
years. That is why it is temporary. water run down the river. If you do not 
· The gentleman ref erred in the second want surpluses, then let us use it in the 

place to the production of dairy prod- upper basin and insure the use of it to 
uc'ts in the upper basin States saying that the ·upper basin States. Congress · h~s 
they would add to the surplus· problem. · decreed that these States are the right
Let me give you the most recent statistics ful owners. 
from the Department of Agriculture con- My available time on the floor has 
cerning the amount of surplus dairy come to an end. However, I am sub
products in the hands of the CCC fight mitting the fallowing statement as an 
now. extension of my remarks to provide 

In 1953 we had 256,900,000 pounds of elaboration and substantiation ·Of the 
butter; in 1954, 264 million pounds. At position that construction of the upper 
the end of last year, 2 months ago, we Colorado project will not affect our cur
had only 47 million pounds of butter; it rent -surplus problem. 

First, the new land to be brought un· 
der cultivation is onl.y 132,360 acres and 
that will not be in full production until 
1975. This 132,360 acres is a 'far cry 
from the "million acres of land which the 
gigantic . upper Colorado River project 
and its satellite, the Fryingpan-Arkansas 
project would bring into producti-0n"-I 
quote from the release of Representative 
CHET HOLIFIELD, Monday, January 23, 
1956. 

The Fryingpan-Arkansas brings in no 
new acres, and the Colorado only 132,000. 

The Washita project in Oklahoma 
which we were pleased to vote out last 
week without an opposing vote will bring 
in nearly a third-41,000-as many new 
acres as the Colorado. The Ventura 
project sponsored by southern California 
will bring into production 12,600 acres at 
a cost of $1,216 per acre and an annual 
pumping cost of $50 per acre. It is in a 
highly developed urban area and it is 
worth it. Many of · the reasons that 
make the Ventura project desirable also 
make the Colorado project desirable. 
Repayment features are the · same fo 
both projects. 

Why then such a roar about the Colo
rado and surpluses? The reason is not 
surpluses. We must go deeper than 
surpluses. The real reason is that 
southern California is making a pass at 
the upper basin States' share of the 
water which the lower basin States and 
Congress decreed to the lower basin in 
the law of the river-1922. 

Second, increased population will 
bring increased demands. Our popula
tion is growing at a staggering rate. 
Official reports by experts indicate that 
our agricultural demands. by 1975 will 
far exceed our Nation's capacity to pro-
duc~ · · · 

Population is increasing at a rate of 
approximately 2,800,000 each year. As
suming present rate of increase con
tinues, the United States Census Bureau 
estimates the population by 1975, when 
the project approaches full production, 
at 228 million. Four other predictions 
place the population between 209 and 
250 million. The Census Bureau esti
mate is an increase of 40 percent by 1975. 

There are 409 million acres of crop
land in the United States at the present 
time. If the needed increase in acreage 
were equal to the increase in popula
tion-41 percent-we would need 161 
million more acres by ·1975. Of course, 
this figure is high because of increasing 
productivity. In any case, conservative 
estimates indicate that we will need the 
equivalent of 100 million new acres. The 
USDA says the United States will need 
40 percent more overall food production 
by 1975 and that one of the commodities 
in greatest demand will be livestock, 
with 'an increased requirement for con
s'U:mptioI1 of 49.4 percent. 

Byron T.· Shaw of USDA testified be
fore the House Committee on Interior 
Affairs that we will need 35 million new 
acres by 1962 to produce the forage aind 
feed necessary to maintain the current 
per capita meat consumption at 156 
pounds per person. Livestock is the 
major crop of the upper basin States. 
For example, livestock constitutes 70 per
cent of Utah's agricultural income. The 
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best estimates as to where the new acres 
will come from are as follows: 

Total sourceS' of new land 
Million 

acres 
Acres offset by improved. farming 

methods---------------------------- 70 
Acres obtained by draining and clear-

ing land---------------------------- 20 

Total-----------------~-------- 90 New acres required ____________________ 100 

Acres short--------------------------- 10 

The Soil Conservation Service of the 
United States Department of Agricul
ture is my authority for saying that the 
four upper basin States will have more 
cropland go out of production every 10 
years than the 'entire Colorado project 
will bring new acres into production in 
30 years. This is occasioned by with
drawals for urban development, high
ways, airports, military reservations, 
erosion, and other causes. 

In addition to the loss of cropland we 
will be facing in the United States by 
1975, it has Qeen found necessary to 
reduce the numbers of livestock on the 
national forests and public lands at an 
alarming rate in order to protect the 
watersheds which are deteriorating 
under heavy grazing and drought condi
tions. 

Take, for example, the watersheds in 
the Heber City, Utah, area, one of the 
best cattle and sheep ranges in the State. 
The livestock .People are required to re
move 20 percent_ of their cattle and sheep 
this year, 20 percent next year, and 20 
percent the year after, because of the 
serious condition of the watersheds which 
sustain a population of 400,000 in the 
valleys below. 

Third, these 132,360 acres will not 
come into full production until about 
1975 and by that time demands for food 
will fair exceed the supply. · In fact, the 
Bureau of Reclamation's most recent re
port, Reclamation and the Crop Surplus 
Problem, says: 

Responsible officials of the USDA ant ici
pate a balance between product ion and con.,. 
sumption of agricultural commodities in 3 
to. 5 years. · 

This is the 'reason why the acreage 
reserve program is to run only to 1959. 
The Department of Agriculture feels tha.t 
there will be no need for it after that 
daite. 

This is the answer to tile opposition's 
question: "How can the administration 
on the one hand call for a decrease in 
acreage allotments through the soil bank 
and, on the other hand, ask Congress to 
approve the building of reclamation 
projects?" 

The answer is "the acreage allotment 
of the soil bank runs only until 1959." 

The acreage reserve will expire 6 years 
before even the Colorado storage dams 
are completed. · 

Fourth, a vote for the Colorado project 
is a vote to reduce surpluses. On the 
other hand, a vote against the Colorado 
is a vote to increase surpluses in the basic 
commodities. 

The assumption is fallacious that if the 
Colorado project is killed the water will 
not be put to immediate beneficial u8e in 
agriculture. On the cbntrary; thi'S biII is 
being opposed by a well-heeled southern 

California lobby chiefly for the reason 
that they want the water. They know 
that water runs down hill. They know 
that unless the upper basin States have 
the storage dams to impound floodwaters 
these States can never use the 7% mil
lion acre-feet per year which Congress 
an~ even the lower basin States them
selves have · awarded to them. There .. 
fore, by blocking this measure the l.Jpper 
basin States' share of the water is, and 
inevitably will be, used by the lower Cali
fornia State and by Mexico. 

If used in the upper basin States, the 
water will not produce, to any appre
ciable extent, basic commodities that go 
into Government warehouses under price 
supports. On the contrary, if the project 
is not approved by Congress, and hence 
the water not used by the upper basin 
States, it will be used by the lower basin 
States and Mexico to produce basic com
modities that are seriously in surplus and 
do go into the Government warehouses 
in large amounts. 

For example,' in 1945-Cotton Branch 
of Commodity Stabilization Service, 
United States Department of Agricul
ture-Imperial County had 9 acres of 
cotton. In 1953 this county had 116,630 
acres of · cotton. In 1945, San Joaquin 
County had 317 ,900 acres of cotton; in 
1953, 1,182.750. In 1945, all of California 
pad only 319,000 acres of cotton; in 1953, 
1,348,000. 

What is more alarming to cotton pro
ducers of our country, Mexico, with no 
acreage restrictions, now produces one
half million bales of cotto~. all with Colo
rado water, much of which belongs to 
the upper basin. California has at least 
85,000 additional acres upon which she 
can grow cotton and other basic com
modities. Mexico has many additional 
acres upon which she can grow cotton 
with the upper basin States' water on the 
Colorado River Delta, if upper basin 
water is allowed to run down to her. 
Upper basin States can guarantee not to 
raise 1 pound of cotton under the Colo
rado project. 

This is only one reason why I say "A 
vote for the Colorado project is a vote to 
redl,lce surpluses." 

It is important to realize that wheat 
production in the upper basin will be re
duced by construction of the project, 
.since dry farm wheat operations can be 
expected to be cut from 50 percent to 90 
percent in favor of crops which are more 
economical when irrigation water must 
be purchased. 
SOIL BANK HAS NO BEARING ON THE ISSUE AS 

NOW PLANNED 

The opponents of the Colorado River 
have said that it is inconsistent to estab
lish a soil banl~ plan and take land out 
of production and, on the other hand, to 
pass the Colorado project. How is this 
statement erroneous?-

The acreage reserve program is to ex
pire in 1959. It is a temporary measure. 
The United States Department 1of Agri
culture plans to have supply and demand 
in balance in 3 to 5 years. The Colorado 
project will not begin to come into any 
production until years after that time. 

The only · crop produced in the four 
States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, 
and Wyoming which is eligible for the 

acreage reserve program is wheat, and 
irrigation water will reduce wheat pro
duction. 
GRAIN PRODUCED IN UPPER COLORADO BASIN DOES 

NOT GO UNDER PRICE SUPPORT, BUT IS FOB 
LO<::AL FEED 

In 1954,-4,561,635 bushels of- com were 
produced on reclamation projects in 
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah; and Wyo
ming. Of · this amount a · mere 440 
bushels, or 0.01 percent of the corn pro
duced in these 4 States on reclamation 
project lands were placed under price 
support at a suppoi;t value of $723. Con
trast this 440- bushels with the-CCC corn 
inventory of 757 ,612,049 bushels with a 
support value of $1,300,322,952. Why 
such a small amount placed under price 
support? Because corn is not produced 
for commercial sale in these four States, 
but for livestock feed. In fact, none ·of 
these four States are even in the desig ... .. 
nated "commercial corn area" for price 
purposes. 

In 1954, 2,751,961 bushels of wheat 
were produced on reclamation projects 
in Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyo
ming. Of this amount only 402 420 
bushels, or 14.6 percent of the wheat pro.: 
duced on reclamation lands were placed 
under price support at a support valus of 
$864,609. Contrast this 402,420 bushels 
with the CCC wheat inventory of 888,-
542,189 bushels with a support value of 
$2,399,042,201. 

In 1954, 5,121;245 bushels of barley 
were produced on reclamation projects 
in Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and 
Wyoming. Of this amount only-62,282 
bushels, or 1.2 percent of the barley pro
duced in these States on reclamation 
project lands were placed under price 
support at. a support value of $63,708. 
Contrast this 62,282 bushels with the 
CCC barley inventory of 31,261,403 
bushels with a support value of $43,966,-
463. 

In 19~4, 2,552,944 bushels of oats were 
produced on reclamation projects in 
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, ·and Wyo
ming. Of this amount, an insignificant 
,9,286 bushels or 0.36 percent of the oats 
produced on reclamation project lands 
were placed under price support at a sup
port value of $7,093. Contrast this 9,286 
bushels with the CCC oats inventory of 
35,258,232 bushels with a support value 
of $29,987,599. · · 

Why such a small amount placed under 
price support? Two reasons primarily: 
First, little acreage is planted to wheat 
because irrigated land used to produce 
fruits and vegetables and other specialty 
crops bring higher returns to farmers; 
second, most of the wheat produced, as 
are the other small grains, are fed to live
stock. 

In 1954, 2,299 bushels of rye were pro
duced on reclamation projects in Colo
rado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. 
Of this insignificant amount only 149 
bushels, or 6.5 percent of the rye pro
duced were placed . under price support 
at a support value of $191. Contrast 
this 149 bushels with the 3,305,906 bush.:. 
els in the CCC inventory, valued at 
$5,390,331. ' > \ 

SUMMARY 

In summary, then, we have shown that 
the surplus issue has been distorted all 
out of proportion to its importance. 



1956 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD_, HOUSE 3719 
First, because the project brings under · Order of Railroad Telegraphers, Railroad Members of the association are repre .. 

cultivation only 132,360 new acres. More Signalmen, Sheet Metal Workers, Na- sentative of business, industry, agricul .. 
acres will be taken out of production each tional Railway Employees. These are all ture, labor, the professions, women's or .. 
decade than will be brought into produc- organizations in California and I neither ganizations, and numerous · civic, patri .. 
tion by the entire project. This is due stated nor intended to imply they were otic, educational and service groups. 
to the many acres retired by urban national organizations. What is the Colorado River Board of 
growth, new highways, airports, and so Also I have ·here a letter from the California? This is an official Califor-
f orth. Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way nia State agency." The board is com-

Second, because these new acres will Employees, the grand lodge in Detroit; posed of six members appointed by the 
not be brought into full cultivation until another letter from the locomotive enJi- Governor. Each member of the board 
1975. neers out in Sacramento. These will be represents a California water andjor 

Third, that our agricultural demands available if anybody wishes to look at power agency with established rights on 
by 1975 will far exceed our Nation's them. the Colorado River. These are the pub-
capacity to produce, and new acres at There have been imputations of un- lie agencies I mentioned above, namely: . 
that time will be an unmitigated blessing. worthy motives because of southern Cali- Coachella Valley County Water District; 

Fauth, that far more basic commod- fornia's natural interest in maintaining Department of Water and Power of the 
ities now in surplus will be produced if the physical availability of water to City of Los Angeles; Imperial Irrigation 
the water· is permitted to run down into which she has a legal right by urging District; Palo Verde Irrigation District; 
the lower basin than if it is consumed in defeat of the upper Colorado storage San Diego County Water Authority; the 
the upper basin. scheme. Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

Fifth, that the crops produced in the There have been descriptions of some California, which represents 68 cities, in-
upper basin States are not to any extent . alleged water lobby, which, by the use eluding Long Beach, San Diego, and Los 
the basic crops that make up the Govern- of the word "lobby," apparently imply ·. Angeles. 
ment surpluses. that something not quite proper is afoot. Under provisions of the state law 

Sixth, that the proposed soil bank has Such an attack is in fact an attack on which set forth the powers and duties 
no bearing on the issue because the acre- 6 million southern Californians individ- of the Colorado River Board, it has the 
age reserve program of the soil bank ex- ually who, working through their own responsibility of safeguarding and pro
pires in 1959, long before any acres under water-supply bodies, both officially and tecting the rights and interests of· the 
the Colorado can be brought into pro- unofficially, are seeking to protect only State, its agencies and citizens, in and 
duction. · - what is theirs. These bodies are: to their contracted shares of water of 

Seventh, that the 20 million acres in First. The Metropolitan Water Dis- the Colorado River system. 
non-irrigated sections of the United trict of Southern California, composed The board and the State's public agen
States which ·can be reclaimed will be of 68 cities including Los Angeles, Long cies with rights on the river are not 
needed before the Colori:tdo project Beach, and San Diego. seeking to obtain more water -from the 
comes into production, in spite of the fact Second. Imperial Irrigation District. Colorado River than California's share, 
that except for special areas these acres Third. Coachella Valley Irrigation but to safeguarding the share of the 
would be limited to the few basic crops District. river's ·water for which California peo-
which make up the Government surplus. Fourth. Palo Verde Irrigation District. ple, through their public agencies, have 

The real issue is not surpluses, cost Fifth. Los Angeles Department of long-standing contracts. · 
· · t Th. 1 Water and Power. There are 6 million people i'n south-engmeermg, or repaymen · e rea Sixth. San Diego County Water Au-

l·ssue i·s "Who gets the water?" · - ern California depending on Colorado · thority. 
I d bt that my Colleag.ues w1·11 deny River water. The people of th1's area ou There is nothing either sinister or 

the right of the upper basin States to .use secret about these organizations or the desperately need the water they are now 
their own water and by such action make men and women interested in them. receiving from the Colorado River sys
that water available to. lower Californl.a Their only concern, and ·mine, is that tern. The 6 million people who must 

d t M ·co - have this water are not asking .fo·r water an o exi · southern California not become parched 
M MILLER f N b k M Ch. . to pour on arid acres in order to raise r. o €.. ras a. r. air- and her future strangled by upstream 

I · Id 3 · t t th tl additional crop surpluses and increase man, y1e mmu es o e gen eman developments preventing our rightful 
f C l 'f · [M H J the Nation's tax burden,· they are not-rom a I orma r. OSMER · share of Colorado River water from · th asking the Government to spend $5 bil-

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, e reaching us. lion to further their own selfish in-
debate on this project has taken a rather The attacks being made on us are 
curious turn. One of the speakers just purely diversionary tactics to take at- terests; they are not clamoring for the 

construction of a· gigantic water and a few minutes ago asked you to support ten ti on away fro. m the merits of our 
b t b power system that is at best totally un-the project ecause apparen ly he e- cause and the very real and apparent sound, both from an engineering and lieves that Californians are a bunch of defects, financial, geological, and engi-. · economic standpoint; the people of Cal-rascals in their position in this, and their neering, of . the . upper Colorado River . · · · · ·· - ifornia ask none of these things. opposition to the project on the basis_ storage proposal. 

f th · to h' h th What then is southern California ask-it uses water o e river w IC e Particularly offensive to me person-
lower basin is entitled. ally· ' is the obstinate refusal of project ing? The millions of people in this area 

are asking only to be allowed to con
Also, yesterday it was implied that I proponents to take into consideration tinue their use of water that they must 

had quoted some resolutions in the REC- the compound interest costs on money 
ORD that did not exist, from certain rail- which would have to be borrowed to ft- have to carry on normal daily living. 

. · This is water to . be used in homes, way brotherhoods. The statements I put nance the proJ·ect and which runs into schools, and business. This is water .for 
in the RECORD di~ not identify any par-. billions of dollars. - drinking, washing, and water to meet 
ticular national organizations. It was Mention has been made of the Colo- the normal demands of any giant metro
stated here apparently that I did state . rado River Association which opposes politan area. 
they were national organizations and. the upper Colorado scheme. Just what There are twice as many people liv-
telegrams were produced from them say- is it? 
ing that they had taken no record on- The Colorado River Association is a ing in southern California, all of them 
this. nonpartisan, nonprofit organization of directly dependent upon water from the 

As to the organizations to which I re- citizens from all sections of California Colorado River, than in all of Colorado, 
ferred, I obtained their feelings on the and from 43 other States. New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming com
matter by a letter dated March 7, 1955, Acting in behalf of the Colorado River bined. In addition, only a small portion 
from Railroad Brotherhoods, California Board of California and the member of the people in tliese four States could 
Legislative Board, representing the agencies of that board, the association possibly benefit from the upper Colorado 
Brotherhoods of Locomotive Firemen is carrying forward an educational pro- project, while on the other hand, every
and Engineers, Railroad Trainmen, gram to inform the people of the United one of the 6 million people in the· Los 
Conductors and Brakemen, Locomotive States of existing and proposed water Angeles metropolitan water district will 
Engineers, Railway Clerks, Railway Car- . and power developments on the lower suffer equal hardship by the project's 

.men, Maintenance of Way Employees; Colorado River. completion. 
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~ This is a case where millions of "people 
are asking; the Government not to waste ' 
billions of dollars in order to take away 
water that they must have to -live. This 
is a plea by the people of southern Cali
fornia for the most basic necessity of 
life, water. 

· It is di1licult to imagine how Congress, 
mindful of the best interests of the Na
tion and with all of the facts so readily 
available, could presume to pass such a 
bill. There is only one answer to this 
type of legislation: decisive and perma
nent def eat. 

I should just like to say that when it 
comes time to decide whether you are -
going to vote for the bill or against the 
bill, ask yourself this. You go back 
home and some constituent comes up to 
you and says, "Why did you vote for a . 
bill that would cost over a billion dollars 
in hidden interest, according. to a letter 
from the Department of the Interior? . 
That is a lot of money when you add it 
on to the direct appropriation. When 
you do that, you have voted away almost 
$2 billions of the taxpayers' money, only . 
$1 billion of which is calculated to come · 
back. Why do you impose those. addi
tional taxes on your .constituents?" 
What answer will you give them? What 
will you say when your constituents. say, 
"Why., you voted for a project that is · 
going to cost $794 an ·acre to irrigate 
160,000 acres of land up in Utah, and 
the whole project overall will take $5.45 
direct expenditure per acre." . What kind · 
of an answer are you going to give them 
when they ask you that question? 

What kind· of an, answer are you going 
to give your constituent when he comes-
up to you and says, "I thought this bill 
had ·something in it· for the Navahos but 
it has nothing substantial in it for the 
Navahos. ·Why did you vo.te for it?" · 
What kind of an answer .are you going 
to give your constituent? · 

He might say, "Mr. Congressman, you 
voted for that bill and it would require · 
power to be sold at 6 mills for the next 
100 years, but elec.tric power was not . 
even conceived of 100 years ago." · How 
could you vote on getting the taxpayers' 
money back on a speculation as far into 
tbe future as that? 

Another thing your constituent may 
ask you is, "Mr. Congressman, what. 
about the developments m nuclear elec
tricity-? You voted to spend almost half · 
a. billion dollars for hydroelectric plants 
in a day when nuclear developm.ents are 
taking place." 

Those are some of the things you . 
should think of. . 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I make . 
t~ paint of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN.· The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred · 
and seven Members are present, a 
quorum. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 'Mr. Chair- : 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMSON]. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming, Mr. · 
Chairman, the passage of the upper Col
orado River storage proiect now under 
consideration is in the best inte:rest of 
tpe Nation a~ a whole. Tµese projects 
are essential ff a large section of our 
country is to grow and develop to make · 

its full contribution to our expanding 
national economy. It is vital to the sta
bilization of the livestock industry of the • 
a'rea. It is essential if the natural re- · 
sources of this area, which have been 
rightfully referred· to as the "treasure 
box" of the 'Nation; are to be developed. 

· It seems that we recognize the i~port
ahce of water only when we• have too · 
much or too little. Some areas of the 
Nation have recently suffered from too · 
much water. We of the intermountain 
West have been sympathetic to their · 
problem as we have been to other sec
tions with the· same problem. However, 
our problem continues to be that of too 
lfttle· water.- It is a problem that has 
continuously confronted us. This has . 
been expensive to the Nation as a .whole 
and a source of catastrophe to the area. · 
Ih the drought year of 1934, the Federal 
Government purchased in the State of 
Wyoming 284,548 head of cattle and 
584,976 head of sheep as a relief meas
ure. As least 10 percent of these were ' 
slaughtered in the fields because they 
were in no condition to ship. The De
partment of Agriculture reports that 
fuought assistance amounted to over $20 
million "in 'fiscal year 1954 and over $14· 
million in fiscal year 1955. In 1 yea-r, 
over $650,000 was spent in Wyoming 
for draught relief, primarily for- hay. 
This was at the taxpayers' expense. Bet- · 
ter we should be assisted in helping our
selves on a sound basis by getting at the 
c~use of the problem~ 

The future of our area is directly de
pendent upon the availability of water 
through conservation. · We have abun-· 
dant natural Fesources -which the Nation 
s9rely needs. These include uranium; 
oil shale, oil, gas, coal, titanium, vana
di-um, phosphorus, iron, trcma. fores ts, · 
and others. Most require water for de
velopment. Even in ·our fondest dreams,· 
we do not see our area as an industrial 
giant. We will not be taking industry 
away from any other- section. With 
water, we will ·serve as a -feeder area to · 
sµpply other parts of the country with
many critical raw materials and at the 
same·time will develop as a better market 
for the finished products. 

The number one argument of the op
ponents of the upper Colorado River 
project legislation now being ·considered 
by the House has been a contention that· 
it would cost the taxpayers of the Nation 
an enormous sum .. I can appreciate how ' 
this argument would cause the Repre
sentatives of the other States concern. 
It is an easy way to appeal to the emo
tional reactions of a tax-conscious elec
torate. The argument though . is not· 
sound and as I shall show you, is based . 
upon fantasy and distortion. 

To establish the facts, let us examine 
the provisions of the bill rather than to· 
talk about something that is not before 
the House. The bill before the· House· 
for consideration, H. R. ·3383, authorizes 
a maximum expenditure of $760 million. · 
The cost estimate of the projects shown . 
by the committee report is in round num-.. 
Qers, $758.8 millfon. · 

Of the total cost, only $7.4 million is 
not reimbursable. This is less than 1 
percent of the total cost and represents 
that portion of the cost assigned to flood 
control, fish and wildlife and recreation:-

This is in keeping with the general policy 
that has been fallowed. over the years' 
and differs from other projects only in 
that there is such a small amount which · 
is not to be reimbursed. On our other 
public-works projects such · as river and · 
harbors and flood -control, not -1 percent 
but 100 percent is nonreimbursable .. 
Certainly, neither the opponents nor the 
rest of the Nation can be objecting to · 
this provision in the bill. 
. Of the remairling . $751.4 million 

$422. 7 million are allocated to power'. · 
This entire amount will be repaid to the 
Federal Treasury with interest. Power · 
revenues will continue 'to accrue to the 
Federal Treasury after the cost and ·in- · 
terest are paid in full. 
- Another $41 million of the cost is al

locateq to m.unicipal water uses. Sim- · 
ilarly on this feature, not only will the 
principal be paid in full, but interest · 
will also- be paid. 

The power and municipal water fea- · 
tures encompass more than 61 percent 
o'f the total _cost of the Colorado proj- : 
ect. On this outlay, the taxpayers ob
viously are _not expected to pay a penny . . 
· The · remaining $287.7 · million au- · 
tµori~ed is allocated to. irrigation. This ; 
amount is repayable in full, in 50 years, . 
but does not. beat interest: This is in 
a_ccarda_nce with the ~eclamation law, _ 
a;nd has been standard· practice for the 
past 54 years. The principle is sound 
that the irrigation costs should not be 
expected to pay interest. Yet it is ap- · 
parently on this fact that the opponents 
of the upper Colorado project, the ·mast 
vocal of which have had the greatesf 
~enent from this provision, apparently · 
base their preposterous charges that 
some fabulous burden of hidden inter
est- will be placed on the Nation's tax- · 
payers. By · means of arithmetical mys- · 
teries known only to themselves, the 
opponents have come up with some ·fan
tastic figures. One thing is quite obvi- · 
ous that ·they have assumed expendi- · 
tures not authorized in this bill to' ac
complish their purpose. The Members : 
of the House will certainly ·not fall for 
this type of argument to discredit this · 
project or the reclamation program jn 
general. This is actually an invest- : 
ment for the Nation as a whole and the . 
Treasµry will reap far greater returns 
on its investment than any theoretical . 
interest charge would amount to. · 
· President Theodore Roosevelt said 

back in 1901 when a proposal for a -
reclamation law was under discussion: 

The reclamation and ·settlement of the : 
arid lands will enrich every portion · of our 
country, just as settlement of the Ohio and· 
Mississippi Valleys brought prosperity to. the 
Atlantic States. 

The following year, on June 17, 1902, 
President ·· Theodore ·Roosevelt signed 
into .law .the first Reclamation Act, and 
~ver fifty-odd years since, the truth of his 
1901 prediction was proved over and · 
over again. 

Through multipurpose reclamation . 
projects, the entire Nation has been en
riched by specialty crops not grown 
elsewhere in the Nation, by the stabiliz
ing of th'.e agricultural economy of a 
large part of our Nation, by the develop
ment of water ·for growing cities and -· 
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growing industries, by' the production 
of hydroelectric power and in taxes paid 
directly into the Federal Treasury on 
the new wealth produced~wealth . 
which would never have coine into being. 
without the aid of reclamation. 

The sum total of these beneftts-tak- · 
ing into consideration · only the ·direct · 
and obvious benefits, without regard to 
the multiple indirect benefits that :flow -
into every corner of our Nation and 
bolster the economy-is more than 10 
times the total of call ·money that has 
been invested in · reclamation in this 
eountry since the beginning of the pro
gram in 1902. 

As Theodore ·Roosevelt looked for
ward in 1901, the Hoover Commission 
T"3.sk Force on Water Resources and 
Power looked back on the 53-year -rec- ~ 
ord of reclamation in 1955 and summed 
it up this way: 
· No· Federal · he1p or encouragement has 
been as . attractive an investment as irriga-
tion development, or has provided, per unit 
of -expenditure,. as great a unit .of return in 
western regional development. 

There is a clear · diff er~nce between 
wasteful expenditure and sound invest
ment. It is as uneconomic to pass up a · 
sound investment as it is to spend money 
recklessly and wastefully. 

The report of the Hoover Commission 
task force further stated: . 

The justification for Federal interest in 
f.rrigation is not solely to provide land for 
farmers or to incre~e food supply. These 
new {arm areas inevitably create villages and 
towns whose populations thiive from fur
nishing supplies to the farmer, marketing. 
his crop. and from the industries which 
grow around these areas. The economy of 
seven important cities of the West had its 
base in irrigation-Denver, Salt Lake City, 
Phoenix, Spokane, Boise, El Paso, Fresno, 
and Yakima. Indeed these new centers of 
productivity _send waves of economic im
provement to the far borders, like a pebble 
thrown . into a pond. Through irrigation, 
man has been able to build a stable civiliza
tion ·in an area . that might otherwise have 
been open only to intermittent exploitation. 

A folder featuring a map and with 
banner headline entitled "A New $4 Bil
lion Tax Burden Threatens You" was 
circulated yesterday among Members of 
Congress. As I have previously stated, 
there is no way that we can determine 
what mathematical mysteries were em
ployed by the Colorado .River Associa
tion of Los Angeles to develop these 
figures. This . circular does shed some 
light on the situation. , As shown on its 
face, it assumes 33 :>articipating proj
ects whereas this bill authorizes only 11 
participating projects. Therefore, from 
its very inception, it is not applicable to 
the bill before us. 

There is one other thing that appears 
on the face of the map which I think 
should be set straight. The Colorado 
River Association of Los Angeles in the 
circular states: 

Costs to States are based on the percentage 
of Federal taxes paid by each State, as com
puted by the Tax Fo_undation, New York 
City and Washington, D. C. 

The careful wording of this leaves the 
inference that the Tax Foundation backs 
up the costs shown for the individual 
States. This is not the fact. Tax 
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Fouridatioii general es-timates of how the . 
Federal tax burden is distributed among 
States having nothing to do with the 
costs of this project were applied to the 
southern California fantasy figures. 
'l'his was then used to create the infer
ence. The fantastic costs assumed . to 
accomplish the distortion are solely the . 
responsibility of .the Colorado River As
sociation of Los Angeles and its associ
ates. I am advised that the Tax Foun
dation has had to send out many ex- : 
planatory -letters. 
· It would appear that these people, to 

arrive at -these costs, have entirely dis
regarded the fact that 61 percent of the 
expenditure is reimbursed in full with · 
interest. This only leaves $287,700,000-
in addition to the $7,400,000 that is non
reimbursable, on which interest is not 
directly paid back to the Treasury. This 
amount is repaid in full in 50 years plus 
the development period. These people 
certainly cannot expect Congress to ac
cept this argument when one single 
:Hood-control project that they have -re
cently asked for and which has been al
lowed and is presently under construc-
tion for the benefit of the city of Los 
Angeles involves $348 million of nonre
imbursable Federal funds. I ref er to the 
Los Angeles County drainage area proj
ect in southern California, which, ex
cluding the Whittier Narrows Reservoir, 
is estimated to involve the $348 million of 
nonreimbursable Federal funds. These 
funds are not to be repaid in 50 years; 
they are never to be repaid. If we were 
to compound the interest on the Federal 
money for a period of 100 years on this. 
expenditure for the city of Los Angeles 
and the surrounding area alone, we could' 
contend that it was costing the taxpayers 
of the Nation $4,100,000,000. · How the 
opposition could expect us to accept that 
interest on $295 million, a $53 million 
le&ser amount, which is r·epaid in annual 
installments over a shorter period of 
time, and reach the same figure shows 
how preposterous their statement really 
is. But this money, for the benefit of 
southern California, is never repaid. If 
we were to continue compounding the in
terest for 200 years, a figure of $48 bil
lion on this project alone could be de
veloped. It is obvious that, by such ri-. 
diculous computations, it could then 
be contended that this one project, for 
the benefit of southern California only, 
would eventually be responsible · for the 
entire national debt, and, for that mat
ter, would bankrupt the Nation. 'Fhe 
same line of false reasoning could be de
veloped for any :flood-control project in 
the United States. Obviously the con
clusion is not true and .southern Cali
fornia representatives would undoubt"". 
edly be the first ones to object. Our in
terest in rivers and harbors improve
ments and in :flood control are not bank
rupting us, as we all know. This is be
cause it is an investment and not an ex
penditure on which we get no return. A 
sound investment, whether an improve.;. 
ment pf navigation facilities, in :flood 
control, or in reclamation, builds up the 
national economy. 
· Let us now take a close look at the in
terest-free money allocated to the irri
gation features of the Colorado River 
storage project. · We will see why this 

will hot .create a burden·on the taxpayer, · 
but will, rather, considerably ease the 
taxpayers' effort. 

The surest way to judge what will hap
pen on a project which is to be construct
ed is to check on what has happened on 
similar projects which have been con
structed in the past. In nearly 54 years . 
that the reclamation law has been in ef
fect reclamation projects in the 17 West- · 
ern States have returned to the Federal 
Treasury in taxes on the new wealth cre
ated· over 25 percent more than the total 
cost of an ·reclamation construction. 
_ A large number of these projects are . 

not yet completed and therefor~e have not . 
yet started producing. Many others have 
only begun to produce. That means that 
t.he full costs of the investment have been .. 
included, but that . the full productive 
capacity has not been included in com-· 
puting the return. 

When we consider typical reclamation 
projects ·that have been in full produc- · 
tion for some time, the comparison is 
even more impressive. The Bureau of: 
Reclamation made a study of 15 recla
mation projects that have been in full 
produ~tion over a number of years. It 
was fQund that the cumulative Federal 
income taxes paid from 1916 to 1953 di
rectly attributable- to the new wealth: 
created by these projects-taxes that 
would not have accrued if the projects 
had not been constructed-totaled ap-· 
proximately 5 times the total cost of 
construction of the 15 projects. Without 
these tax revenues the tax burden on the 
balance of the Nation's taxpayers would 
have been materially increased. The net 
result of reclamati-0n has been to sub
stantially ease the taxpayers' burden, 
not add to it. 
· The :f..gures I h~ve just quoted relate 
to all reclamr-tion projects or to sam
ples of typical reclamation projects. 
There are numerous examples where 
the return on the investment in tax· 
receipts has been even more startling. 
The Strawberry project in Utah is in the 
same area and on the same sort of land 
as the proposed Color:tdo River storage 
project. It was built some 40 years ago 
at a total construction cost of $3,348,684,_ 
<;>f which 75 percent has now been re
paid by the direct beneficiaries. The 
area which it serves w&s, prior to con
struction of the project, almost entirely 
wasteland. The tax return from that 
land was .nil. At the pre.:;ent time 1 
year's total of Federal, State, and local 
taxes on the wealth created by this rec
lamation project is more than $6 mil-. 
fion, of which $4,400,000 goes directly 
into the Federal Treasury. Thus, each 
year the taxpayers of the Nation get back 
more than the entire original investment. 

The projects which are proposed to be 
authorized in this bill have been sub
jected to close scrutiny by the executive 
agencies and by the members of the com
mittee. In each instance it has been de
termined that the benefit to the taxpay
ers will exceed the cost, even allowing for 
interest on the full investment. 
· We thus see that there is no basis for 
the charge that the projects proposed by 
this bill will be a drain upon the Nation's 
taxpayers. Over 61 percent of the total 
amount authorized to be expended will be 
repaid in full with interest. Thereafter, 
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revenues from power and -municipal · 
water users will continue.to accrue to the -

. Federal .Treasury. As to the amount al
located to irrigation; the principal would 
be repaid to the, Treasury in equal an- . 
nuaL instSt~lments in 50 .years, plus any 
development period authorized by law. 
The interest on the irrigation investment 
would be offset many times over by di
rect benefits to the taxpayers-new taxes 
collected alone· would offset many times 
this theoretic charge. We. have not even 
considered revenues to · the Treasury _or 
the benefit to-the ·balance of. the Nation 
from bustness .. that would pe directly anc;l 
indirectly generated through this devel..: 
opment; .: 

Since ~he people iri the area· are pay;. 
ing for· these projects again and. again 
by irrigation payments, by power pay- -
ments, by municipal water payments and 
by increased Federal taxes, it. should 
neither be expected nor required· that 
they should pay for them again. That 
they -do is ·the fact under present law. 
Except for the 11 Western States, the 
other sister States were granted .full and 
equal status with the Original- Thirteen 

· States. · In our case, this is not so. We 
are the so..:called public land States. The 
Federal Government still ·claims a major 
portion of our surface. Even on the re
maining lands, the Federal Government 
has reserved the -minerals since 1920. 
In .the State of Wyoming the Federal 
Government·holds over-50 Percent of the 
surface· and -almost -74 ,percent -0f ·the 
minerals. Under -the present law,-aH ·af· 
the revenues from tlie sale of public lands 
and -62% percent of the proceeds from 
mineral leasing, including the· royalties; 
. accrue to the reclamation fund. The rec
lamation fund is a reyolving fund whicb 
by law can be used only for reclamation. 
At the present time approximately 50 
percent of the total annual appropria
tion for reclamation, including power 
and municipal water features, comes 
from the reclamation fund rather than 
from the general Treasury. By 1965 it is 
estimated that 73.2 percent of the total 
appropriations for reclamation will be 
from the reclamation fund rather than 
from the general Treasury. 

Rig:qt today repayments from . Wyo
ming projects and contributions by Wyo
ming to the . rec lama ti on fund exceed 
the total cost of all reclamation projects 
constructep ·for the State of Wyoming; 
How can anyone argue that this is a 
burden upon the taxpayers of the Na
tion? Certainly no one expects to 
charge us inter.est on withdrawal of our 
own deposits from the bank. 

Under the ··present law, and at the 
present rates of collection, neither prin-
cipal or interest on the irrigation fea
ture of this bill' can ever cost the tax
payer of another State one red cent. 
This is true because during the actual 
period of construction, the upper basin 
States of Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, and 
New Mexico will actually contribute more 
money to the reclamation fund bank 
than the amount withdrawn for con
struction of the irrigation features.
'l'here can be no "hidden interest" 
charge on the other States when these 
four States are depositing more money 

than the interest-free money which is hidden interest; There is no burden on 
being withdrawn. To prove the truth the taxpayers of the rest rof the Nation. 
of thes~ statements, we shall refer only Certainly .,ther.e must be some sense · 
to contrjbutions by the upper , basin of equity-in the heart of southern Cali
States to the ·reclamation fund from the fornta. They ·cannot be so unreason
sale of public land within .these -States able .as to expect µs in the upper basin 
and .from proceeds of the Mineral Leas- States to bank their projects from our 
ing Act ordinarily referred to as ac- natural resources without interest and 
cretions to the fund. Total accretions then be heard to complain that we ·do 
to the fund for fiscal 1955 were $33,478,- not pay interest on our own money. 
65.6.04. Of this amount,_ $23.3 milUon, This project is sound. It is self
more than two-thirds, was contributed liquidating. It wili not be a burden 
by the upper basin States. Assuming on the taxpayers. It is in the best in
-that the annual accretions remain con-. terests of the Nation as a whole. It -is , 
stant at the 1955 level; under present · essent~al to the g:r:owth and develop
Jaw, over a 19-year· construction pe:ri0d ment of · the area~ · With the project, 
the State of Colorado; Utah, Wyoming, tbe area can ·make its-fun · contribution· 
ahd New Mexico would contribute to the to the Nation .through a s.tabilized econ
r-eciamation fund out of their -irreplace- omy and full-development and delivery 
able ' natural- resources the sum of $442.7 of its vital natural resources. -
million.. Not 1 'cent of this money comes Mr. ·MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. ·chair
from the taxpayers of the Nation. ';['he man, · I yield the remainder nf the time 
total cost of all projects authorized by to the. gentleman from New York [Mr. 
this legislation allocated to irrigation is PILLION]. . 

$287.7 million. The period of construe- Mr. SAYLOR. _ Mr. Chairman, I make 
tion will be as determined by the Con- the point of order that a quorum is not 
gress in making appropriations avail- present. 
able. The most rapid period of con-· The CHAIRMAN. The _ Chair will 
struction that has been assumed has count. [After counting.] One hundred 
been over a 19-year period. .we thus ,see and four Members are present, a quorum.· 
that during this 19-year period of con-• Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Mr. Chair
struction, the upper basin States would. man, I yield ·20 minutes to the gentleman.· 
contribute to the reclamation fund from from New York [Mr. PILLION]. 

these sources only the full amount of Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, the site 
the construction costs for irrigation, plus · of this upper Colorado River project is 
an additional $155 million. Even under often referred to ·as a "treasure chest." 
·this accelerated con~truction schedule, Yes, it is a ·treasure chest. ' Nature has ' 
at any given. year the amount that the endowed this area most generously. It 
four States had contributed to the recla- contains vast deposits of mineral ores. 
mation fund from the beginning of con- Hydro power, coal, and uranium are 
struction would exceed the cumulative abund,antly availab!e -to furnish neces
amounts necessary for the construction sary power . 
program. Never would it be necessary Water, 1too, is ,available, but only in lim
that .funds for the construction of · the ited qu~ntities. The water supply is 
irrigation features be taken from the sufficient to sustain a tren;iendous popu
general Treasury. lation and industrial expansion. But; 

In this computation, we have assumed this is so only if the water is applied to 
that the accretions to the reclamation its highest use, human consumptive use 
fund will remain constant at the 1955 and industrial use. . 
rate. This is an ultra-conservative as- What we decide here, today, will shape 
sumption. The fact is that'the contribu- the destiny of this segment of the Nation 
tions to the fund, and particularly from over the next 100 years. 
these States, have steadily increased · We can go forward and benefit this 
during the .past several years. · If we area by wisely using nature':.;- bounty. 
were to assume annual contributions This area is destined to produce metals, 
from these States at the rate which .they chemicals, plastics, manufactured and 
contributed duri11g the period from July fabricated products. we can transform 
1, 1955, to December 31, 1955, the annual these lands into an industrfal. empire 
rate of contribution would be $26.5 mil- comparable to Pittsburgh, Detroit, or the 
'tion per year. The amount contributed Ruhr Valley. 
over the 19-year construction period Or, we can.go backward. The allocat
would be .$503.5 million and the amount ing of power revep.ues to irrigation, arti
by which contributions would exceed ficially increases electricity prices. This 
expenditures for construction charge- precludes industrial expansion and . pro~ 
able to irrigation would be $215.8 mil- duce's uneconomic farm surpluses. 
lion. It is obvious that there can be Water for irrigation is its most wastefui 
no hidden interest chargeable to the tax- use. This program would relegate the 
payers of the Nation. All features of the area to a horse and buggy economy for 
construction except irrigation · are re- the next 100 years. 
paid in full with interest. Under present The Senate bill, s. 500, passed last 
law, these four upper basiri States will summer, contains the minimum goal of 
contribute during the construction phase the proponents of this bill. This discus.: 
far more to the reclamation fund than sion will be confined, in large measure, 
is required for that portion of the con- to the project as is contained in Senate 
struction chargeable to irrigation. This bill 500. 
money is to be repaid without interest GENERAL scHEME 

but it is a case of the-four upper basin Now, let us examine the overall outline 
States financing their project with their of this operation. 
own money. No one could contend that This bill creates a holding company 
interest should be charged. There is no known as 'the upper Colorado Basin 
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fund. The basin fund would construct · 
and finance the projects and has four 
general purposes: , . 

The first and primary objective is to 
construct 33 irrigation projects to cost 
$628 million. 

The second purpose of this bill is to 
construct $72 million worth of municipal 
waterworks. . 

The third . objective of this bill is to 
rehabilitate 1,100 Navaho Indian families 
by the construction of a dam and irriga
tion works at a cost of $212 million. 

The last and final objective is to fur
nish a cash register to partially pay for 
these three dubious speculations. The 
financial scheme to bail out these first 
three objectives is to construct ·5 dams, 
with reservoir -and powerplants to gen
erate electricity. This would. cost an 
additional $-746 million. 

The total cost of these 4 ventures is· 
$1,658,000,000. . 

COST (INITIAL AND ULTIMATE PLANS) 

The present bills represent, merely, the 
G.itial phase of this proposal. There 
are more than 100 separate irrigation 
projects under study for the ultimate 
and comprehensive upper Colorado 
project. This ultimate · plan would cost 
an additional mfoimum of $1,600,000,000 
for a grand total of $3,200,000,000. 

Based on a national population of. 
160 million people, this initial phase 
would cost an average of $10 ·per person. 
The additional projects -in the ultimate 
plan would increase the average cost to 
$20 per person or $7 million for each con-
gressional district. -

REPAYMENT P~OVISIO~S . 

How does this bill propose to repay the 
$1,658,000,000 invested by the taxpayers?. 
Repayments are allocated .not .on costs 
but on the Reclamation Bureau's esti-
mates of ability- to repay. · 

Six hundred and eight million dollars 
of .allocated po,wer cost1? would be repay
able from power consumption with 2% 
percent interel!t. . 

Seventy-two million dollars of munic-
ipal water works would be repayable by. 
water districts with 2% percent ,interest. 

The remaining $1- billion is repayable 
· without interest, on an if and : when 

basis out of possible power revenues, and. 
upon the Reclamation Bureau's guesses 
as to repayment ability. _ 

The payout period ranges ,from 50 
years in the Senate bill to 120 yea:i;s o~ 
one project under surv:ey. 

ANALYSIS 

Now, if we analyze this project, here 
is what we find. 

At 2% percent the interest charges on' 
this $1,658,000,000 investment would be 
$47 million annually, for the Federal tax
payers. 

The net revenues of all the power 
projects is only $22 million per year. 
The total repayments for both principal 
and interest from farmers, municipali
ties and the Navahos is $7,100,000 per 
year. · · 

The total repayments · of $29,100,000 
for principal and interest, leaves us with 
an annual deficit to the taxpayers of 
$17,900,000, upon interest alone. _The 
principal Obligation of $1,658,000,000 can 
never be ·repaid. · 

TAX SUBSIDY 

I have a letter, here, from a privately 
owned utility comparable in size .to the 
Glen Canyon hydro plant, costing about· 
$400 million. This private utility esti-· 
mates its taxes ·to be: 

Per year 
Federal taxes ___________________ $9,000,000 

Local taxes------~-------------- 9,500,000 
Sta.-te taxes_____________________ 4, 500, -00~ 

The tax supsidy would amount to $23 
million a year on only one-quarter part 
of this project. 

INFLATION LOSS 

If and when repayments are 'made,. 
what do we receive for today's loans . 
to this project? In -the past' 50 . years, 
from the year . 1905 to 1955, the pur
chasing power of the dollar has dropped 
from $1 to 32 cents. If this inflationary 
:rate continues, the repayment over a 
l?O-year average, will be worth less than 
one-thfrd of the $1,658,000,000 invested. 

NO INVESTMENT BY BENEFICIARIES 

It is interesting to observe that-
First. The· 6,700 farmers, who claim· 

these benefits, invest nothing in this 
project. 

Second. The municipalities, who want 
water facilities, invest nothing. 

Third. The power companies who pur-. 
chase power without investment in 
plants, invest nothing. 

Fourth. The States of Utah, New 
Mexico, WJoming, and Colorado . invest 
nothing. . , . 
. If these beneficiaries have no faith in 
their self-conceived project, how-· can 
they aEk.the people of the other 44 States. 
to take all the risk without any of the 
benefits. This is truly a heads, I - win 
and tails, you lose proposal. · 

WATER SUPPLY 

The 'Federal financing of $72 million 
for municipal water systems is wholly 
unrelated to reclamation. It constitutes 
an unjustifiable preference in Federal 
financing for one segment of the coun
try when hundreds of thousands of mu
nicipalities lack finances for their own 
expansion of ·water distribution needs.
This would constitute a private, not a 
public PW A project, without any of the 
merits of the PW A. · 

ELECTRIC RATEl;l 

The fiscal irresponsibility of this proj
ect is illustrated by the proposed Cura-. 
canti and Juniper power proj~cts. 
. The cost of elec~ricity sold by .Private· 
taxpaying steam plants in the area is_ 
7.3 mills per kilowatt-hour. The same 
powe·r generated at Curacanti will cost 
9.6 mills and the cost at Juniper will be· 
10 mills per kilowatt-hour. No one has 
yet tried to explain how you can profit-· 
ably sell electricity at 7.3 mills when it 
costs 9.6 mills an:ct 10 mills to produce. 

NAVAHO PROJECT 

The Navaho project is submitted by 
the Indian. Bureau as a private relief 
project. The Reclamation Bureau is so 
dubious about it that it took great pains 
to disclaim responsibility for it. 

Although it takes only $240 to relocate 
an Indian to an industrial job, this bil1 
would bestow $192,1>00 upnn each of the 
1,100 Navaho families. · 

If this bill is passed,. why s:t:iould .not 
we grant :;;192,000 to each of 120,000 

other Indian families, so that there will 
be no discrimination? 

This is the revival of the . WP A as a 
private instead of a public WPA project, 
witl'1-0ut any of the merits of the WP A,. 

NO APPROVAL BY ENGINEERS 

It is generally conceded that the· 
UnitJd States Arm·y engineers· are the 
top authority on engineering and fiscal 
feasibility for . projects of· this type. 

On July 3, l951, Gen. Lewis A. Pick, 
Chief of Army engineers, severely criti-
cized this project, and said: · 

In conclusion, therefore, I am unable to . 
concur in the recommendations. in your ·re
port at this time with respect to approval of 
the overall plan and the immediate authori
zation of the initial phase proposed. 

In its latest report in· 1954 t:t:ie United 
States engineers again ·criticized and re_
fused to . approve this· project using the
exact same language. 

At no tiine, and I repeat, at no time, · 
has the United States Army engineers, 
the Budget Bureau, the Reclamation Bu
reau, the Federal Power Commission, or 
the Agriculture 'Department, approved 
this complete project as contained in 
Senate 500. 

If this House approves this project by 
passing this initiating bill, it must do so· 
upon · its sole responsibility as to eco· 
nomic, financial, and enginering feasi
hllit~ . . 

FARM PRODUCTS WILL COMPETE WIT~ 48 ST~TES· 

The proponents sincerely and seriously. 
claim that the farm expansion on 1,016,-: 
675- adidtional acres will not compete 
with. other farmers. Nothing could be 
more fallacious. 

I say 1,016,000 acres because those are. 
the figures contained in the Senate Re-1 

port 500 .that is available at this. desk .. 
It is not 120,000 acres. It is 1,016,000 
acres. 
. This country is . one agricultural mar
ket. Our agricultural economy is so ftex-
ible that our farmers can shift their 
production, almost overnight, from cot-. 
ton, to soybeans, to corn, to . bogs, to 
poultry, to milk, or to 50 other farm 
products. 

The sugar beets to be grown on these 
additional acres in Utah will compete 
with the cane sugar of Louisiana and 
with the sugar beets now grown in Utah. 
and in a dozen other Midwest and West
ern States. 

The excess corn, wheat, barley, and 
oats grown in Utah will. compete with 
the same products produced in 40 other 
States. 

The cattle, hogs, sheep, and milk pro
duced in Utah, on these lands, will com
pete with and lower prices for the same 
products iri 40 other Sta·tes: Mr. Chair
man, this· bill would have the Federal 
Government invest $1,6581000,000 in a 
scheme which, primarily, prop0ses to 
irrigate lands owned by 6,700 farmers 
and 1,100 Navaho Indians. The invest
ment averages more than $200,0-00' for 
each of these, 7 ,800 families. 

This investment is subsidized and in-' 
evitably the products produced must also· 
be subsidized. In their self-interest, 
these farmers will seek to repay· as little· 
as .possible of the allocated costs as- · 
sessed to -them. Due to -the Federal in--· 
vestment, they will seek greater and 
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greater subsidi.es for their produce from 
the Federal Government. 

We are transforming these 7,800 fam
ilies from far.r,ners producing salable 
products ipto lobbyists whose prime mo
tive· is to exert political press~res f 9r 
increasing governmental subsidies. 
· This grarn;iiose plan dest.roys th~ cap
ital investment of $1,658,000,000, , it 
wastes precious water resources, it de
pletes the fertile soil bank lands, . it de
presses all farm market prices, and it 
further delays the balancing of supply 
with market demands for farm products. 
The taxation of .farmers, to incI"_ease farm 
surpluses, is adding_insult to injury. 
. . This bill is a travesty upqn go_od com
monsense. 

Mr. Chaii:man, :this bill ougl)t to pe 
recommitted. . . 
· Mr. · ASPINALL. Mr. --Chairman, · I · 
yield -· 8 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Ml'. FERNANDEZ]. . . . 
Mr~ 'ASPINALL. ·Mr. Chairman; will 

the gentleman 'yield? · . 
Mr. FERNANDEZ. I yield to the gen

tleman from Colorado. · 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman,' I 

wish to state that the . work of the gen
tleman who has just spoken has been 
outstanding fo our committee. He has 
been very industrious. The bill before 
us today, however, is the House bill and 
not the Senate bill on which he has 
spent most of his time debating this 
afternoon. The Senate bill is not be
fore this body. The House bill, a much 
more .modest bill ::i,nd~ in · my opl.nioii, 
an economically feasible bill~ is .the one 
on which we are having this · debate. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. ·Chairman, I 
rise ·-to speak: for people· who are ·not 

· only my constituents but. constituents-of 
e.very Member of this House, for they are 
wards of the Government and they and 
their property are and have been under 
control of the Federal Government for 
more than a· century. 

New Mexicq and Arizona had hardly 
been under the rule of the American 
Government a few years, when the Amer
ican soldiers in 1863 under Kit Carson 
rounded up all the Navaho people-men, 
women, arid children-uprooted them 
from the banks of the San Juan and 
other streams, and marched tliem 200 
miles away to Fort Sumner. There they 
were .held captive in a concentration 
camp for 5 years. By 1868 they were dy
ing -so· fast, that the. 'military marc~ed 
them back and. turned them loose on a 
very· restricted area. of the 'poorest land 
ever. In the tr·eaty those Indians were 
forced to sign, they promised never .to 
leave 'the limited reservation assigned to 
them. · . 

Except for an abortive effort to re
habilitate these Indians back· in 1898, 
which was abandoned almost before it 
got started, nothing of any consequence 
was done for them, and they endured 
almost a whole .century of suffering, ne
gle~t. and injustice at the hands of the 
people who ~onfiscated their lands. in 
the thirties and forties many millions 
of dollars finally were expended in an 
effort to provide hospitals and schools, 
but that effort was so inadequate that 
1n 1948 there were 14,000 Navaho chil
dren who had no schoolipg whatsoever. 

In 1950 another effort was begun, and Those figures show that the $211,845,-
a bill authorized the expenditure of $88 000 upon which the pencil calculation ·of 
million in an effort to rehabilitate these $200,000 per family was made at the 
Indians. That program e~pires i~ 1960. ~earing included $36 million for the 
Over $50 million has al:i;eady been ex- Navaho Dam and Reservoir.; it also in
pended on that pro_gram. ·Yet Commis- eluded 29,000 acres which are to be irri
sioner Emmons testified before the com- gated by non-Indians; and it included 
mittee that it would be between a quar- nearly $11 million for the Kutz Canyon 
ter and a half a century- or more before pumping plant for non-Indian irrigation. 
this tribe could become self-sufficient, Unwittingly, in the pencil calculation 
and then only if the problem is attacked this entire total amount was charged to 
from every possible angle. Commis- 110,000 acres of the Indian project, and, 
sioner Emmons said before the Senate of course, the result was a completely 
committee: erroneous and excessive figure. There 
, From every point ef view, .1 be1-ieve it -ls are other inaccuracies which r do not 
far better to invest in Navaho economic re- have the time to enumerate~ but this will 
·habilitation than in Navaho relief, in per- suffice to illustrate the falsity and fallacy 
manent stability than in the present ever of this propaganda. 
worsening instability and frUf!tration. The And of course, the Navaho . Dam .and 
Navaho project offers us the best and largest 
opportunity of striking Ol,lt, in that direction. Reservoir, as distinguished from the· 

Navaho's · irrigation project, is to serve 
It is unnecessary to enumerate in de- many purposes, including the irrigation 

tail the innumerable injustices com- of non-Indian lands, the San Juan.,. 
mitted by us against a great people. Chama Transmountain Diversion, and a 
through almost a century since they were large amount of industrial and munici
rounded up in 1863. What I have said pal water to be used by non-Indians, and 
has been only because we have a right as well·to ·take its part in· the overall pur
to feel indignant when opponents of this pose of providing the total storage struc
bill refer to the benefits contemplated by ture to control, .regulate, and· distribute 
this legislation for the Navahos as a huge the waters of the entire basin. The ·en
gift, and an inordinately expensive one tire cost of the dam is to be ·repaid .to the 
at that. Government from the power revenues. 

Tqey ~re wrong on both counts. It is In that same handout they say that 
not a gift, but the discharge of an obliga- because it was so expensive the Navaho 
tion which the Nation owes to -the Navaho -irrigation project had been dropped 
people. In fact we owe it to ourselves as from the · bill, intimating that the 
a nation to do this at the very least, and Navahos will get nothing from it, when 
at any cost, in honor and good conscience. the truth of the matter is, and th,ey· 
, Nor is it as expensive as their propa- know it, that the Navapo irrigation proj-
ganda tries to make it appear. The final ect and the south San· Juan project, and 
plans and reports on which the irrigation the San Juan-Chama diversion project, 
project.will be considered ·by Congress at never have been in this legislation ex
the proper time will show that -this will cept on a provisional authorization basis. 
not be any more expensive acre for acre ·Only the · storage dam at a cost of $36 
than similar irrigation elsewhere. • million has been in from the start. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. . Then tlieY, turn around and say, quite 
HOSMER] the day ·before yesterday re- to the contrary-they are so zealous they 
peated a statement which has caused a meet themselves coming and. going
great deal of confusion. When I asked that the construction of. the Navaho 
him to yield so that we could advise him, Dam and Reservoir commits us firmly to 
as he had asked, whether it was true or providing the Navaho Indians with an 

· false, he declined to yield. · irrigation project. To that I say amen, 
What has occurred here to create the it does do that. This bill does authorize 

confusion is that a photostatic copy of the Navaho Dam, which among other 
2 or 3 questions and answers taken out things will store water for an Indian 
of context was sent to every Member of · t 
Congress, designed to show that a 100- irriga ion project, and when this is done 

we are firmly committed to provide the 
acre farm for each Navaho Indian fam- irrigation project through which the 
Hy, would cost $192,000. t f th d 

I do n.ot have it. · But you will remem-" wa ers ·o e am so impounded may ·be 
used. · 

ber it; it was entitled "PILLION Speech- Legally and morally .the Navaho 
le·ss." · 

I was speechless at the audacity, and Indians are entitled to" a fair share of 
the unfairness of whoever was responsi- the waters of the San Juan River, their 

.. . river, and the only one they have. We 
ble for that photosta~ic handout. · all know that if in the overall storage 
• Those questions and answers were 
based on a quick, off the cu:f;I, pencil cal- control and distribution of the upper 
culation by a committee member, and in Colorado Basin waters, no provision is 
good faith, I am sure. But those who made for storage of the Indian waters; · 
distributed it knew that the conclusions so they may hold them and use them 
asserted in their handout . were as false when and where it is feasible, we have 

taken their water away just as effec
as all the rest of the unfai.r, unethical, tively as if we included in this bill a 
and unwarranted propaganda to which provision saying: 
we have been subjected. , 

The questions and answers circulated The waters of the Navaho Indians in the 
are from page. 233 of the hearings. In San Juan River are hereby appropriated for 
the same testimony at page 239 the com- the mainstream of the Colorado River, and 

shall be permitted to :flow unimpeded down 
plete cost figure~ were placed in the rec- the Colorado River .to southern California 
ord, and clearly showed the error of the and Mexico, for the use and benefit of those 
quick calctdatibn, at page 233. · who may~ have the influence, the· finances, 



\• 

1956- CONGRESSIONAL RECORD·-· HOUSE 
and the ·capacity to ·put them to· beneficial 

_'USe. 

I have said before, and I say rlow, that 
'rio Congress with any conscience is going 
to take these wat'ers away frOm. the 
Indians, and the only way to prevent 
their being taken away from the Iridians 
is to provide the necessary storage to 
'hold them. · · 

Navaho families are by Government 
regulation allowed to pasture only 250 
·head of sheep per family, which barely 
gives them a subsistence living, if it does 
·that. It' was 'testified that transfer of 
some of those families into a farming 
economy, will permit an increase in the 
number of she·ep to each family, and 
perhaps a better than a bare subsistence 
living which is· now their lot. · 

The building of the dam itself and 
other irrigation works, and their opera
tion, will provide employment for thou
sands of Navaho people. It was testi
·fied that the placing of 1,110 families on 
approximately 110,000 acres of irrigated 
. land, would create work and provide 
livelihood ·not .only for those families but 
for a total of 18,000 Navaho ·people. 
Many people believe that the 100-acre 
a1lotments. can be cut in half, and still 
provide a good livelihood . for twice the 
number of families ·at present contem
plated. 

For example the testimony . is that 
there are now 7 ,669 acres farmed · by 900 
Navaho farm families, with about a 

.$300,000 income from produce. That is 
the record. If they can do that on an 
average . of 8%. acres, ' they can do so 5 
times better on 40 or 50. 

Of course the Navahos do not go in 
and will not go in for farming on a com
mercial scale. The farms will provide 
a home and land enough to ' raise what 
they need to eat and to feed their own 
stock, with very little to sell and' that 
probably only for trade among their own 
people. 

The Navaho Reservation with .a popu
lation of 70;ooo Navahos, consists of 
-24,000 square miles of territory. In total 
area -it approximates the combined 
States of Connecticut, Delaware, Massa
chusetts, and New Hampshire. It is 
twice the combined a;rea of Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, 
Panama Canal Zone, and the Virgin 
Islands. It is rich in natural unde
veloped resources. There ·are small areas 

. of timber. There are large deposits of 
minerals such as coal and uranium. In 
fact it waa a Navaho Indian who dis
. covered ·the largest depQsit of uranium 
.. yet known. The helium in the reserva-
tion has been preempted by the ·Gov
ernment which holds a monopoly on it. 
·These and other resources can be de
veloped, and industry created when and 
if water is. impounded and stored for 
their use within the limits of thei_r share, 
and the share of New Mexico waters un
der the compact, to which the Navaho 
waters have been charged. 

Notwithstanding all these lands and 
these resources the Navaho Indians 
'therein will continue to live under stand
ards which are a discredit to this Gov
ernment of ours, and notwithstanding 
the expenditures of hundreds of millions 
of dollars in the years 'to come. unless 

the water necessary to develop 'their re- ·pect that there are not going to be any 
·sources is impoitnded and put to bene- votes changed · one way or the other on 
'ficial use, and unless we continue a that particular · point. But, for the 
rehabilitation program that will inake benefit of my friends from southern 
them self-sufficient and self-sustaming. California who have raised 'the question 
Use of their waters to which they are as to southern California's water rights, 
justly entitled will be one big long· step with' particular reference to one engi
forward. I repeat that no Congress is neering report, the Hill report, I would 
-going to take these waters away from the like to refer them to an item rput in the 
Indians and that unless these waters are RECORD of yesterday; dealing with the 
imPounded they will · as effectively lose problem. To emphasize again what my 
them as if they were taken away from colleague~ the gentleman from California 
them. I have confidence therefore that [Mr. SisKl has said, that is; that section 

-the Congress will meet these obligations 14 of this bill provides·that the Secretary 
-irrespective of. the cost involved. · of the Interior shall manage these water · 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman,-! yield projects in accord with the basic pact 
4 minutes to the · gentleman from Cali- on the river, the ·1aw of the river. If he 
·fornfa [Mr. Sis:KJ. does not do so, any State can go to the 

Mr. SISK. Mr . . Chairman, I come Supreme Court, and the consent of the 
from a portion of . California that -does Congress to join the •Federal Govern
not necessarily associate me with either ment in that suit is already given. Any 
southern California or northern Califor- State that does not like the administra- · 
nia, since it happens that my home and tion of these projects and says that the 
my district are in almost the geographi- law of the river is not being complied 
cal center of that great State. with can simply step into the Supreme 

During some of the discussions that Court and get that matter adjudicated . 
have gone on here, there has been some Some reference has been made here in 
·question in my mind as to whether or this ·debate to -the engineering on this 
not the State of California or certain project. For my own part, I am per
other Western States were on trial here fectly willing to leave that to the engi
with reference to some of the things neers .. I do not believe that the men 
they may have done in the past or some who .built Hoover and who built Parker 
of their past performances with refer- Dam and who built Davis Dam and who 
ence to the water of the Colorado River. built Grand Coulee and who built Shasta 

As a member of the Committee on -Dam and who built many,.. many others 
Interior and Insular Affairs and of the oLthe great water , and power projects in 
~ubcommittee on Irrigation· and Recla- this country are going to build a dam 
.mation that considered this bill over a ' that will fioat down the Colorado River. 
period of many, many weeks, I felt that Some reference too has been mad'e to 
we had two basic pri-nciples on which to the question of public power. I want to 
make our. determination as to whether .say to you that this bill contains the 
or not we would support or oppose the standard · provisions . for transmission 
legislation we have 'before us, today. lines:- -It contains authorization for a 
Those two basic principles, as I under- basic transmission loop, and it contains 
stood them, were with reference to the standard provisions for preferences to 
economic feasibility of this project, and municipalities, irrigation1 districts, and 
whether or not the people of the upper other public agencies. 
basin States-Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, Mr. ASPINALL. , Mr. Chairman, will 
and New Mexico-had any rights to the the gentleman yield? · · 
water of the Colorado River. Mr. ENGLE. I yield. 

The thing that I considered with refer- Mr. AS~INALL. It contains, does it 
ence to this particular principle was the not, an ~uthorization of . approximately 
statement we find throughout the legis- $145,332,000 to take care of . what the 
lation we have before us here today, and gentleman just mentioned? 
that is, those rights which are·found in Mr. ENGLE. That is correct. Now 
Section 9 Of the bill, Wherein the State- we have to say because Of the vast area · 
ment is made: involved, it is a difficult .matter to get to 

Nothing contained in this act shall be con- these load eenters, and for that reason 
:strued to aiter, amend, repeal, construe, in- the power has to be handled on just ·a 
terpret, modify, or be in conflict with any ·little bit different basis . . B'ut as one who 
provis~on_:_ · · , - · · '. has consistently supported public power 

Then we have a long•list of contracts here in this Congress, I say that this bill 
and ·of agreements between the State of · does everything that we can do with re
California and the upper basin St.ates. ··gard to the ma~ntenance .. of the pubUc 

., 

I am here as a Representative from power system. , - , · . . · · . •' TJ 

.California to say that' I do not desire to My friend, the gentleman. ,from New · 
give away ·one drop of California's water, York [Mr. PILLION], a very able member 
-but I do believe that the upper basin of our committee, spent his time here 
States have certain rights under these discussing the Senate bill. I know some 
compacts and that California is fully .of you may say, "Oh, well, we pass half a 
protected by the provisions of this bill. loaf here, and get a whole loaf sent back 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I to us from the Senate side." I want to 
yield 5 % minutes to the gentleman from say to you, · as I said to the Committee on 
California [Mr. ENGLE]. Rules, with respect to Echo Park: As 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I am far as I am concerned, we will either 
glad the gentleman from California[Mr. leave Echo Park out or we will kill this 
SISK! made the statement that he did. legislation. 
Much has been said here in the past 2 If my colleagues on the conference will 
days with regard to the water rights stay with me, w.e will not budge 1 inch 
problem on the Colorado River. I sus- on this legislation. We think this ·is a 

! I • 
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-geod bill; We think it is ·complete1y ade
quate and we think it is a start for ·at 
least two decades for -this great area, 
and it gets them on their way. If I have 
my way, as one of the conferees, I want 
to give the assurance that we intend to 
stand on the House bill. 

Mr. · ~AYLOR. Mr." Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE. I am sorry I cannot 
-yield. . 

Mr~ Chairman, this project will not 
contribute to the surpluses of corn. cot

: ton, peanuts, rice, wheat and tobacco, 
because only two of · those, wheat and 
corn, are grown in any volume. 

History shows that putting land un
der irrigation moves that land out of 
the production of wheat and corn. 

Finally, the amount of new land added 
under irrigation, · which is one twenty• 

·eighth of 1 percent of the national crop
land, is not a significant factor, and never 
can be, in relation to the farm surpluses 
of this country. 

I repeat, the total new land brought 
under irrigation is only one twenty
eighth of 1 percent of the national crop-
land.. . 

On the economics, the evidence is 
. clear, and supported by the experts in 
the Interior Department and the .Bu• 
reau of the Budget, that this project 
pays back 99 percent of the capital in
vestment, with interest on the invest
ment and power and municipal water. 

The actual tax contribution fr'om 
general taxes will be less than $14 mil
lion a year and all of that will bear in
terest, because the contribution from 
the reclamation .fund more than covers 
·the amount used for irrigation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time oI the 
·gentleman from California has expired. 

· All time having expired, the Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
· Be it enacted, etc., That, in order to initiate 

the comprehensive development of the water 
resources of the upper Colorado River Basin, 

·the Cdngress, in the exercise of its constitu
,tional authority to provide for the general 
welfare, to regulate commerce among the 
States and with the Indian tribes, and to 
make all needful rules and regulations re
specting property belonging to the United 
States, and for the purposes, among others, 
of regulating the fiow of the Colorado River, 
storing water for beneficial consumptive use, 
making· it possible for the States of the upper 
basin to utilize, consistently with the pro
visions of the C.olorado River compact, the 
apportionments made to and among them in 

-the Colorado River compact and the Upper 
Colorado River Basin compact, respectively, 
providing for. the reclamation of arid and 
semiitrid lan<;J., for the control of fioods and 
-for · the improvement - of navigation, and 
.the generation of hydroelectric power, .as an 
"incident of the foregoing purposes, hereby 
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior 
(1) to construct, operate, and maintain the 

·following initial units of the Colorado 
"River storage project, consisting of dams, 
reservoirs, p'Owerplants, transmission facil
ities, and appurtenant works: Curecanti, 
Echo Park, Flaming Gorge, and Glen Can
yon: Provided, That the Curecanti Dam 
shall be constructed to a height which will 
impound not less than 940,000 acre-feet of 
water or will create a reservoir of such greater 
capacity as can be obtained by a high water
line located at 7,520 feet above mean s.ea 
level and that construction thereof shall not 
be undertaken until the Secretary has, on 

.the basis of further -engineering and- eco
nomic .investigations, reexamined the eco

· ~o~c justification of such unit and, accom
panied by appropriate documentation 1n the 
form of a supplemental report, has certified 
·to the Congress and to the President that, 
1n his judgment, the benefits of such unit 
will exceed its costs; and (2) to construct, 

·operate, and maintain· the following ·addi
tional reclamation ·projects (including 
power generating and transmission facilities 
related thereto), hereinafter referred to as 
participating projects: Central Utah (initial 
phase), Emery County, Fla., Hammond, La 
Barge, Lyman, Pa9nia (including the Min~ 

:nesota unit, a dam and reservoir on Muddy 
Creek just above its confiuence with the 
North Fork of the Gunnison River, and other 
.necessary works), Pine River extension, 
Seedskadee, Silt, and Smith Fork, San Juan 
Chama, Navaho: Provided, That (a) no ap
propriation for or construction of '!;he San 
Juan Chama project of the Navaho partici
'pating project shall be made or begun until 
·coordinated reports thereon shall have been 
submitted to the affected States, including 
. (but without limiting the generality of the 
foregoillg) the State of Texas, pursuant to 
.the act of December 22, 1944, and said proj
ects shall have been approved and authorized 
by the Congress: Provided further, That 
with reference to the San Juan Chama proj• 
ect, it shall be limited to a single off stream 
dam and reservoir on a tributary of the 
Chama River to be used solely for the control 
and regulation of water imported from the 
San Juan River, that no power facilities shall 
be established, installed, or operated along 
the di version or on the reservoir or dam, 
and such dam and reservoir shall at all 
times be operated by the Bureau of Recla
'tilation of the Department of the Interior in 
strict compliance with the Rio Grande com
·pact as administered by the Rio Grande 
Compact Commission. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re~ 
port the first committee amendment. 

Committee amendment: 
Page 1, line 5, strike out all 'of line 5 down 

to and including the word "and" in line 9. 

Mr .. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, just , a 
brief explanation of · the committee 
amendment. It strikes out language in 
the bill which some Members, especially 
. our colleague the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. BUDGE1 thought was too broad in 

.the preamble reciting the authority un
der which this project is to be authorized. 
Therefore the language was stricken out 
.and the language substituted which nar
rowed the base of the recitation of the 
.constitutienal .provisions under which 
. projects of this character are authorized. 

I s.ay -tha.t merely by way of explana• 
tion. It is a technical amendment as are 
those which are .offered down to the one 
that .strikes out Echo Park-and ·tnat is 
one about which we have spoken in the 
debate. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, ask unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks and also to pro
ceed out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOF'FMAN of Michigan. · Mr. 

Chairman, yesterday the ranking mi
nority member of the committee which 
has charge of this bill, the gentleman 
from Nebr~ska [Mr. MILLER], read a 

.state~ep~. a pr_ess release, which advisec;l 
us that the President wanted this bill 

·passed. 'That raises ·in my mintl ·a ques
tion of just how far the President went, 
just what he does want; and that doubt 
.grows out of the fact that on another 
Occasion it was charged ·that an admin
istrative action by the Department of the 
Interior was infiuenced by the President 
of the United· States. 

Mr. Chairman, because of that false 
charge I rise ·to a question 'of the priv
ilege of the House and have ·offered a 
resolution which was sent to the Clerk's 
desk. 

This question raised by the resolution 
affects the -dignity and the integrity of 
·the proceedings of the House. · 

· In September of 1955, a subcommittee 
of the Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee and a subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Government 
.Operations, joined in the investigation 
.2.nd subsequent hearings to "develop 
further facts and · current information 
relative to problems· of access to Govern
ment timber, including · access roads; 

·inadequate and outdated inventory data 
·on Federal timber resources; increases 
in the allowable cut; revised timber sales 
practices -to provide sales of a size and 

1length ·that meet the needs of small and 
·large operators alike; increased salvage 
.sales of diseased ahd burned ·timber; 
and a reexamination of the effect of 
marketing area and other restrictions 
·on Government timber sales." 

Subsequent thereto, joint hearings 
were held by said subcommittees in 
Washington and other parts of- the 
country. On - November 25, 1955, at 
Portland, Oreg., a statement by Senator 
-W. KERR· ScoTT, chairman, -Joint Com
mittee on Federal Timber, was issued, 
concurred -in by Congressman EARL 
CHUDOFF, chairman of the subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Government 
Operations, and made a part · of the 
record. 

That statement in part reads as 
follows: · 

The subcommittee w.ill come to order . 
We wilL now go into a matter that is not 

specifically a ''timber sales policy problem." 
Rather, it involves the question, or ques

tions, of how certain· agencies are following 
the intent of the Congress, the letter and 
spirit of the laws of the land and the demo
cratic processes that are demanded by the 
Const_itution of the United States in respect 
to our forests and mineral resources . 

The transcript of tho hearing held by this 
Joint Committee in Roseburg,- Oreg., on 
November 17, 1955, discloses that certain 

.segments of the Department of Interior are 
in a - hassle with an aged, disabled veteran 
over -.his rights under , the mining laws of 
the U'nited States Government. · 

· There appears to be a ·concerted effort to 
hustle him off his three mining claims based 
on the allegation that the claims are not 
mineral in character. · · 

In sharp contrast to this case, I am mind
ful of a considerable amount of talk in the 
past 18 months concerning what is known 
as the Al Sarena mining claims located in 
Jackson County, Oreg. 

There are many Government records in
volving the Al Serena m ining .claims and 
their background and .their value, or lack 

· of value, as mineral lands that have been 
. cloaked in obscurity an<;t covered; with the 
dust of more than 15 years. 

The Congress needs to know,' and the 
.people of . America ..are 'entitled-n to know, 
what the facts are in connection with this 
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case which was finally decided at the highest 
level of the Department of Interior. 

This Senate subcommittee, and this House 
Subcommittee of .the Government Opera
tions Committee, and the Congress, would 
be derelict in its duty if it did not seek to 
determine the truth or falsity of the charges 
that have been made that, as a result of the 
high level interference in the Department of 
Interior, weasel-word legal opinions and 
questionable mineral sampling and assaying 
practices have peen substituted for the dedi
cated judgment and experience of men 
trained in the art of determining which 
lands are, or are not, eligil>le for patent 
under the mineral laws of the land. 
·. It is either true, or untrue, that the lands 
of the 15 Al Sarena disputed claims.are min
eral in character of just a site for a timber 
mining. operation. It is the purpose. of :this -
inquiry to seek the answer to this question, 
and the one of just why and how the un.:. 
precedented step was taken of bypassing the 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Man
agement to accomplish what was accom
plished. 

Because of the serious nature of this in
quiry, going, as it does, into the very foun
tain spring of the question of government 
by laws or government by infiuence and 
special privilege, an witnesses will be sworn 
before testifying. 

It will be noted that the foregoing 
• statements raise the question as to 

whether the patents therein referred to 
and granted on February 11, 1954, were 
granted because claimants were entitled 
to the patents, or whether the granting 
of the patents by the Secretary of the 
Interior came about because, among 
other things, they were the "result of 
high level int~rference in the Depart
ment of the Interior." 

Frequently, throughou.t the hearings, 
it was charged that the granting of the 
patents was due not only to fraud, but 
because of inftuence and pressure put 
upon the Secretary of the Interior and 
his subordinates by Government officials 
and officeholders at a "high" administra
tive level. 

In January 1956, hearing were held 
in Washington, D. C., and, on January 
10, 1956, the Washington Post and Times 
Herald carried an article in which it was 
stated that "a full-dress investigation of 
one of the biggest timber giveaways in 
recent years, namely, the sale of Rogue 
River National Forest timber to political 
friends of Congressman"-of the minor
ity party and naming him-"would be 
held." 

This story also ref erred by name to 
another Congressman, of the majority 
party. 

Both Congressmen by innuendo were 
charged with exerting influence and put
·ting pressure upon the Department of 
the Interior, and further charged that 
because of this pressure, the patents re
f erred to were granted. 

The January 16, 1956, edition of the 
same publication further charged that 
the Department of the Interior had gone 
to unusual lengths to coach and shield 
witnesses who had been called to testify 
before the committee. 

The January 27, 1956, issue of this 
publication, among other things, charged 
that the Secretary of the Interior had 
sold timber worth more than $200,000 
for around $2,270. 

This article further charged that the 
Secretary of the Interior-naming him-

had been influenced to expedite the 
granting of the patents because of a note 
direct from the President of the United 
States. The article stated: 

Buried 1n the Senate Interior Committee 
files is an interesting letter, which was picked 
up when the Senate subpenaed the records 
of Secretary McKay. 

It's a letter from a friend of President 
Eisenhower's addressed to him, asking that 
the Al Sarena section of the Rogue River 
National Forest be released to the McDon
ald family. 

Across the letter in his own handwriting 
President Eisenhower had scribbled "Dear 
Doug." Then followed a · personal request· 
from Ike to Doug .to see what he should do 
about granting the Rogue River request. 

On February 3, 1956, tb,e Washil).gtpn 
Post and Times Herald carried an arti
cle which, among other things, stated 
that a member of the committee, naming 
him, "went to Arthur Pearlman, counsel 
of that committee"-meaning the sub
committee of the House Committee 
on Government Operations-"and de
manded": 

"I want you to subpena Drew Pearson." 
"What for?" asked Pearlman. 
"Make him come up here and answer be

fore the House of Representatives as to where 
he got that information regarding Al Sarena. 
Make him produce that 'Dear Doug' letter 
which he says Eisenhower wrote to Secretary 
McKay. I want a subpena issued for Pear
son at once." 

"Then,'' replied Pearlman, "we would also 
have to subpena Secretary McKay." 
· "Oh, no, no, no," replied Congressman 
HOFFMAN, promptly dropping the matter. 

NOTE.-HOFFMAN had first ·demanded that 
the Senate Interior Committee subpena this 
writer. 

On February 12,- 1956, the same paper 
carried a story in which the writer com-:.. 
mented as follows: 

The charge was made in connection with a 
column on the Rogue River National Forest 
in Oregon in which I reported that when a 
letter arrived at the White House regarding 
the Al Serena mining claim in Rogue River 
Forest, Ike had scribbled a note across the 
top of the. letter to "Dear Doug"-meaning 
Secretary of the Interior Doug :McKay-and 
suggested that he see what he could do about 
the matter. 

The origin of this story was as follows: 
Having beard reports that such a letter was 

found in the files of the Interior Department 
during the Senate probe of the Rogue River 
National Forest sale, I sent my assistant to see 
Robert Redwine, counsel of a Senate Interior 
subcommittee. 

Redwine said he had such a letter but that 
he did not intend 'to let me see it. He indi
cated, among other things, that he planned 
to make use of it later in the year, when it 
would be more effective in the presidential 
campaign. · 

I then went to a Senator who ls a member 
of the Interior Committee and suggested that 
any probe of the Al Serena-Rogue River Na
tional Forest giveaway should present all the 
facts in an orderly manner and should not 
withhold any for political purposes later. 
He agreed and contacted Redwine. 

Redwine said that he did have a letter 
which had been forwarded to McKay by the 
White House with a note addressed to "Dear 
Doug" scribbled across i~ in Ike's own hand
writing, but he demurred about letting me 
see it and regarding the use of it. 

I then went to the administrator of the 
Senate Interior Committee. Perhaps I was 
overdoing the eager beaver cub-reporter act, 
but having been doing that act for a good 
many years in Washington, it's hard to get 

out of the habit; and having had the first 
scoop on the Rogue River Forest sale over a 
year ago, I was juvenile enough to want to 
continue my batting average: 

Anyway Redwine was called in and asked 
about the letter. · 

"I know why you want that letter," lie 
bristled. "You want to show it to that guy 
Drew Pearson. I'm not going to let him have 
it." 

After some further pro-1ng and con-ing, 
continuing over several days, I finally pub
lished the report that such a "Dear Doug" 
letter was in the files Of the Senate Interior 
Committee. I did not quote the text of 
·what° Ike allegedly said to "Dear Doug" since 
I 'had not seen and therefore did not know 
the exact text. 

Following publication, the Capitol began 
·to vibrate as if the British Navy "once again - ~ 
was rolling barrels of tar into the Senate 
Chamber to set fire to the place. 

Every Republican on the full Interior Com
mittee immediately turned up at a subcom
mittee hearing, plus crochety Congressman 
CLARE HOFFMAN of Michigan, a member Of 
the joint subcommittee, who demanded that 
I be subpenaed. CLARE has subpenaed me 
before so I was not exactly surprised by his 
new gyrations. Other Senators, led by GOLD
WATER of Arizona, called 1n Redwine and 
wanted to know about the letter. Redwine 
at first stated there was such a letter. 

When asked to produce it, he came back 
with a letter from the Interior Department 
acknowledging one from the White House. 
Obviously, it was not the "Dear Doug" letter. 
In brief, he did not produce. I was out on a 
limb and still am. 

Later, he told other Senate committee staff 
members that he had seen such a letter and 
that he would swear under oath that be had 
·seen it, but that he had searched high and 
low and could not find it now. He also stated 
that he had found his files rifled. 

A check at the Sergeant at Arms office re
vealed the fact that Redwine had complained 
two weeks earlier about his files being tam
pered with and had asked for specially locked 
filing cabinets. 

It was at this point that Jim Hagerty issued 
his White House blast. 

Since I cannot produce the letter, I am now 
prepared to accept Hagerty's statement as 
being correct. 

At a meeting of the committee held on 
January 26, 1956, the following occurred: 
[Transcript of hearings, Washington, D. C., 

Thursday, January 26, 1956, pp 1178-11821 

Senator GOLDWATER. Mr. Secretary-

Under Secretary Clarence Davis was 
the witness-

In this morning's paper, the Washington 
Post and Times Herald, under the byline of 
Drew Pearson, appeared this statement, and 

. I will read it to you: 
"Buried tn the Senate Interior Committee 

files is an interesting letter, which was picked 
up when the Senate subpe~aed the records 
of Secretary McKay. 

"It's a letter from a friend of President 
Eisenhower's addressed to him, asklng that 
the Al Sarena section of the Rogue River 
National Forest be released to the McDonald 
family. 

"Across the letter in his own handwriting, 
President Eisenhower had scribbled 'Dear 
Doug.' Then followed a personal request 
from Ike to Doug to see what he could do 
about granting the Rogue River request." 

That is the end of the quote, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. DAVIS. I have none, Senator. 
Senator GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to ask, inasmuch as this reporter says, 
and I quote, "buried in the Senate Interior 
Committee files is an interesting letter," 
does the counsel have this letter? 

Mr. COBURN. I do not have it. 
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Senator GOLDWATER. Does Mr. R·edwine 
have this letter? 

Mr. REDWINE. I do not. 
Senator GOLDWATER. Do any of the counsel 

have this letter? 
Mr. LENIGAN. Never have seen it. 

·-senator· GOLDWATER. Have you ever seen 
this letter? 

Mr. REDWINE. I haven't any comments on 
·that, Senator. 
. Senator GOLDWATER. I think it is very im
portant. The honesty of the President of 
the United States has been impugned by this 

.person in writing his column t;tlls morning 
and I think it is necessary that we get this 
cleared up when he speaks with evidently 
.some authority saying "buried in the Senate 
Interior Committee files." Have you seen 
this letter? · · · ' 

Mr. REDWINE. I have not seen the letter 
that is referred to there; no, sir. 

The Jetter referred to was alleg.ed to 
be a letter written before the granting 
of the patents. 

Senator GOLDWATER. Had you ever seen a 
letter. that the President of the United States 
penned a note to the Secretary of the Interior 
on in this particular case? 

Mr. REDWINE. Yes, .sir. 
Senator GOLDWATER. Can you get that 

letter? 
Mr. REDWINE. I think SO. 
Senator GOLDWATER. Where is it? 
Mr. REDWINE. It is downstairs. 
Senator GOLDWATER. In the files? 
Mr. REDWINE. Yes, sir. 

·Senator GoLnWATER. I think, Mr. Chair
man, it is necessary that we have that letter 
in these hearings. 

Mr. Redwine of the staff then left the 
committee hearing room to get the letter. 

Senator GOLDWATER. I ·do not want to delay 
the proceedings and when Mr. Redwine 
comes back with this letter, may I have 
permission to proceed a minute or two after 
seeing it? Why do you not go ahead with 
whatever questioning counsel might have? 

Mr. Redwine being absent for the 
letter, the hearings then continued on 
another matter. 

Page 1194: 
Senator GOLDWATER. Mr. Redwine is back. 

I wonder if we might see the letter that he 
brought with him. 

Mr. REDWINE. Mr. Chairman, Senator GOLD
WATER asked me awhile ago about a letter 
with · respect to what was in the column 
this morning. I . said that I had not seen 
that letter. That is correct, I believe, Sena
tor. 

You asked me then if I had seen any letter 
regarding the President of the United States 
in respect to the Al Sarena case. I said 
that I had. 

Note how Mr. Redwine evaded making 
a clear, direct answer. ·He had previ
ously been asked, and I quote: 

Senator GOLDWATER. Had you ever seen a 
letter that the President of the United States 
penned a note to the Secretary of the In
terior on in this particular case? 

Mr. REDWINE. Yes, sir. 

And Mr. Redwine then left the com
mittee hearing room to get the letter 
which he said was downstairs in the 
files. 

Senator GOLDWATER then continued: 
Senator GOLDWATER. I think I included in 

my question, although I might not have, a 
letter that contained a personal note to Mr. 
McKay. Might we see that letter? 

Mr. REDWINE. This letter, Senator, that I 
have here ls addressed-I wlll hand it to you 
In just a ·minute-to a Mr. Powell. It is 

signed by Secretary McKay. The first para
graph reads: 

"Your letter to President Eisenhower re
lating to the Rogue River National Forest 
mining claim allowance, has been referred 
to me for reply." 

Mr. McKay then replied to it. 
· Thts· letter of reply" by Mr. McKay to Mr: 
Powell is dated January 5, 1955, after this 
[the Al Sarena"] decision was over [made on 
February 11, 1954] . 
_ Senator GOLDWATER. Who is Mr. Powell? 
- Mr. REDWINE. I don't..know, sir. 

Senator GOLDWATER. Is there scribbled on 
that in.the President's handwriting anything 
'that says "Dear Doug"? 

_Mr. REDWINE. No, sir . 
Representative JONAS. Do you know 

whether there is. in -th.e committee files any 
such letter as that? . 

Mr.-REDWINE. Not so far as I know. 
· Representative JONAS. Can you tell us 
whether -you or any staff member took cut of 
·the Department of the Interior file any such 
letter as was referred to by Mr. Pearson in 
his column? 
· Mr. REDWINE. Not so far as I know, sir. 

Representative JONAS. The inference is 
certainly clearly to be drawn from the col
umn in the paper that there exists at pres
ent in the files of this committee such a 
letter which committee staff members ob
.tained when they went through the file in 
the Department of the Interior, but you 
have no knowledge of any such letter or any 
such communication? 

Mr. REDWINE. No, sir. 
_ Senator GOLDWATER. Mr. JONAS, I might 
comment that this letter from the contents 
.of it seems to be in opposition to the grant
ing of these patents. The answer to · Mr. 
Powell would lead me to believe that Mr. 
Powell wrote criticizing the President. 

Mr. REDWINE. I didn't evaluate the letter 
at all, Senator. 

Senator KUCHEL. It ls irrelevant to your 
question. · · 

Senator GOLDWATER. · It is irrelevant to my 
question, . It is astounding to me that a 
member of the press of this country would 
constantly refer to those lies and, if there 
are leaks in the committee staff, I think Mr. 
Chairman, we should investigate it. 

How would Drew Pearson know of the ex,,. 
1stence of any letter unless somebody in this 
committee staff were telling him these things 
and how can he justify his statement that 
was contained in his column this morning 
that goes to some 600 newspapers in this 

'country, if I - am not· incorrectly informed, 
that the President of .the United States had 
personally interceded in this case? 

I made a speech on the :floor the other 
day on this subject in which I agreect with 
Senator NEUBERGER on the need for freedom 
of the press. This man is destroying the 
"freedom of the press. 

That is all I have to comment. 
Representative HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, 

inasmuch as this morning's statement by 
Mr. Pearson seems to be to the effect that 
the President gave support, by a notation 
on a letter, to the charge that the Secretary 
of the Interior had participated in a steal 
of timber, it seems to me tllat Mr. Pearson 
should be brought before the committee and 
we should understand or be given an oppor
tunity to learn where he gets his infor
mation. 

Page 1198: 
In this situation to which the Senator has 

called this morning-there it is right before 
us and there are those charges-should we 
not try to learn whether or not the President 
did as charged by Mr. Pearson; endorse this 
steal? . I ask that Mr. Pearson be called, put 
under oath, and that the Senator or the 

· members of the committee have an oppor
tunity to examine him as to where he got his 
information. 

· Pages 1200-1203: 
Ser...ator GOLDWATER. I can agree with much 

the Senator from Oregon says, but in a 
column that is read by millions of Ameri
can pebple is a statement that says that 
the President of the United States inter
vened, I feel sure that had such a letter. 
existed it would have long ago been put in 
these records. · I think that I am perfectly 
within my rights in asking whether or not 
such a letter existed and if my comments 
on what I feel to be the responsibility of all 
reporters and the press to report accurately 
do not coincide with the thoughts of the 
Senator ·from Oregon, I am sorry. 

I happen to be a layman, I am not a news
paperman; but I am like Will Rogers, all I 
know is what I read in the newspapers, and 
I want to feel when I read it in the papers 
that it is correct. I am glad we had this 

_opportunity to clear it up because we w.lll 
further clear it up on the floor of the Senate. 
~ Representative HOFFMAN. I make a motion 
that Mr. Pearson be called, Mr. Chairman, 
bond I ask that the chairman rule that he 
be called by the committee as a witness. 
I want to know who sanctioned and approved 
his course in charging the President of the 
United States of participating or giving sup
port ·to a steal, alleged to be a steal, by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Senator NEUBERGER. I am Just going to say 
that I am not going to .put the motion. 

Representative HOFFMAN. You are not the 
chairman. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Senator SOTr ap
pointed me as acting chairman when he 
left and on his return asked if I would 
continue to preside. 

Representative HOFFMAN. Has the salary 
been turned over, together with the gavel? 
That may be irrelevant. 
· Senator SCOTT. He gets the same. 
· Representative HOFFMAN. You won't put 
the motion? 

Sena tor NEUBERGER. Will you let me finish? 
Representative HOFF-MAN. Yes. 
Senator NEUBERGER. You haven't. 
Representative HOFFMAN. I don't care if 

-you want to cover up for him. 
Senator NEUBERGER. I am not covering up 

for him. I just want to say that Congress
man CHUDOFF isn't here. Furthermore, I 
want to say this for the record: I truly be-
11eve 1-n freedom of the press in our society. 
I believe if any newspaper, or journalist, 
or radio commentator makes a misstate
ment that it is within the province of those 
about whom the mistatement was made to 
-<:orrect it in a public forum. 

When I ran for the Senate, over 80 per
.cent of the newspapers in my State opposed 
me very vigorously, extremely vigorously at 
times, I might add. That was their right. 
Naturally, I think they were mistaken, but 
that was their right, and I have never sug
gested or hinted that because of the things 
they said about me, many of which were 
unkind, and a good many of which were 
grossly untrue, they ought to be hailed be
fore any committee. I think so far as I am 

.concerned, we have already had too much 
hailing of members of the press before com-
mittees, and you don't happen to like a 
certain newspaperman, so you want to hail 
him up. 

It may be that those of us on the other 
side don't like another newspaperman of 
.different political persuasion and we might 
be tempted, unwisely, I think, into calling 
him up and subpenaeing him. As a former 
journalist and as a person who is devoted 
to freedom of the press, I think that any 
suggestion that we turn this investigation 
and study of natural resources into an in
quisition of newspapermen or journalists or 
commentators is out of order. 

Representat~ve HOFFMAN. All right, Mr. 
Chairman. I am not complaining about the 
printing of anything especially, but this 
committee is supposed to be investigating 



1956 CONGRESSIONAL .RECORD-· HOUSE 3729 
this particular case where the charge is tha~ 
this land-&nd_ this article - this morning 
charged it--was ·given away here, although 
I notice he came down from $600,000 in value 
of the timber to $200,000,· which is quite 
a shrinkage within a week, but where the 
charge is, and the charge has been in the 
previous articles all the way through, · that 
the Secetary of the Interior . participated. in 
a .timber steal-that is the way it ..ha~ been 

· characterized time and time again-if the 
committee is interested, and it has called 
many witnesses in trying to determine 
whether Qr not it was a timber steal, why 
logically shouldn't we call a man who pro
fesses to -have evidence that it was and 

· that they had gone to the highest level of 
authority to put it over? 

If you want the facts, Pearson has ·the 
facts, allegedly, s~ why ~ot call him? 

·Pages 1204-1208: 
Senator GOLDWATER. • • • I don't like to 

see a man in this position say that in the 
files of this committee there is a letter from 
the President of the United States and I 
don't think the Senator from Oregon feels 
·very happy about it, either. 

Senator NEUBERGER. i think we ought to 
go on ahead and I don't think we ought to 
go oft in any pursuit of the press. 

Representative HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
just once more, if I may. I am .not criti
cizing the -presit. · I have nothing against 
freedom of the press or freedom of speech. 
I use it, so certainly I couldn't be against 
it. But in this article the charge is that 
the President himself, by the note on a let
ter, influenced the action of the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Are you not interested? The whole hear
ing, if I unders~and correctly, on this Al 
Sarena, ever since the 25th day of November, 
has been to attempt to learn why the Sec
retary granted these patents. We have had 
some testimony of both sides on that now. 
I notice counsel shakes his head. We have. 
Here is a man who professes to know that 
the President himself asked McKay to . do it. 
Do you want to know whether the higher 
level did or didn't, or do you want to forget 
it? 

Senator GOLDWATER. Let me pursue one 
other thought- on this. I mentioned this 
earlier. Ever sinc'e I have come to Congress 
I have been very concerned with the leaks 
that go on in this building. I don't believe 
that any reporter would just sit down at a 
typewriter and dream something like this up. 

. Possibly, Mr. HOFFMAN, we ought to suggest 
that we investigate our own staff to see who 
is leaking these things, to see who called 
Mr. Pearson and said, "Look, we have a letter 
down here that the President .;if the United 
States scribbled a note on." 

Maybe we are talking, as the Senator from 
Oregon suggests, about the wrong side of 
this thing. Maybe we ought to look into 
our own staff and find out who is giving 
this information out that was completely 
erroneous. 

Representative HOFFMAN. That was not my 
point. I don't care what the staff does. My 
point was that the chairman of the com
mittee, Senator SCOTT, the distinguished 
chairman here from Nol'th Carolina, in a 
statement put out, said that the higher level 
overruled these gentlemen tn the Depart
ment. We got into the highest level. We 
have gotten up to the top. We have gotten 
up to the President of the United States, 
and here is a newspaperman, who undoubt
edly has some knowledge of what he is talk
ing about, who says that the President in 
his own handwriting wrote across this letter 
telling the Secretary of the Interior to do 
that. Aren't we as a matter of fact, as a 
matter of proof, interested in that? 

Senator GOLDWATER. We should at the same 
time be interested .in who is putting this 

·information out. This isn't the first ·in- Mr. REDWINE. Senator, my answer on that 
stance. will have to be "yes and no." At certain 

Representative HOFFMAN. That is all right, times I have had; other times I have not. 
but· here is an issue that is squarely before Senator KUCHEL. Where are they located 
this committee: Who caused t:O.is patent to now? 
be granted? Here ls a man who says in this Mr. REDWINE. Some of them in 224 and 
release published all over the country that ·some in 2-A. 
he knows that a certain gentleman 'in the , Senator-Ku.cHEL. Have -you gone over per.
White- House· advised the Secretary to ·do- it. sonally the files which were subpenaed from 

•Do you want to k-now who determined this the Department? 
thing for the Secretary, or don't you? There Mr. REDWINE. Senator, there was actually 
is a witness. There is a witness if you want no files subpenaed from the Department. I 
him. Of course, you have the authority. ·did not go over them when they first came 
~You have the gavel -over there. · -to the committee. J will have to ask Mr. 

Senator NEUBERGER. We have ·the·· testl._ Coburn if I am right on this. 
' mony this morning that the Secretary ab- Mr. COBURN. That ls right. 
solutely knew nothing about it· and had Senator KUCHEL. Let me ask Mr. Redwine 

-nothing to do with ·it; is that not correct? -now and then I .will ask you, Mr. Coburn. 
· .. :v~r. DAVIS. Yes", sir. Mr. Redwine, is it your answer that you,have 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Pardon me, but you have -not gone over the files on the Al Sarena 

Mr. Pearson, who says that he knows that _case which you obtained from the Depart-
the other fellow- ment of the Interior? · 

Senator NEUBE-RGER. You people are SO ac- ·Mr. REDWINE._ Yes, sir; r have gone over 
customed to having every single thing that them. 

·appears in the press- pleasing to you that Senator KUCHEL. You have gone over all 
what you want to do is call up anybody .of them? 
who prints something that you don't like. Mr. I:iEDWINE. Yes, sir. 
Will you let me finish? Senator KUCHEL. Have. you fou_nd-I guess 

Representative HOFFMAN. I am awfUlly this will be the second time you have been 
sorry. · asked this-question:_any letter which indi-

Senator NEUBERGER. You put · a vast mass cates any message of any kind or character 
·of material in the record from newspapers from the President with respect . to this 
·defending what- was done. Should we ask matter? 
the authors of those articles up? Mr. REDWINE. No, sir. I have answered 

Representative HOFFMAN. If you want to; that before. 
I don't care. Senator KUCHEL. Mr. Coburn, let me ask 

Senator NEuBERGER. I don't believe· we you, have you gone over the records of this 
should enter inter an inquisition or study case as they have come to you from the 
of the press, :Jeriod, whether they write some- Department of the Interior? 
thing that you like or whether they write Mr. COBURN. In a rather cursory way. If 
something that somebody else likes. you let me make a statement, I will explain it. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I would like Senator KUCHEL. All right. . 
the grace of a minute or two. This state- Mr. COBURN. At the request of the Chair-
ment was prepared before I ever saw the man of the Committee made in writing to 
Pearson column. It is the truth. 1 want the Secretary of the Interior, these files were 
to say to you, Mr. _chair~n."an, that when in sent up to the committee via special mes
a column of that kind there can appear senger, I believe-I believe a lawyer from 
scurrilous attacks upon the President of the the Solicitor's department--and made avail-

able to ·the staff of the committee. At that 
United States, and especially a man of the time, Mr. Chambers, Ed Chambers, was en 
high character of President Ensenhower, the staff and he and I looked· them over 
and it can go unchallenged that he inter- cursorily and subsequently I turned them 
ferred by some _method or other with this over to him. This is in the main committee 
thing we are talking about, we have arrived office. 
at a serious point in these United States. Senat.or KUCHEL. Is Mr. Chambers still 8 
. Now, I said here that Secretary McKay member of our staff? 
didn't even know about this thing except :Mr. COBURN. I don't know. Yes; he ls. 
very extremely casually. I know · nothing Senator KUCHEL. Were the files delivered 
about any letter from the President of the · by a messenger from the Department of the 
United States. So far as I know, no such Interior? 
letter ever was written and I have no recol- Mr. COBURN. That is correct, and he re
lection of ·it, no communications with the mained in the room all the time. He stayed 
President, not anything of· the kind. with the files. 

This is my decision. I wm stand on it Senator KUCHEL. Then when he left did 
as having been my best judgment at the we retain the files? 
time. It was not interferred with by any- Mr. COBURN. We retained certain photo-
one except as I have told you by the letters static copies, things that we wanted. 
here of Congressmen of both political parties Senator KUCHEL. Did you see at any time 
pleading about it &nd that sort of thing, any letter which indicated any kind of inter
no other inference of any kind that I know est by the. President with respect to this 
of. I want to say that I do resent, sir, and matter? 
I resent keenly, the implication that I was Mr. COBURN. The only one that I recall was 

· subjected to any pressure from the President the one that Mr. Redwine introduced. 
· of the United States or anyone else in con- Senator KUCHEL. You referred, Mr. Coburn, 
nection with the opinion which was ren- to this photostatic copy of the letter of the 
dered in this case. Secretary of the Interior to a man named 

I can hardly conceive that a committee Powell? 
would not make an effort to inquire about Mr. COBURN. I haven't seen it for a long 
a statement that their own staff had leaked time. I assume that is it. 
a letter impugning the integrity of the Presi- Senator KUCHEL. This is the only one? 
dent of the United States and then by-pass Mr. COBURN. Yes. 
it on the ground of freedom of the press. Senator KucHEL. I want this letter to be 

Thank you, sir. placed in the record rather than try to inter

Pages 1209-1219: 
Senator KucHEL. Mr. Chairman, may I 

break in for just a moment. Let's see if we 
can take this down a little bit. Mr. Red
wine, do you have charge of the files which 
were subpena~d from the Department .of the 
Interior concerning this Al Sarena matter? 

pret it. I think it might well be read, since 
it is the statement of our two counsels here 
that this constitutes the only time that the 
President's name is mentioned. This is from 
the secretary of the Interior, dated January 
5, 1955, and it reads as follows: 

"MY DEAR MR. PQWELL: Your letter .to Pres
ident Eisenhower relating to the Rogue River 
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National Forest -mining claim allowance has . I think we ought to see if there is such - Representative HOFFMAN. I understand the 
been referred to me for reply. a letter some place. It would have a ter- J?epartment of the Interior gives them every-

"! share your concern for the preservation rifle bearing on this case. thing . 
. of the_ scenic grandeurs. of the national parks Senator NEUBERGER. You mean a letter from M~. COBURN. The same file as there was in 
and forests. a Democrat? my ofilce. It is the same file. 

"The enclosed-photostat from a newspaper Senator GOLDWATER. No; no; the letter Representative HOFFMAN. But you gentle-
which investigated this case, and which sup- from the President saying "Dear ·Doug" or men do not know anything about it,- either 
ported Adlai Stevenson, should clarify this ·letters to that effect. one of you? · 
matter for you. · Mr. PERLMAN. Mr. Chairman, may . I make Mr. REDWINE. No: . 

"The decision granting this allowance to a statement on l:>ehalf of the Public Works -
the Al Serena Mining co. was entirely within and Resources Subcommittee? Mr. Chairman, the ·foregoing quota-
the laws, whi~h have been unchanged since Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Public tions show_ that the integrity of the com-
1876. The Secretary of the Interior is per- Works and Resources Subcommittee, of mittee and of the House was challenged 
mitted no -discretionary action under these which I have the honor to be the 'staff di- by the newspaper and by committee 
laws. _ rector, I want to state that as far as the counsel. · ' 

er:~:r!~~~s~~~!~!~~ )~o;i:;~:i~~:'!~~~i~~ :~~!~r ~~Yq~~~t~o~e~~~r~nc;r~ea~/ ~:_v;u~:~:~. ·, .' Tpere .wer~ but two qu~s~ion~ involved 
mining claiµis -the_ miner is entitled, to a pat-· st~te that .all th~ -fl.lei;, all .the ,Iette-rs, a,.11 · . i_n . the grap.tn;1g .pf the mmmg Pa.tents.
ent on the land, including the surface 'rights; _ the correspondence, in connect~on with the .. ~ The first was whether there was mm
and that once such minerals have .been dis- Al Sarena case have been in the possession eraliz_ation on the land sufficient to jus
covered the Secretary ·has no discretion in _of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs tify the granting of the patents. 
the matter. · Committee and none of the correspondence '.The other was whether - the decision 

"Before the · Al Serena ~ case - was · decided .or none of the files· has ever been in the had been brought.about byjnfluence and 
upon the legal staff of 'the Department possession of the chairman or the· rest of· t . . 
made a painstaking and honest appraisal of the staff of the Public Works and Resources -pr~ssure _ ex_er e.d :;tt high levels. . 
all the facts. The decision was fully pub- Subcommittee. Commumcat10ns addressed to the De
licized several months ago through the press Senator GOLDWATER. I would like to sug- · partment of the Interior by two Members 
association.s and in the major newspaper in gest, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Lou Wal~ace of the House, by one Member of the other 
the Pacific Northwest. be asked if he did . write such a letter. As . body, were directly challenged. 

"In this Department's administration of I say •. this could have a tremendous beaz:ing This challenge reflects not only upon 
~he laws we are determined to comply with on this case. . the Members named but upon the integ-
the law. · Representative HOFFMAN . . I had a couple of · ·t f . • . 

"This Department must adhere to 'the· laws questions I wanted to ask Mr. Redwine, Mr. :r;i .Y 0. _the_ House and of the Congress as 
as they· are written. If the laws need mod- Chairman, if I may. They are very_. brief. a wpole. . 
ernization, and in this case there appears to Senator NEUBERGER. We are going to ad- Th~ ·sta,tement published not only in 
be that necessity, the legislative branch has journ at '4:30 today. the Washington paper, but in many 
the responsibility to revise them. Representative HOFFMAN. Mr. Redwine, papers throughout the country chal-

"I am glad to have had this opportunity to who other than y~ur~elf and Mr. Coburn, lenges ' the integrity of the President of 
discuss this matter with you, and trust that and you said Mr. O Brien-- the United States, of the Secretary of 
I have reassured you that I am fully aware Mr. REDWINE. Mr. Chambers. the · I t · d d" tl t th 

· Representative HOFFMAN. Who other than . n er10r, an goes I~ec. Y ? e 
. ~~~%n~esponsib~:lity to., all ~he citizens of this . the three had access to these-files? .. ' . • sol1;1tlon of one of the pr~ncipal issues 

"Sincerely yours, . .. · Mr. REDWINE. so far as wh~n they ·are in ·which was before the committee, that is, 
:: . "DOUGLAS McKAY, . 1 -- ·.my ofilce, only the two secr~taries. . whether the decision was the result of 

"Secretary of the Interior." Representative HOFFMAN. Who are. the sec- -influence and pressure exerted at a high 
retaries? level. 

re~ord.k that tha_t b~ made a part of the Mr. REDWINE. Miss Hoban and Miss O'Con- Upon this ·iSSUe, there' WM no direct 

Senator KucHEL. I think .it is fair .to say no~.E:presentt\tive HOFFMAN. And no one else? testimony until the publication of the 
for the two attorneys of law who .are meni- ' Mr. REDWINE. That is right. article above referred to and the state-
bers Of this staff and Who have had the pri- Representative HOFFMAN. Do you know ment Of the Committee Counsel. 

. mary custody of the data which has come whether they have any business relations Inasmuch as the integrity of the House, 
from the Department of the Interior, that the with Mr. Pearson? of its committee, is directly challenged, 
statement in this morning's newspaper is Mr. REDWINE. Not so far as I know. I the current resolution is offered. It 
incorrect. have never seen any indication of it. reads.: 

Senator GOLDWATER. I would like to pursue Representative HOFFMAN. What do you say, 
this one a little bit further. I have before me Mr. Coburn? 
a copy of an excerpt of Mr. Pearson's broad- Mr. COBURN. Do you want me to answer 
cast of . January 21, 1956, in ~he course of your specific question? 
which he spiels out the name of the Oregon R t i y 
Democrat who wrote the fotter. There must epresen at ve HOFFMAN. es. 
be a little .bit more to this than we know. Mr. COBURN. My ofilce is wide open. It 
I can't imagine that any man on the air isn't even locked. It is just P.art of a room, 
would care to quote-"the amazing . thing is except for a locked file drawer where I kept 

the Al Sarena flies when ·I had them. I 
that this letter was written by an Oregon had a key to it. Mr. Mapes had a key to 
Democrat, Lou ·Wallace." 

This .is an interesting excerpt. I think it it. Mr. Mapes is a staff member. I don't 
think Mr. Chambers had a key to it, and I 

should be made a part. of the record. I will believe my secretary had a key to' it. 
be glad to read it. I quote: 

'.'Capitol Hill, exclusive . . The Senate Inte- Representati_ve HOFFMAN. Do you know 
rior committee has been nursing one of the whether any of these people, to ask the same 
hottest letters in .Washington. They'Fe try- question I put to Mr. Redwine, that yo:u 
1 t fi h · · have known, or have you inquired to ascer-
ng o gure out w at to do with it. It per- ~ tain whether they gave any such inform~

tains to the famous sale of part of the Rogue ti on to Mr. Pearson? 
River National Forest to the McDonald farri- Mr. COBURN. I have no reason to believe 
ily, of Mobile, Ala., and why Secretary McKay 
went out of his way to make tbis amazing that they would give any information. 
sale when other secretaries of the Interior Representative HoFFMAN. I assume they 
had consistently refused. The letter is from won't, but he gets so much that is exclusive. 
an Oregon insurance man to Eisenhower, ask- Mr. COBURN. May I make a statement on 
ing that the Rogue River National Forest be that point? We were never under any inhi
sold to the McDonalds. bition from the Department to keep these 

"Across the top of this letter Eisenhower files secret, As a matter of fact, newspaper
wrote in his own handwriting: 'Dear Doug, men have gone down to the Department and 
please see what you can do about this.' Dear looked through the whole file. 
Doug, of course, referred to his Secretary of Representative HOFFMAN. Do you mean 
the Interior, Douglas McKay. The Senators that the newspapermen have gone through 
now figure they have the answer as to why your ofilce or that of Mr. Redwine, and gone 
McKay acted. The amazing thing is that to these files and gone through them? 
this letter was written by an Oregon Demo- Mr. COBURN. I say in the Department of 
crat, Lou Wallace." the Interior. 

. Re~olved, That the Speaker appoint a 
committee of three to determine whether 
Robert Redwine, a member of the staff of the 
joint committee of the Senate and House 
which held hearings in Washington and else
where, has evidence to support the charge 
that he had seen a letter in the files of the 

. Department of the Interior and of the com
.. mittee, on which the President of the United 
States p~nned a note to the Secretary of the 
Interior in connection with the granting of 
patents in the Al Sarena mining case: Pro
vided, That said committee be given the 
usual authority to make investigations, hold 

. hearings, and make a report of their findings; 
And provided further, That all expenses of 
such investigations and the holdings of such 
hearings, not exceeding the sum of $1,000, 
shall be paid out of the funds heretofore 
authorized for the use of the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

Mr. Chairman, overlong it has been 
customary for certain members of the 
press and certain columnists, some radio 
commentators, to sometimes directly, 
more often indirectly, challenge the in
tegrity of the Congress as a whole, of 
Members of Congress, of its committees 
and members of its committee staff. 

Overlong the Congress has been the 
whipping boy of certain individuals and 
of certain groups which make a practice 
of attributing unfair motives not only 
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to individual Members of the Congress 
but to the Congress as a whole. 

In my judgment the Congress is itself 
in part to blame for this continued :fiow 
of false charges reflecting upon the in
t~grity of i_ncjividual Members of con
gressional committees, and of the Con
gress itself. We have failed to challenge 
these repeated charges. 

Herb ·where a joint committee is inves
tigating the charge that because of in· 
:fiuence at high administrative levels, 
timber valued ait from $77 to $600 
thousand was given away, that mining 
patents were granted, where 1 Senator 
and 2 Members of the House have been 
publicly named as having contributed to 
the influence which pressurized an ex
ecutive department into the granting of 
the patents, the committee at the close 
of the hearings· is inf armed through the · 
public press and by one ·of its staff ·mem
bers· that the President of the Unit9d 
States has improperly attempted to ih
:fiuence a Cabinet Member. - We have the 
further charge through the press pur
p.erting . to come from the same staff 
member, -Mr. Redwine, that he, Mr. Red
wine, ·told other members of the com
mittee that he had seen a letter such as 
has heretofore been referred to and that 
he would swear under oath that he had 
seen it but that he had searched high 
and low and could not now find the let
ter. This same staff member, accord
ing to the newspaper reporter, added that 
that he had· "found· his ·file ri:fied.'~ 

Mr. Chairman, if charges involving the · 
integrity of the Congress, its commit
tees; its · staff members, are to go un- .. 
challenged, · then indeed there should be 
no complaint from any Member of the 
Congress of any statements which -may _ 
hereafter be made and · which refleet 
upon the integrity of the Congress for 
its proceeding. 

Mr. Chairman, if the Congress lacks 
either the inclination or the courage to 
resent scurrilous charges, as to its own 
integrity, it should in my judgment have 
the courage and the decency, when the 
integrity of the President of the United 
States is challenged, to sift those charges 
and when they are found untrue, as they 
will be if investigation is made, to hale 
the offender before the bar of the House 
where the Speaker may administer the 
proper rebuke. 

The question here raised hais nothing 
to do with the right of free speech, with 
the freedom of the press. The sole ques
tion is whether the Congress will without 
rebuke permit a committee employee, 
acting for and on behalf of an investi
gating committee, to falsely and publicly 
charge a Pres~dent of the United States 
with misconduct, maladministration of 
his functions ais President. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, it appears to me that 
there is one important angle involved in 
this debate relative to whether or not 
H. R. 3383, or the substitute bill which it 
is statea· will be offered,. shall now be 
enacted by this Congress which, in my 
judgment, has not yet been adequately· 
discussed or clarified. ' It is the very im-·· 
p_o~tant -case now pending in the United 

States Supreme Court wherein Arizona, 
in 1952, brought suit against California, 
and joined as defendants therein, the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California, the Imperial Irrigation Dis
trict, the city of Los Angeles, the Pal.o 
Verde Irrigation District, the city of San 
Diego, Coachella Valley Water District, 
county of San Diego, and others. 

· In that case Arizona sought to quit 
title to 3,800,000 acre-feet of water in
volved in the Colorado River compact 
of 1922, which involves the compact 
States. During this debate,. we have 
been informed by the proponents of this 
bill that recently the United States Su
preme Court has made a ruling that the 
upper basin States are not legally inter
ested in the legal controversy involved in 
the case which Arizona brought against 
California as noted. I have not heard 
the dechlion read in this 'debate . . 

At the heart of this case in Supreme 
Court is how the States involved will 
have the 7,500,000 acre-feet of water 
allotted to them each year by the 1922 
Colorado River compact. · It was quite 
logical that the upper basin States of 
Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, and New 
Mexico would be fearful that this upper 
Colorado River- project would normally 
be · turned down by Congress if they 
should directly becom.e invof ved : in the 
pending suit which was filed by Arizona . 
against California. I voted "aye" on the 
rule; not because I was for the bill but 
because I believe it important that this 
House have opportunity to debate this
issue in all its phases. 
· I am ·sure that all ·of my colleagues in 

this great legislative body will naturally 
expect that we Representatives from 
southern California should expect to be, 
rend will be, guided by the legal opinion 
of the aistinguished attorney general 
of the State of California, Pat Brown, 
and by the able legal counsel of the Colo
rado River Association, officially repre
senting the interest~ of the State of Cali
fornia in the Supreme Court litigation 
involving the rights of the State of Cali
fornia to any of the water rights involved 
in the Colorado River compact of 1922. 
And since both of these recognized legal 
authorities on water rights advise that 
the enactment of either H. R. 3383 or 
the substitute proposed would now be 
premature in their legal judgment, and 
would vitally jeopardize the substantial 
water rights of the water users in the 
State of California, I will not undertake to set myself up as knowing as much 
about the pending Supreme Court case 
as they · do. The great 23d District, 
which I represent during this my 10th 
year in this legislative body, is in the 
very midst of the metropolitan area of 
Los Angeles County in the very heart of · 
the 6 million American citizen5 there
abouts; i11 the very midst of this thickly 
populated area which reportedly is grow
ing faster than any comparative area in 
our beloved Nation. Without adequate 
water the very lives of them are in 
jeopardy. · 

I · have recognized this debate as so 
important to the State of California and 
to -the Nation that ·I have been here al
most constantly ·throughout this debate, . 
even though both of·my two coi:ximittees 

have been sitting each day both morning 
and afternoon. 

During my 20 years of law practice 
before I first came to this gre~t legisla
tive body 5 terms ago, I concluded that it 
was a wise client who _followed his coun
sel's advice. And, when the vote comes 
on this bill I expect to follow the expert 
legal adYice and opinion of the legal 
counsel for the State of California. 

For instance, in the hearings I read 
from the opinion by Mr. Ely, the at
torney for the special agency set up by 
the Legislature of the· State of California 
to protect the _ State's interests, as 
f9llows: · 

Article III (a) of the Colorado River com
pact, in a single sentence, apportions from 
the Colorado River system in perpetuity to 
the upper basin and to the lower basin, re
sl)ectively, the exclusive beneficial consump
tive use of 7,500,000 acre-feet per annum, 
which it states shall include all water neces
sary for the supply of any rights which may 
now exist. Manifestly this one sentence 
must have the same meaning in both the . 
basins to which it refers. But there is con
troversy over the meaning of the term "bene
ficial consumptive use." The question is 
whether it means the quantity in fact used, 
measured at the place of use, or whether it 
means the effect of that use measured in 
terms of · stream depletion at some point 
hundreds of miles downstream, in this case 
Lee Ferry. The same question arises under 
the Mexican Water Treaty's so-called escape 
clause. This question of interpretation of 
the Colorado River Compact and the Mexican 
Water -Treaty -is directly at issue in the pres
ent Supreme Court case. The quantity in
volved in this d ispute, so far as the planning 
of the upper basin storage project is con
cerned, is 300,000 to 500,000 acre-feet, ac
c9rding to engineers' estimates. The Recla
mation Bureau assumes that the measure
ment is to be made in terms of diversion 
minus return flow, measured at the place of 
use, with respect to California. The Boulder 
Canyon Project Act defines it in the latter 
terms, and the Mexican Water Treaty says 
(art. I (j)): 

" 'Consumptive use' means the use of 
water by evaporation, plant transpiration, 
or other manner whereby the water is- con
sumed and does not return to its source of 
supply.· In general, it is measured by the 
amount of water diverted less the part there
of which returns to the stream." 

That corresponds with California's allega
tion of the meaning of the term in Arizona v. 
Cali fornia (answer to Arizona, par. 8). Ari
zona denies that this definition applies to 
her uses (reply, par. 8), and the Reclamation 
Bureau, in the project before you, assumes 
that it does not apply to the upper basin, 
although the projects to be built under these 
bills are recognized as being subject to the 
terms of the Mexican Water Treaty. 

Article III (a) : Does the apportionment 
of the use of 7,500,000 acre-feet per annum · 
in article III (a) mean an average of that 
amount ·over a period of years, or a maximum 
in any one year? Manifestly, as in the in
terpretation of "consumptive use," the com
pact must- be given the same interpr-etat ion 
in both basins. 
. California alleges in the pending lawsuit 
that the apportionment means a maximum, 
like a speed limit on a highway, not an 
average. 

But if California is right, use by the upper 
basin in a given year of any quantity in ex
cess of 7,500,000 acre-feet constitut es the 
use, to that extent, of unapportioned surplus·: 
ip competition with the appropriations of:. 
unappor'l{ioned excess . or . surplus waters 
which ·have been made in the lower basin, 
and subject -to the Mexican treaty burden . 
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which, under article III (c) of the compact, 
is- to be supplied ·first out of surplus. The 
amount involved in this particular issue is 
very large. It is more than 2 million acre
feet in extr.eme years, and averages about a 
million acre-feet in the 17 years of excess 
use in the upper basin shown in the Bureau's 
study. 

· And since I am advised by the legal 
counsel of our State that California can
not accept or recognize that the Supreme 
Court has made a final determination of 
all the important issues involved between · 
California and the States to the compact 
of 1922, I cannot either feel comfortable 
or consistent in voting for this 'bill and 
against .the legal advice of the distin
guished legal counsel of my native State 
of California: There appears to be" a 
substantial legal question which has not 
been resolved. but will be in the not dis
tant period. 

In other words, gentlemen, as of this 
moment it is ·my considered". position, 
that even though I readily recognize 
great merit in the natural desire of the 
other compact States to develop this 
great water resource, I ta~e the position 
that until or unless the Supreme Court 
of the United States has first finally and 
fully resolved the legal rights of the 
State of California as compared with the 
other States to the compact, both the 
upper and lower States thereto, I cannot 
vote for this measure which the legal 
counsel of the State of California advises 
.will jeopardize the legal rights of the 
State of California under the Colorado 
River Compact of 1922. I therefore take · 
the -further position that ·it would be ' 
shooting in the dark, for other Members 
of this great legislative body to vote ap
proval for this important legislation un- · 
til the Supreme Court of· the· United 
States has made its final determination 
of the meaning of the compact of 1922, 
as relates to quantities of water to which 
each of these compact States is entitled 
to; that vital existing compact which 
has been acted upon and relied upon 
these many years by the State of Cali
fornia in its water policy ever since 1922. 

Therefore I ·must of necessity vote 
"no"; and if a motion to recommit this 
bill to the committee, pending the final 
decision of the Supreme Court in the 
premises is made, I will vote for the mp-
tion to recommit. · 

I not only take the position I do for the 
reasons already stated, bqt, also on ,ac
count of the unanimous position, so far 
as I know, taken· by the water users and 
agencies in the great 23d District, Los 
Angeles . County, which . r rep:r:esent. . 
. For instance,' here is a resolution of 

the cit'y of Compton, opposing the upper 
Colorado River Basin project: · 

Resolution 6878 
Resolution of the City Council of the City of 

Compton opposing the upper Colorado 
River Basin projects as provided in S. 500 
and H. R. 270 and the Fryingpan-Arkansas 
project as proposed in S. 300 and H .' R. 412, 
now pending in Congress 
Whereas the city of Compton is vitally 

dependent on a water supply obtained from 
the Colorado River; and 

Whereas California's rightful share of Colo
rado River water is threatened by the upper 
Colorado River Basin projects as proposed 
1,n S. 500 and ~· R. 270 and the Fryingpan-

AI:kansas project as proposed in S. 300 and of this resolution be airmailed to our con
H. R. 412, now pending in Congress; and gressional representatives, and copies be 

Whereas the aforementioned projects would made available to press and radio news 
inflict on all taxpayers of this city and the sources. ' · · 
Nation an unjustifiable burden of more than · SEC. 3. The city clerk of the city of Vernon 
$4 billion; and · shall certify to the passage of this resolution 

Whereas these political pump-priming and thereupon and thereafter the same shall 
schemes if authorized would furnish water be in full force and effect. · 
to grow the kinds of crops which are already Adopted and approved this 19th .day of 
in great surplus in this country, and which April 1955. · 
are already heavily subsidized by the tax- R. J. FuRLONG, 
payers; and Mayor, City of Vernon. 

Whereas the Colorado River Board of Cali- Attest: 
fornia, official State agency charged with the 
responsibility of safeguarding California's ex-
isting contracts for Colorado River water, has 
gone on record strongly opposing these meas
ures: Now, therefore, the City Council of the 
City of Compton does resolve as follows: 

-SECTION 1. That' the enactment of these 
project bills is against the interest of the 
city of Compton in particular and the State 
of· California in general and should be op
posed. 

SEC. 2. That the city of Compton respect
fully requests the representatives of the State 
of California in the Congress of the United· 
s ·tates to actively oppose the enactment of 
the above-mentioned bills or any similar 
proposals, and that certified copies of this 
resolution be air-mailed to our Congressional 
representatives, and copies be made avail
able to press and radio news sources. 

Adopted this 22d day of March, 1955. 

Attest: 

FRANK G. BUSSING, 
Mayor of the City of Compton. 

MRS. CLYDE J. HARLAN, 
City Clerk of the City of Compton. 

And, I have .here a resolution by the 
nJttionally known ma:r:mfacturing city of 
V~rnop, in my Co_ngressional Distdct: 

Resolution 1825 
Resolution of the City Council of the City 

of Vernon opposing the upper Colorado 
River Basin projects as proposed in ~· 500 

.and H. R. 270 and the Fryingpan-Arkansas 
project as proposed in S . . 300 and H: R. 41°2, 
now pending in Congress 
The City Council of the City of Vernon 

resolves as follows: 
Whereas the city of Vernon is vitally de

pendent on a water supply obtained from 
the Colorado River; and 

Whereas California's rightful share of 
Colorado River water is threatened by the 
upper Colorado River Basin projects as pro
posed in S. 500 and H. R. 270 and the Frying
pan-Arkansas project as proposed in S. 300 
and H. R . 412, now pending in Congress; and 

Whereas the aforementioned projects 
would inflict on all taxpayers of this city 
and the Nation an unjustifiable burden of 
more than $4 billion; and 

Whereas these poJitical pump-priming 
schemes, if authorized, would furnish water 
to grow the kind of crops which are already 
in great surplus in this. country, and which 
are already heavily subsidized by the tax
payers; and 

Whereas the Colorado River Board of Cali
fornia, official State agency charged with the 
responsibility of safeguaraing California's 
existing contracts for Colorado River water, 
has gone on record strongly opposing these 
:qieasures: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved: 
SECTION 1. That the enactment of these 

project bills· is against the interest of the 
city of Vernon in particular and the State 
of California in general and should be op
posed. 

SEC. 2. That the city of Vernon respect
fully requests the representatives of the 
State of California in the Congress of the 
United S~ates to actively oppose the enact
ment of the above-mentioned bills or any 
similar proposals~ and that certified copies 

G. A. ANDERSON, 
City Clerk. 

Alf?O as typical of many similar ones 
received, I have here a telegram from 
one of the inost distinguished of Cali
fornia citizens, and a resident of 'my dis
trict,' reading_ ~s follows: 

Los ANGELE~. CALIF., F,ebruary,29, 1956._ 
Hon. CLYDE DOYLE, Member of Congress, 

· House of Representatives, ' 
• Washington, D. C.: 

As a director of the governing boards of · 
the Central Basin Municipal Water District 
and the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California I am of course strongly 
opposed to upper Color(l.do River pr.oject bill 
and am convinced it should be defeated. We 
note ··you vo'ted for rule to bring bill up for . 
debate. We hope this does not indicate that 
you favor bill itself and earnestly ask you 
to vote against bill and do all possible to 
defeat it. 

MILO DELLMANN. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is ·on 
the committee amendment. · 

· The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

. The CHAIR¥AN. The Clerk wili re
P.ort the next committee amendment. 

:. The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 2, line 7, strike out "and for the im

provement of navigation." 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, before wandering into 
other pursuits I obtained a college de
gree in engineering, and in the course of 
securing same, I studied quite a bit of 
geology. One'summer during my under
graduate days I worked with a scientific 
expedition on the Navajo Reservation in 
Arizona and New Mexico, and in that 
summer I obtained quite. a bit of close 
personal familiarity with the geology 
and the economics of that particular 
area. Now, I knew quite a bit about 
Chinle shale long before most of the 
gentlemen who have been talking about 
it here ever heard of· it. In fact, I had 
a good bit of it ground into-my hide dur
ing the course of that summer. 

As a part of that work I rowed a small 
collapsible rowboat down the San Juan 
and Colorado Rivers from a point a few 
miles below Mexican Hat to Lee Ferry, 
Arizona-a distance of about 150 miles. 

I make these.prefatory remarks merely · 
to indicate my familiarity with the sub
ject. And, while I am reluctant to take 
up the time of the Committee this late 
in the debate, I think that there are a few 
things that are pertinent to this discus
sion which have not been said. For one 
thing there is a great quantity of silt 
presently flowing down the Colorado 
River and piling up behind Hoover Dam. 
At the time of the· completion ' of the 
Hoover Dam, the Engineers estimated, 

.. 
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I believe, that in 75 years· if ·something 
were not done to -stop tliat ft.ow, Lake 
Mead would be completely filled up ahd 
Hoover Dam would become useless. A 
great part of that silt, something over 
half of it, I believe, comes from the 
Navajo Reservation. The primary rea
son for that dates back to the 1870's 
when Kit Carson rounded up the Navajo 
Indians and took them out to Texas as 
a punitive measure: and then .subse
quently after 5 or 6 years, returned them 
to the Navajo Reservation. 

At the time of their return they were 
given sheep and _ goats to .use as their 
chief source ·of livelihood, to substitute 
for the hunting and raiding type of· 
economy that had supported tnem 
previously. These sheep and goats very 
quickly overgrazed the - reservation. 
Within· 10 or 15 years a.n area which 
had, in part, been an area of consider
able moisture, with natural lakes, trees, 
other types of vegetation, was turned into 
a denuded barren desert. The denuding 
of vegetation produced a very rapid run
off of the water, reaching as high as 98 
percent in many areas so that with.every 
rain came ft.ash :floods which quickly 
washed out the natural dams which had 
created the lakes, and provided natural 
water conservation. Now, every time. it 
rains :floods result and silt in great quan- _ 
tities washes into the San Juan River
principally-and through the San Juan 
into ·the Colorado. Erection of some 
kind .of works to stop this ft.ow of silt is 
absolutely essential to keep Hoover Dain 
from eventually ._ becoming worthless;· 
making 'it impossible, I might add, for 
southern California to get the water 
from it which they now are so depend
ent upon. But to do this effectively not 
only the Navaho and Glen Canyon Dams 
are needed but also an effective pro
gram of soil conservation on. the .Navaho 
Reservation. But before any such pro
gram can be at all effective, the Navaho 
Indians have to be converted from a 
nomadic, pastoral people dependent 

· upon sheep. Some other means for their 
earning their livelihood must be found. 
These dams will provide that means. It 
will take them out of their present graz
ing economy, upon which most of them 
depend for their means of support now, 
and put them into industrial work, 
mining, truck farming, and things of 
that sort. . . . 
_ There is a great -deal.of ·coal on tne 
reservation, also a great deal of uranium 
ores and if power is available, a lot of 
the present natural resources. will be ex-

. plaited. ~ . - _ . 1 

,But there is one other1matter· I would 
like to discuss and thi:tt :ls the matter o~ 
the effect of this project on crop sur
pluses. I believe a numl?~r of my col
leagues, particularly from the Midwest, 
are fearful lest the land that is irri
gated by this pi:oject will somehow or 
other come in competition with the 
lands in the Midwest where we already 
have serious crop surpluses. 

I should like to point out that a gpod 
bit of this land which will receive addi
tional water or be plac~d under i~riga
tion for the first time by this project, is 
already; ,culti'-Va ted by dry land farming 
methods and the principal crop is wheat. 

Once it is Irrigated, it will no ·Ionget be type -of reactor; which ·is a technical 
used for wheat. They could not p-0ssibly thing that I shall not go into, was one 
support . the cost .of · irrigated land of the best suited for earliest and most 
through wheat production. The maiJ;l effective competition- with conventional 
thing produced will be vegetables and fuel plants. 
fruits and things of that sort which are - He estimated that where the coal plant 
not in competition with crops that are production costs per kilowatt would be' 
now in surplus. - To reassure doubtful ordinarily about 6.90 mills, this boiling 
members on this point an amendment water reactor · will produce power .at 
is to be offered, as I understand it, about 6.70 mills, which is somewhat lower 
which would absolutely prohibit the use than steam. 
of any of this irrigated land for the pro- · This is the vice president of General 
duction of crops in surplus for a period Electric, whose business it is to make 
of years. So that, rather than adding to , these reactors. ,: ' 
the crop surpluses this will cut the crop In 1954, Dr. Lawrence R. Hafstad, di
surplus.es. The experience in the Co- rector of AEC's Division of Reactor De
lumbia basin was that wheat production velopment, speaking before the Atomic 
within the project area was cut in half. ·Industrial' Forum conference, urged the 

Furthermore, I might say to my ·private companies to get moving on nu
friends from the South that this . water clear power, *indicating that within 10 
which California is so eager to hang onto, years economically priced atomic elec
in many instances goes to irrigated land tric energy could be created. In April 
in California which grows cotton, and I 1955, Dr. · Hafstad's successor, Dr: Ken
am sure that we have enough of surplus neth Davis, addressing the same group, 
cotton already. No cotton could be stated that a thermonuclear power sta
grown in the high and cool lands of the tion built in 10 to 15 years will be as good 
Colorado Plateau. For these reasons I as the best steam plant constructed to
feel that the upper Colorado project has day; and_ he estimated an installed kilo
value to the country as a whole, as well watt cost of between $125 and-$140. 
as to the States directly affected. As · to these tremendously · expensive 

The ·cHAIRMAN. The time of the ·_dams and generating plants in the-upper 
gentleman has expired. Colorado Basin, it has been estimated by 
. Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr., Chairman, I people who have testified before the In-

move to strike out the last word. terior and Insular Affairs Committee 
Mr. Chairman, during the course of that the installed kilowatt cost of gene

the debate the subject of uranium was rating plants will be ·from $200 to $705 
brought into the debate by one bf the -capital investment, so you are 'getting a 
gentlemen from the upper-basin States. plant which is to the best of our knowl-

As a member of the Joint Committee edge and to the best of sci'entific knowl
on Atomic Energy for· the past 10 years, edge an old-f~sliioried pfant at a -cost 
I think I know something about that much higher than the present· coal steam 
particular situation. I am prdhd to say generating type of plant, which will cost 
that we are getting a lot · of uranium about $150 per kilowatt c'apacity. The 
from the Colorado Plateau and also from, ·record ' of building cost right now at the 
Utah. · This is one of the great national Joppa plant down at the TVA is $190. 
safeguards for the continuance -of the · I speak of the generating plant for the 

-supply of uranium ore, but this ore is Atomic Energy facility at Joppa, Ill. 
coming in without the benefit of the ·Just across the river is a comparative 
upper Colorado River Basin project. The plant that was built for $145. That is 
mining of the ore does not require a great the present cost. You are talking, there
deal of water. It is being mined at this ·fore, about electrical costs, which run 
time and placed in great stockpiles at from more, to as much as 3 Vi? times as 
the processing centers. There has been much as a regular coal generating plant 
no appearance before our Joint Commit- would cost. 
tee on Atomic Energy asking that this Remember, there are great coal depos-· 
Colorado River Basin bill be passed in its 1n the upper basin of the Colorado 
order to obtain more ore from the ColO- which · .are now being used to produce 
rado Plateau. kilowatts at about 6 mills and which as 

I do not want to be ,visionary, and I · generating plant's efficiency increases it 
have always been conservative on this · will cost less: - So wbat we are doing 
subject of when-we will get atomic power, . here is tying up a half a billion dollars 
but I want to give you some other peo- in these hydroelectric generating plants 
ple'.s testimony on tl!is to back up my on the river at ·a cost _Per ki~owatt mucli 
remarks. · ' -· - : " more than it would cost to make kilo.! 
' l\'1:r. Francis K. McCune, vice president w'atts from urartiUm. -- -: . : . 
and general manager of ·General Elec- Long before these expensive .projects 
tric's atomic products division, had this are built cheap atomic power will be a 
to say in GE's progress report for May 24, reality. Long before these dams are 
1954: built their justification will be much less 

Privately financed atomic plants will com
pete successfully with conventional power 

· plants in 5 to 10 years. 

He repeated this forecast in the July 
12, 1954 issue of the Electric World. He 
discussed the feasibility and power cost 
of a 300,000 kilowatt boiling water re
actor of a type suitable for one of our 
atomic facilities such as Hanford. Mr. 
McCune added that this boiling water 

than even the opponents of the bill can 
visualize. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, representing a district 
and residing in a State far removed from 
the Colorado River Basin, I hope I may 
be forgiven for asking two questions I 
think are important, at least to my con
stituents and to me and, perhaps, to 

I 
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some others who are similarly. situated. in the House and the emphatic- endorse
-I realize that the President on yesterday ment which h.as been repeated as re
made substantially this statement: cently :as yesterday, by the President of 

the United States. There was one feature of it--
Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 

. Ref erring to this proposal, ·as I . under::. I .move to .strike out the last word. 
,stand it- Mr. Chairman. I would like to direct 
that was originally:. con~rqversiai ·because of about three inquiries to the chairman 
.the belief. on the part of .some conserva- of this committee and to the ranking 
:tionists we would .destroy wilClli:fe 1n· one sec7' member as w.ell. Like the gentleman 
tion·of the area. That pam, Echo Park Dam, who just preceded .me, the district .I rep• 
has been eliminated. · resent will not be benefited directly by 

It is my understanding that this pr-0- .reason of the approval .of this legisla
vision remains in the bill as it passed the tion. Nevertheless, as I said before, 
other body, .but it is also my understand- there are about three questions that I 
·ing that it has been eliminated in the think are important in connection with 
bill that has been reported by our com- the approval or disapproval of this pro
mittee. I would like to ask the ranking posed legislation. Since this legislation 
member of the committee, if I am cor- will cost a ·considerable amount of 
·rect in that understanding?. money, I would like to be informed 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen- whether any of the funds to carry out 
tleman is correct. The bill that was re- the provisions of this legislation, in
ported out of the committee, the ·new duding the · construction of the reser
version, took out that provision unani- :v0irs, and whatever else is provided for 
mously. I think there is a tacit under- in this bill, will come out of· the Federal 
standing on the part .of the Members who Treasury and charged to the taxpay:ers? 
are likely to be the conferees that it will .May I ask - the .chairman of the com-
stay out of the bill. · mittee whether that is so or not? 

Mr: HESELTON. That was my next . Mr. ENGLE. There is not any ques
question. Then those who will be the tion about it. 
conferees will stand by the House ver- Mr. REES of Kansas. How much 
sion. money will be used immediately from 

So that there may be no question in ·the Federal Treasury? 
the minds of my constituents who are Mr. ENGLE. · It will cost about 55 
concerned about it, may I address the percent, I think, of the total amount. 
-same question and receive this double ~. Mr. REES of Kansas. · As I ·under
assurance. Am I correct in understand- -stand it, almost all of these funds will 
ing that the Echo Dam feature is out of ·be reimbursed. . 
the bill, as rec0mmended by your com- Mr. ENGLE. They will all be paid 

. mittee and that the conferees, so far as back. What we said the other day was 
·the chairman can guarantee it to us, and . that the reclamation fund shall put up 
I realize that it cannot be an absolute 55 perc,-it of this money, $760 million. 
guaranty, will stand by. the version as The balance will come out of the general 
recommended ,by the committee elimin- revenues of the Treasury, and that will 
ating that feature? amount to something less than $18 mil-

Mr. ENGLE. The gentleman is cor- lion a year during the construction 
rect. In addition there is an informal period of this project. All of that money 
agreement with the Members of the Sen- is repaid, e'.Ccept something like $8 mil
ate that Echo Park will stay out of the lion. In other words, this project pays 
bill. back over 99 percent of the capital. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I That portion which is allocated-nearly 
have made an effort to appraise all of the . two-thirds of it-to · the · generation of 
evidence and ·the contentions one way .power and municipal water is paid back 
and- another, the charges and counter- with interest. That portion, which is 
charges and the whole case· as I see it. about $283 million, for the irrigation 
I am satisfied oil that basis that the feature, pays back in 50 equal annual 
clear weight of the evidence is in favor installments, without interest, under the 
of this proposal, and I intend to support half-century old precedent of the rec-

. it. If I needed anything more, it would lamation law. 
be what was said yesterday by the Presi~ Mr. REES of Kansas. I believe the 

· dent of the United States when he stated, chairman has made it clear that the 
"I have more than once expre.Ssed my actual cost against the Federal Govern
conviction before, that I believe that . ment, against the taxpayers of this 
water is rapidly becoming our most ·country, finally will . amount to about 
valuable natural resource, and here is an . 1 percent, is that correct? 
opportµ.nity, at last, to treat this whole Mr. ENGLE. I said the nonreimburs
great mighty Colorado River as a single able is about 1 percent. A little over $.8 
entity, to treat it on a basin basis.instead · million. But of course, if the gent;Ie
of merely a local and individual basis. man warits to speak of the interest which 
We should get busy and get on to it." is not being credited on the amount 
Then, in conclusion, he emphasized, "So going into the irrigation development, of 

. again I hope that we can have positive course that is· an additional Federal sub-
action on that as rapidly as possible.11 sidy, and that is traditional under the 

In my judgment, those of us who come reclamation law as in all other projects. 
from other parts of the country, who · Mr. REES of Kansas. The second 
may not be benefited immediately or · question is this, whether or not ~ny of 
directly by the p~ssage of this le~islation, · the land that will ~be taken for irrigation 
can well resolve any doubts in terms of purposes will -be used 'for the purpose of 

· the recommendations. that . have been ·· producing crops ' in comi:>etition with 
made by the majority of the committee . crops .. that ar-e presently in surplus-. I 

have in Mind especially· wheat and corn, 
and other ·basic crops. 

Mr . . ENGLE. I have spoken on that 
twice. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I :w.ant to make 
sure that.none of the crops .produced on 
this land will compete either directly or 
indirectly with~ the farm crops ·raised or 
produced in the Middle West .. I _have 
been given to understand that the effect 
of this legislation will really -reduce the 
production of wheat, corn, cotton, and 
rice in this area. .. 

Mr. ENGLE. Putting this land under 
irrigation, as in dealing with all sorts of 
dry land, has a tendency to move in the 
direction away from these surpluses. I 
cited to the committee during the discus
sion an example in the Columbia Basin~ 
:where 500,000 acres had been brought 
under irrigation to date, and that the 
acreage has been cut 90 percent. The· 
major crop products giving our farmers 
trouble are, as you know,. wheat. corn, 
'Cotton, rice, peanuts .and tobacco. 
· Mr. REES of Kansas. That is the 
reason I make this inquiry. 

Mr. ENGLE. Two of those are not 
raised in any quantity in this area. 
That is, corn and wheat. In my judg.;. 
ment, the taking of this area under water 
absolutely. moves in the opposite direc
tion from increased surpluses which are 
troubling the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration and the gentleman. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield. 
· Mr. HOLIFIELD. r ·was going to try 
fo clarify the phrase "traditional recla
mation clause." When do they start 
·paying back the $282 million for irriga.;. 
tion projects? Do they start.paying con
_currently on that .or <lo. they wait for 50 
.years after the dam has been paid for, 
and having it interest free during that 
-period at the expense of the taxpayers? 
I was about to ask the gentleman if he 
would ask that question. 

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

(By unanimous consent, ·Mr. REES of 
·Kansas was granted 2 additional min
-utes.) 

Mr. ASPINALL. Will the gentleman 
.yield? . 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman. from Colorado. _ 

Mr. ASPINALL. The provisions of 
this bill provide that payment. of the ir

. rigatiqn allocation shall start the first 

.Year immediately after the development 

.period, whatever that may be. It cannot 
exceed 10 years, in accordance with the 
reclamation law. It will be paid an
nually in 50 ·equal installments there
after. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert my remarks in the RECORD 

·immediately fallowing the remarks of 
the gentleman from Kansas . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr, REES of Kansas. We have re

ceived a considerable amount of corre-
· spondence that this legislation, is bene
. ficial to the Navaho Indians. I know the 
gentleman from Colorado, chaitman of 

· this committee, is quite familiar :with the 
· acute situation with ·- respect ~ to -the 

/. 
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Navaho Indians. It is a problem that 
concerns a good many of our people . . A 
further statement from the chairman 
will be helpful. 

Mr. ASPINALL. This legislation will 
be beneficial to the Navaho Indians. 
This legislation provides for the con
struction of the first facilities necessary 
to the ultimate irrigation of their land 
and the use by them of the waters to 
which they are entitled. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. THoM-

·SONlo , 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield further? 
· · Mr. REES of Kansas. I must first 
-yield to the gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. I 
would just like to point out to the ge.n

·tleman from Kansas that much of this 
.fund will be repaid in 19 years from 
·irreplaceable natural resources of these 
four States, oil, gas, well leases, the 
reclamation fund, sale of public lands; 
and a total of $155 million more under 
irrigation costing $287 minion. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. How much of 
that money-that is, $287 million or $155 
million-is available for this project? 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. It will 
be available when needed, $23.3 million 

·that these four States will pay into the 
reclamation fund from natural re
sources. 

Mr: GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 

Kansas is the ranking minority mem
ber of the House Committee on Post' 
Office and Civil Service and is a very 
able gentleman. I wonder if the gen
tleman would want to ask somebody in 
charge of the bill, either the chairman 
or the ranking minori y member how 
much this is going to mcrease Federal 
employment? 

Mr. PILLION . . Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, can the gentleman 
point out how it would be possible to 
keep off the agricultural market the 
additional surpluses to be grown on more 
than 1 million acres of lands to be irri
gated, and to be irrigated as supple
mental irrigation? How can that be 
placed in separate warehouses or kept 
out of the general market depressing all 
prices throughout the country? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. In reply to the 
inquiry of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. PILLION] the chairman of this com
mittee has just explained that none· of 
the basic products, including wheat, 
corn, cotton, rice, and tobacco will be in 
competition by reason of this project. 
The chairman has just stated that the 
production of the products I have just 
mentioned will be less than they are at 
the present time under dry farming, this 
for the reason that the lands will be 
used for growing al.falfa to feed cattle 
produced in that area, and most of the 
remainder for vegetables and fruits that 
will be consumed in that part of the 
country. So, it appears from the ex
planation of those who are familiar with 
the problem there will be no competition 
with crops raised in the area that ·either 
he or I represents. 

I would like to say one more word with 
regard to the importance of providing 

· food for the Navaho Indians. I am told 
that alfalfa and other feed that may be 
raised in this area will be used to feed 
livestock presently control.Jed for the 
Navaho Indians. 

We are also advised that a consider
able share of the vegetables and other 
products will be used by the Navaho 
Indians and thus relieve a critical situa
tion that has existed among the Indians 

·over a period of years. We are informed 
that several hundred million dollars has 
been spent in the last few years to re
lieve an acute situation in respect to 
food and other products in order to help 
the Indians who have suffered by -rea
son of lack of rainfall in this area. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of- the 
gentleman from Kansas· has expired. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, there 
is, to be sure, some Federal aid involved 
in this program-a reasonable contribu
tion by the Government to the general 
welfare of the Nation. It most assuredly 
is not the fantastic collection of cur
rency that has been so blithely bandied 
about by omnipotent. opposition groups. 

The simple facts are easily established 
although I hardly expect them to dent 
the tarnished armor of those who glee
fully exploit their own distortions. How 
established? The Federal budget as 
submitted weighs many pounds and has 
hundreds of pages of figures for every 
sort and kind of expenditures. In this 
fabulous collection of numbers, reclama-

. tion, and reclamation alone, is singled 
· out for this claptrap about the poor tax
. payer absorbing ever increasing burdens 
of calculated interest. · I defy anyone to 
give any commonsense explanation to 
this glaring inequity on the part of these 
taxpayer-savers other than one and one 
alone. This yawning gap stands out as 
clearly as an ink spot on a white shirt
and that is, that all logic failing to de-· 
feat reclamatic1n, this double-dealing 
dodge has been concocted to do the job. 
Any ordinary search would find literally 
hundreds of items in the budget which 
should, or could, bear this same damning 
defamation if it has any logical validity. 
By their acts-not their protestations
may you know them. 

What are these items you ask-only 
these: Any item which by any defini
tion could be a capital-type expenditure; 
roads, bridges, ships, ·buildings, harbors, 
flood control works, levees, soil building 
programs, and so on ad infinitum. If 
sudden-death interest is to apply to one 
capital-type expenditure-and its evil 
shouted from the rooftops and worn as 
a badge of honor by budgeteers-then it 
should apply to all. The use of this cal
culated-compounding and confusion in 
only one area marks it as a handy tool 
for gravediggers-all others failing. 

Reclamation and reclamation projects 
do pay their way to the Nation. Irriga
tion is of demonstrable value, for with
out irrigation, the West would be the 
harsh desert that Webster thought it 
would always be. With water, however, 
the desert blooms and creates wealth. 
No more could be asked of any program 
and whether private or public-and 

three-fourths of all irrigation develop
ment is private. It is a good investment 
for America. 

Bypassing for a moment opposition 
from the nonreclamation area, there is 
considerable merit and enlightenment 
in examining the main nest of opposition 
and interest interpreters-namely those 
who seem also to have an· affinity for 
southern California. This well-organized 
and well-heeled group apparently feels 
that age lends honor to Federal aid for 
no Federal aid proposed in this bill dif-

. fers in concept or design from that which 

. helped nurture and develop southern 
California. Let me state clearly that I 
think that th'e very growth and advance
ment of southern California; which rests 
upon basic Federal water development, is 
the best argument in support of this leg
islation. In fact in their very opposition, 
they have gone so far overboard that re
flection and commonsense will distill 
from their frantic propaganda the true 
need and worth of this program in the 
upper basin area which supplies all the 
water. 

I shall return to this unveiling in a 
moment, but let us finish this Federal 
aid, or as some would describe it, a sub
sidy bugbear. The House bill, H. R. 3383, 
proposes a total expenditure of $760 mil-

. lion, of which less than 1 percent is on a 
grant or · nonreturnable basis. The bal
ance will all be returned to the Treasury. 
Of this return, approximately $463 mil-

, lion will be returned with interest so no 
· slick shenanigans will distort that. The 
· balance, represented by -irrigation proj-
ects, wm be returned without interest. 
This has been the law on irrigation proj
ects since 1902 when such free spenders 

· as Teddy Roosevelt, Calvin Coolidge, and 
others supported this concept. It has not 
suddenly become evil-it just makes 
predetermined opposition sound more . 
valid. The :figures are broken down in 
the committee report on the bill and 
clearly show that this return will be ac
complished on schedule and that even 
more than that, a surplus will remain for 
future development. 

You have heard or have seen, due to 
the enterprise of the well-heeled oppo
sition, all sorts of figures on the Federal 
aid involved. They are alike only in that 
they proceed from a similar distortion. 
Other than that, they are as elusive as 
a basket of eels and just as slippery. It 
is the hope of the digit-distorters that 
the shock will be enough that no exami
nation will ·be made to check the validity. 

I have no intention of entering this 
quagmire of quackery. Federal help of 
one form or another has been the rule 
and not the exception in this Nation 
since its first acts of funding the Conti
nentals at par and establishing a tariff. 
We have such Federal aid right now in 
shipbuilding, in airmail, in airport con-

. struction, in agriculture, in mail service, 
in census service, and in rivers, harbors 
and flood control. If Federal assistance 
in such form is evil and an ever-com
pounding load upon the taxpayer, then 
let us in honesty and commonsense first 
make this assault upon those forms of 
aid which make no whit of direct return. 
Reclamation at least returns the prin
cipal. 
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I defy anyone to establish any morally sport, but how can it be squared with 

sound argument that reclamation and their own arguments over the years and 
reclamation alone should be battered their own acceptance of our support for 
by the brand of boondoggle when ~he their development. If there is 'an an
very areas from which such branding swer, I am not so constituted as to un-

. comes sit in federally aided splendor. derstand it. To me, agreement and un-
Southem California pa.rade8 its pious derstanding must remain binding. 

protest against erected evil in the upper ~ Do not be deceived into thinking that 
Colorado project in complete indifference ·-all of this is brand new for it is all very 
to the millions of taxpayer dollars the old and the record and the facts exist 
area has received without string or pros- ·for those who wish to check it. Recently, 
pect of repayment for flood control, har- my distinguished colleague from Cali
bor improvement, and even a Federal fornia, the Honorable CLAIR ENGLE, dem
program to let in some of its once pleas- onstrated his fairness by reviewing this 
ant sunshine through its own smog. · record. It can be found on page 3299 
Let us not be deceived by this smog of the RECORD for February 23. Some 
blanket they are using to hide their own of the most able men of Colorado took 
dependence upon help from the Federal ·part in the long negotiations which were 
Government as they seek to choke off thought to have .stilled the controversy 
legitimate development elsewhere of the over the use -0f the· waters of the Colo
very type they have heretofore support- rado--formalized in an interstate corn
ed, and will .hel'eafter support when they pact at Sante Fe in 1Q22. "They went to 
are the beneficiaries. Their opposition their eternal reward firm in the convic
has but one reason and purpose-one tion that settlement had been achieved . 
foundation. Southern California hav- Perhaps it is best that they are not here 
ing Teceived the manyf old benefits Of to see the dog turn On the hands that 
grant development, like one flood-con- fed it. 
trol project running to $348 millions, I wish I had time to bare this whole 
and reclamation development running to record so that this calculated cloud of 
about $350 millions, to use water from confusion could be cleared away, but ·1 
a river to which she contributes not one have not. It would not even be neces
drop, now trembles in terror lest this -sary · to bring it .up had not former 
same type of valuable development oc- friends deserted the ship and, fat and 
cur elsewhere. They know from experi- sassy from Federal feeding, begun to 
ence the value of basic reclamation de- pump out adverse propaganda. It is a 
velopment and they want it all for them- case of opposition based on self-interest. 
selves and they seek by high-sounding Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
means to prevent the fulfillment of a pro- to strike out the last word. 
gram they helped to conceive and sup- Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, normally 
ported, yes supported, until tpat da.y I deplore the use of theatrical tactics in 
when its advantages were to accrue to the consideration of a bill. However, 
others and not ·to themselves. This yesterday we had such a. demonstration 
present dog-in-the-manger opposition in connection with Chinle shale. 
runs counter to solemn agreements made I have here today a core taken out by 
by the .state of California over a half- a diamond drill near the proposed site 
century. Small wonder that unpreju- of Glen Canyon Dam. It is Chinle shale, 
diced Californians ref er to this resound- too. My colleague the gentleman from 
ing din as baloney. Inasmuch as they . Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] has just told 
are receiving this same interest-free us he is a geologist of &i:>rts, and I invite 
money for their development, and I, for his attention to this shale sample. ' 
one, am a strong supporter of their proj- When I have finished speaking I will 
ects as Colorado Representatives have drink the water in the glass into which I 
always _be.en, J _ thirik that- in good con- put this core and any other contents 
science they should either stop spreading remaining in the glass. 
propagarnia or offer to amend their own You know, one of the really amazing 
projects to conform to their postulations things about this particular legisla
about this one. I think also that they tion--
should honor .their solemn agreements Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
made in years gone by with the other -gentleman yield? · 
States of the Colorado .River Basin and Mr. UDALL. I do not have time; I 
not seek by presept subterfuge to recap- may later. 

-_ture what they solemnly agreed over the One of the really amazing things about 
years was not theirs. Southern Califor- this particular legislation has been the 
nia contributes not one whit of water to showmanship displayed by the opponents 
the Colorado River-rather they ap- of this legislation from southern Cali
proach it like a sponge to a puddle and fornia. I think we have had more hum
seem to have a philosophy that it is bet- buggery and more buncombe exhibited 
ter to take than to give as the States in'- on this legislation than any I can re
volved in this program are the source of member for a long time. They have en
over 90 percent of the water of the Colo- tertained us throughout and I think they 
rado River; water divided by formal will ·continue . to do so. Of course, the 
compact to the States now seeking to great theatrical capital of the world, 
obtain use of their share. Hollywood, is located in southern Call-

Oh, it is great spc)rt. to eternally damn fornia and I suppose it comes .as second 
our dams now that all of theirs ar.e nature to our friends to put on these 
built-now that their power turbines are shows for us. In the phrase of the mo
spewing ouf electric power not unlike ment, their perf ormanee has been a 
they spew out propaganda--now that "many-splendored thing.'' 
they are able to grow and prosper from Our southern California friends, as 
water from snow hundreds of miles and each of the issues has come UP-Whether 
several States away. Yes, it is . great a dani. courd be built, wliether there were 

ura~um deposits which would be flooded, 
et . cetera-have had counterproposals 
and counterevidence, and it has been 
quite a diversionary show. I know you 
have followed it in· the past year in the 

. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. . 
In their attack on the Bureau of Rec-

· 1amation-a magnificent body of engf: .. 
nee.rs which has built 1'65 dams in this 
~ountry in the last 50 years and never 
lost one, and that is consulted all over the 
world today-Dn :reclamation projects, in 

. far-off . Australia and in many other 
countries~they have attacked these en
gineers throughout. _We have heard, 
just to give you a few illustrations, of 

-collapsible dams, slidlng canyons, coun
terpropaganda, counterblueprints, coun:. 
terdams, counterengineers, countergeol
ogists, counterhydrologists, -cduntera
gronomists, countereconomists, counter
geographers, and countercartographers. 
Then, we had a comic strip in the REC
ORD featuring satire and broad exag
. geration entitled "Bananas on Pikes 
Peak." 

Another entertaining strip was started 
later under the title "The Solid Gold 
Cadillac." 

We have heard tales of boondoggling 
and mention of atomic reactors--o.f the 
just-around-the-corner variety-mind-_ 
reading, cloudseeding, and public-rela
tions hypnQtism. _ All of these things you 

-have heard during the journey of this 
bill through the Congress. Then, too, 
there have been just plain old dead cats. 

Why am I, from Arizona, here, as the 
southern Californians would say, betray

.ing the lower basin States and my own 
-State? I want to tell you why my Re
publican colleague from Arizona [Mr. 
RHODES] and I have supported this bill. 
We regard the Colorado River Basin as 
a community. This community sat down 
many years ago to work out a develop
ment plan. _ tTnf ortunately southern 
California got ahead of us when work 
began. Why, then, · are we here sup
porting this measure? Not because our 
State benefits from it but because we 
are -keeping the agreement that our 
State made at that time. We are honor
ing it just as most of the gentlemen from 
northern California are honoring the 
.agreement their State made. So we ap
pear- here and say to you: Do not break 
faith with these people in the upper 
basin of the Colorado. Let us give them 
the project arid the development they 
were _prom1sed under the agreement of 
these seven States. · 

There we have the picture. Do not 
believe -for a ·moment that if a dam is 
built anywhere above Hoover Dam, the 
water will deplete away, or evaporate 
away, or percolate away, or sneak off to 
some subterranean chamber as the op
ponents would have it. If the Bureau of 
Reclamation says you can build a dam 
at a particular place, you may rest as
sured that i-t will hold water and that it 
will be just as successful as the other 
165 dams have been. · 

May I pay just two tributes which I 
:think are well earned. I do not know of 
.a more conscientious Member in this 
House, or one who ·works harder and 
longer on the business of the House, 
than the chairman of. our subcommitt.ee, 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. As-
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PINALLl. l would like to -congratulate 
him on the very remarkable and fair
minded job he has done on this bill. 
I also wish to congratulate the chair
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ENGLE], for the 
high degree of water statesmanship be 
has shown in this matter. He has done 
great -credit to himself and to his State 
in the manner in which he has handletl 
this legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. . 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the co:r;nmittee 

. .amendments ·to section 1 'B.J)pearing in 
the printed report be considered en bloc. 

The Clerk read the amendments as 
follows: 

Page 2. Jlne 8, following the word "and", 
insert the word "for." Strike the comma 
following the word "power." 

P11ge 2 line 9, following the word "pur
poses" strike tbe words "hereby authorizes." 
Pag~ 2, line 10, following the word "In

terior", insert the words "is hereby author
ized." 

Page 2, line 14, .strike the wor~s "E~ho 
Park,". Following the words Flaming 
Gorge", insert the words", Navajo (dam and 
reservoir only~. 

Page 3, line 10, following the word "Silt", 
insert the word "and". Strike the comma 
following the words "Smith Fork" and insert 
a period in lieu thereof. . . 

Pages 3, 4, and 5, strike everythmg begm
nlng on page .3, line 11, through page .5, 
line 7. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. . 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is 'On 

the committee amendments. 
The "Committee amendments were 

agreed to. 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman~ I offer .a 

further committee amendment iµ the 
nature of .a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows~ 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. 

ENGLE: Strike out all after the enll:c~ing 
clause and insert "That, in order to Initiate 
the comprehensive development of the water 
resources of the upper Colorado R.iver Ba~in, 
for the J>Urposes, among others, of regulating 
the flow of the Colorado River, storing water 
for beneficial consumptive use·, making it 
possible for the States of the upper b.asin to 
utilize, consistently with the provisions of 
the Colorado River compact, the apportion
ments made to and among them in the Colo
rado River <:ompact and the upper Colorado 
River Basin compact, respectively, providing 
for-the reclamation of arid and semiarid land, 
for the control of floods, and for the genera
tion of hydroelectric power, as an 'incident 
of the foregoing purposes, the Secretary-<>f 
the Interior is hereby authorized ( 1) to con
struct, uperate, and maintain the followi~g 
initial units of the Colorado River storage 
project, consisting of dams, reservoirs, power
plants, transmission facilities and appurte
nant works~ Curecanti, Flaming Gorge, 
Navaho (dam and reservoir only), and Glen 
Canyon: Provided, That the Curecantl Dam 
shall be constructed to a height which will 
Jmpound not less than 940,000 acre-feet of 
water or will create a reservoir of such greater 
capacity as can be obtained 'by a high water
line located at 7;520 feet 1'.bove mean sea 
level and that construction thereof .shall not 
be undertaken until the ~retary has, on the 
basis of further engineering aJ;ld economic 
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investigations, reexamined-the econem-ic Jus.
tification of such unit .and, accompanied by 
appropriate documentation in the form o.f 
a supplemental report. has certified to the 
Congress and to the President that. in his 
judgment, the benefits of such unit · will .ex
ceed its costs; and (2) to construct, .operate, 
and .maintain the following additional rec-

.lamation projects (including power-generat
ing and transmission facilities related there
to) hereinafter xef.erred to as participating 
proJects: Central Utah (initial phase)', 
Emery County, 'Fla.., Hammond, L~ Barge, 

·Lyman, Paonia (including the Minnesota 
unit, a dam and reservoir on Muddy Creek 
just abov;J Its confluence with the North 

'F.ork of the Gunnison River, and other neces
sary works), Pine River extension, Seedska
dee, Silt, and Smith Fork: Provided further, 

.·That as part of the Glen Canyon unit the · 
Secretary of the Interior shall take adequate 
-protective measures to preclude impairment 
of the Rainbow Bridge National Monument. 

"SEC. 2. In carrying out further .investig_a
·tions of projects und-er the Federal reclama
.tion laws in the upper Colorado Ri'~er Basin, 
the Secretary shall give _priority to completion 
of planning reports on the G<x>seberry, San 
Juan-Chama, Navaho, Parshall, Troublesome, 
Rabbit Ear, Eagle Divide, San Miguel, West 
Divide, Bluestone, Battlement Mesa, T~mlchi 
Creek, East River, Ohio Creek, Fruitland 
Mesa Bostwick Park, Grand Mesa, ·nallas 
Creek, Savery-Pot Hook, Dolores, Fruit Grow
·ers Extension, Animas-LaPlata, Yellow 
Jacket, and Sublette participating project~. 
Said .reports shall be completed as exped1-

. tiously as funds are made available therefor 
and shall be submitted promptly to the af
fected States ancL thereafter to the Presiden.t 

. and the Congress: Provided, That with xefer
ence to the plans and specifications for the 

·San Juan-Chama project, the storage for con
. trol and regulation of water imported from 
the San Juan River shall (1) be limited to a 
.single off stream .dam and reservoir on a tribu

-tary of the Chama River, (2) be used solely 
for control and regulation and no power fa
cilities shall be e.stablished, installed or 

. operated thereat. and ( 3) be operated a.t -all 
times by the Bureau of Reclamation of the 
Department of the Interior in strict co~-

. pliance with - the .Rio Grande compact as 
administered by the Rio Gr.ande Compact 
Commissi-on. The preparation of detailed 
designs and specifications for the works. pro
posed to be constructed in connection with 
proJects .shall be carried as far forward as 
the investigations thereof indicate is .rea
sonable in the circum.stances. 

"In the event that the Secretary finds that 
the benefits of the Curecanti unit do not ex
ceed its costs, he. shall glve priority to com
pletion of a plannlng report on the Juniper 
unit. 

"SEC . .3. It .is not the intention of Congress, 
ln authorizing only those projects designated 
in .section 1 of this act, and ln authorizing 
priority in planning only those additional 
projects designated in section 2 of this act, to 
limit restrict. or otherwise interfere with 
such 'comprehensive development as will pro
vide for the consumptive use by States of the 

· upper Colorado River Basin of waters, the 
· use of which is apportioned to the upper 
Colorado River Basin by the Colorado River 
compact and to each State thereof by the 
upper Colorado River Basin compact, nor 
to preclude consideration and authorization 
by the Congress of additional projects under 
the allocations in the compacts as additional 
needs are indicated. It is the intention of 
Congress that no dam or reservoir C?n
structed under the authorization of this act 
shall be within :any national park or monu-
m-ent~ ' 

"SEC. 4 . Except as otherwise provided in 
this act, in constructing, Dperating, and 
maintaining the units of the Colorado River 
storage project and the participating pro]
ects listed in section 1 of this .act, the Sec
.retary shall be governed by the Feder.al 

r-eclamation laws (act ·of June 17, 1992,· 32 
.Stat. 388, and acts amendatory thereof ·or 
.supplementary thereto) : Provided, That {a) 
irrigation repayment contracts shall be en
tered into which, except as otherwise pro
vided for the Paonia and Eden projects, 
provide for repayment of the obligation as
sumed thereunder with respect to any project 
contract unit over a period of not more 
.than . 50 years exclusive of any development 
period authorized by law; (b) prior to con;
.struction of irrigation distri-bution facilities, 
repayment contrac~s shall .be made with an 
"organrnation" as defin~d in paragraph 2 
(g} of the Reclamation Project Act of Ie39 
(53 Stat. 1187) which has the capacity -to 

.levy assessments upon all taxable real prop.
-erty located Within its boundaries to assist 
ln making rep.ayments, except where a sub
stantial proportion of the lands to be served 

"are owned by the United States; (c) con-
. ·tracts relating ·to municipal water supply 

may be niade without -regard to the limita
.tions of the last sentence of section 9 ( c) 
of the Reclamation .Project Act of 1939; .and 
(d), as to Indian lands within, under or 
served by any participating project, payment 
of construction costs within the capabil1ty 
of the land to repay shall be subject to the 
act of July 1, 1932 ( 47 Stat. 564). All units 
and partlcipating pro,Jects shall be subject to 
the apportionments of the use or water be
tween the upper and lower basins of the Colo
rado River and among the States of the 
upper basin fixed in the Colorado River com
pact and the upper Colorado River Basin 
compact, respectively, and to the terms of 
the treaty with the United Mexican States 

· (Treaty Series 994) . 
"SEC. 5. (a) There ts hereby authorized a 

separate fund in the Treasury of the United 
States to be known as the upper Colorado 
River Basin fund (hereinafter referred to ~s 
-the •basin -fund') , which shall remain avail-
· able until expended, as hereafter provided, 
-f-or carrying out provisions of this act oth~r 
than section 8. 

"(b) All appropriations made for the pur
pose of carrying out the provisions of this 
act, 'Other t~an section 8, shall be credited 
to the basin fund as advances from the gen
eral fund of the Treasury. 

"(c) All revenues <:ollected in connectto~ 
with the operation . of the Colorado River 
storage project and participating projects 
shall be credited to the basin fund, and shall 
be available, without further appropriation, 
for '( 1) defraying the costs of operation, 
·maintenance, and replacements of, and emer
gency expenditures for, all facilities of ~~e 
Colora-do River storage project and partici
pating projects, within such separate lim~
tations as· may be ineluded in annual appro
priation aets: Provided, That with respect 
to each participating project, such costs 
shall · be paid from revenues received from 
each such project: (2) payment as required 

· by subsection (d) <>f this section; and (3) 
payment as required by subsection ( e) of 
this section. Rev.enues credited to the basin 
fund shall not be available for appropria-

. tion for construction of the units and par
ticipating projects authorized by or pursuant 
to this act. 

"(d) Revenues in the basin fund ln excess 
of operating needs shall be paid annually 
to the general fund of the Treasury to re-
turn~ . 

.. (1) the costs of each unit, participating 
project, or any ·separable feature thereof 
which are allocated to power pursuant to 
section 6 of this act, within a period of years 
not exceeding the expected economic . Hfe of 
such unit or participating proJect but not 
to exceed 100 years; 

"(2) the costs of each unit, partlclpa~ing 
project, or any separable feature thereof 
which are allocated to municipal water sup
ply pursuant to section 6 of this a.ct, within 
a period not exceeding 50 years from the 
date of completion of such unlt, participat
ing project, or separable feature thereof; 
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•'(3) interest on the unamortized balance 
of the investment (including interest dur
ing construction) in the power and munici
pal water supply features of each unit, par
ticipating project, or any separable feature 
thereof, at a rate determined by the Sec
retary of the Treasury as provided in sub
section (f), and interest due shall be a first 
charge; and 

"(4) the costs of each storage unit which 
are allocated to irrigation pursuant to sec
tion 6 of thiS"' act in equal annual install
ments within a period not exceeding 50 
years. . 

"(e) Revenues in the Basin Fund in excess 
of the amounts needed to ·meet the require

·ments of·clause (1) of subsection (c) of this 
·section, and to return to ·the general fund 
of the Treasury the costs· set · out in sub
section (d) of this section, _shall be appor.
tioned among the States ·of ~}?.e upper divi
sion in the following percentages: Colorado, 

-46 percent; Utah, 21.5 percent; · Wyoming, 
15.5 percent; and New Mexico, 17 percent: 
Provided, That prior to the application of 
such percentages, all revenues remaining 
in the basin fund from each participating 
project (or part thereof) , herein or here
after authorized, after payments, where ap
plicable, with respect to such projects, to 
the general fm.1d of the Tr~asury under sub
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of subsection 
(d) of this section shall be apportioned to 
the State in which such participating proj
ect, or part thereof, is located. 

"Revenue so apportioned to each State 
shall be used only for the repayment of con
struction costs of participating projects or 
parts of such projects in the State to which 
such revenues are apportioned and shall not 
be used for such purpose iri any other State 
without the consent, as expressed through 
its legally constituted -authority, of the State 
to -which such revenues 'are apportioned. 
Subject to this requirement there shall be 
paid annually jnto the general fund of the 

_Treasury. from the revenues apportioned to 
each State ( 1) the costs of each participating 
project herein authorized (except Paonia) 
or any separable feature thereof which are 
allocated to irrigation pursuant to. section 
6 of this act in equal annual· installments 
within a period not exceeding 50 years in 
addition to any development period author
ized by law from the date of completion of 
such participating project or s.eparable 
feature thereof, or, in the case of Indian 
lands, payment in accordance with section 
4 of this act, (2) costs of the Paonia project 
,which are beyond the ability of the water 
users to repay within a period prescribed in 
the act of June 25, 1947 (61 Stat. 181), and 
(3) costs in connection with the irrigation 
features of the Eden project as specified in 
the act of June 28, 1949 ( 63 Stat. 277) . 

"(f) The interest rate applicable to each 
unit of the storage project and each par
ticipating project shall be determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury .as of the time the 

. first advance is made for initiating con
struction of said unit or project. Such in
terest rate shall be determined by calculating 
the average · yield to maturity on the basis 
of da.ily closing market bid quotations dur
ing the month of June next preceding the 
fiscal year in which said advance is made, 
on all interest-bearing marketable public 
debt obligations of the United States having 
a maturity date of 15 or more years from 
the first day of said month, and by adjusting 
such average annual yield to the nearest 
one-eighth of 1 percent. 

"(g,) Business-type budgets shall be sub
mitted to the Congress annually. for all op

- erations financed by the basin fund. 
"SEC. 6. Upon completion of each unit, 

participating project, or separable feature 
thereof the Secretary shall· allocate the total 
costs (excluding any expenditures author-

. ized by section 8 of this act) of constructing 
said unit, project, or feature to power, irri-

gation, municipal water supply, flood con- the United Mexican States (Treaty Series 
trol, navigatipn, or l}ny other purposes 994). 
authorized under reclamation law. Alloca- "SEC. 10. Expenditures for the- Flaming 
tions of construction, operation, and main- Gorge, Glen Canyon, Curecanti, and Navaho 
tenance costs to authorized nonreimbursable initial units of the Colorado River storage 
purposes shall be nonreturnable under the project may be made without regard to the 
provisions of this act. Costs allocated to soil survey and land classification require
.irrigation of Indian-owned tribal or re- ments of the Interior Department Appro
·stricted lands within, under, or served by priation Act, 1954. 
any participating project, and beyond the "SEC. 11. Construction . of . the projects 
capability of such land to repay, · shall be herein authorized shall proceed as rapidly 
nonreimbursable. On January 1 of each as is consistent with budgetary requirements 
year the Secretary shall report to the Con- and the economic needs of the country. 
gress for the previous fiscal year, beginning "SEC. 12. There are hereby authorized to 
with the fiscal year ·1957, upon the status be appropriated, out of any moneys in the 
of the revenues from and the cost of con- Treasury not 'otherwise appropriated, such 
structing, operating, and maintaining the · sums as· may be required to carry out the 
Colorado River storage project and the par- · purpose of this act, but not to exceed $760 
ticipating projects. The Secretary's report million. 
shall. be prepared to reflect accurately the· .. "SEC. 13. In .planning the additional de
Federal investment allocated at that time yelopment ne,cessary to tll.e full consumptive 
.to power, to irrigation, and to other pur- use in the upper basin of the waters of the 
poses', the progress of return and repayment Colorado River system allocated to the upper 
thereon, and the estimated rate of progress, basin and in planning the use of and in 
year by year, in accomplishing full repay- using credits from net power revenues avail
ment. able for the purpose of assisting in the pay-

"SEc. 7. The hydroelectric powerplants o.ut of costs of participation projects herein 
authorized by this act to be constructed, and hereafter authorized in the State of 
operated, and maintained by the Secretary Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, 
shall be operated in conjunction with other the Secretary shall have regard for the 
Federal powerplants, present and potential, achievement within each of such States of 
so as· to produce the greatest practicable the fullest practicable consumptive use of 
amount of power and energy that can be the waters of the upper Colorado River sys
sold at firm power and energy ra-tes, but no tern consistent with the apportionment 
exercis~ of the authority hereby granted thereof among such States. 
shall affect or interfere with the operation "SEC. 14. In the operation and mainte
of any provision of the Colorado River com- nance of all facilities, authorized by Federal 
pact, the upper Colorado River Basin com- law and under the jurisdiction and supervi
pact, the Boulder Canyon Project Act, the sion of the Secretary of . the Interior, in the 
Boulder Canyon Project Readjustment Act, basin of the Colorado River, the Secretary 
or any contract lawfully entered into under bf the Interior is directed to comply with the 
said acts without the consent of the other applic'able provisions of the Colorado River 

·contracting parties. Neither the impound- compact, the Boulder Canyon Project Act, 
ing nor the use of water for the generation ' ·the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment ·-Act, 

· of power and energy at the plants of the and the treaty with the United Mexican 
Colorado River storage project shall pre- States, in the storage and release · of water 

· elude or impair the appropriation for do- from reserv9irs in the_ Colorado River Basin. 
mestic or agricultural purposes, pur.suant In the event of the failure of the Secretary 
to . applicable State law, of waters appor- of the Interior to so comply, any State of 
tioned to the States of the upper Colorado the Colorado River Basin may maintain an 
River basin. action in the Supreme Court of the United 

' "SEC. 8. In connection with the develop- States to enforce the provisions of this sec
ment of the Colorado River storage project tion, and consent is given to the joinder of 
and of the participating projects, the Secre- the United States as a party in such suit or 
tary is authorized and directed to invest!- suits. 

· gate, plan, construct, operate, and maintain "SEC. 15. The Secretary Of the Interior is 
(1) public recreational facilities on lands directed to institute studies and to make a 
withdrawn or acquired for the development report to the Congress and _ to the States of 
of said project or of said participating proj- the Colorado River Basin of the effect upon 
ects, to conserve the scenery, the natural, the quality of water of the Colorado River, 
histotic, and archeologic objects, and the of all transmountain diversions of water of 
wildlife on said lands, and to p~ovide for the Colorado River system and of all other 
public use and enjoyment of the same and storage and reclamation projects in the Colo
of the water areas created by these projects rado River Basin. 
by such means as are consistent with the "SEC. 16. As used in this act-- , 
prima_ry purposes of said projects; and (2) "The terms 'Colorado River Basin,' 'Colo-
facilities to mitigate lo.sses of and improve rado River compact,' 'Colorado River system,' 
conditions for the propagation of fl.sh and 'Lee Ferry,' 'States of the upper division,' 
wildlife. The Secretary is authorized to ac- 'upper basin,' and 'domestic use' shall have 
quire lands and to withdraw public lands the meaning ascribed to them in article II of 
from entry or other disposition under the the upper Colorado River Basin compact; 
public land laws necessary for the construe- "The ~erm 'States of the upper Colorado 
tion, operation, and maintenance of the fa- River Basin' shall mean the States of Ari.:. 
cilities herein provided, and to dispose of zona, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyo
them to Federal, State, and local govern- ming; 
mental agencies by lease, transfer, exchange, "The term 'upper Colorado River Basin' 
or conveyance upon such terms and condi- shall have the same meaning as the term 
tions as will best promote their develop- 'upper basin'; 
ment and operation in the public interest. "The term 'upper Colorado River Basin 
All costs incurred pursuant to this i;;ection compact' shall mean that certain compact 
shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable. executed on October 11, 1948, by commis-

"SEC. 9. Nothing contained in this act sioners representing the States of Arizona, 
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, 

shall be construed to alter, amend, repeal, and consented to by the congress of the 
construe, interpret, modify, or be in -con- United States of America by act· of April p, 
flict with any provision of the BoUlder Can- 1949 (63 Stat. 31); . . 
yon Project Act '( 45 Stat. 1057) , the Boulder "The term 'Rio Grande compact' shall 
Canyon Project Adjustment Act (54 Stat. · mean that certain compact executed on 
774), the Colorado River compact, the upper March 18, 1938, by commissioners represent
Colorado River Basin compact, the Rio ing the States of Colorado, New Mexico, and 
Grande compact of 1938, or the treaty with Texas and consented to by the Congress of 
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the United States i0f America by act ·of May ·entirety as an a-mendment. The gentle- "OCcnr ·is shown in strikeouts. That is 
31, 1939 (53 stat. 785); 'man .from California h~s asked unani".'" done in order that any Member desiring 

"The term 'treaty-with the United Mexican · mous eonsent that the reading of the to oft'er an amendment to the substitute 
'states' shall mean that certain tr.eaty · be- amendment, which .is 7 or 8 pages long, may have a clear opportunity to do so. 
tween the United States of Amerlca and th.e 
"'United Mexican states signed at Washln:gto~. I may say, be dispensed with. The amendment proposed by the com-
D. c., February s, 1944, relating to the utm- Mr. ROOSEVELT. 'lllen, Mr. Chair- mittce ·in its supplemental report :in
zation of the waters of the Colorado River ma~ would an amendment to ~ection, . corporates all of the amendments rec,. 
.and other rivers, as am.ended and supple- .let us say, '1. be considered at the time ·ommended by the committee in its 're
:·mented by the protocol dated November 14:, ·section 7 of the committee print is read'? port of July"'8, 1955~ and which are set 
1944, a.nd the understandings r.ecited in the The CHAIRMAN. After the am.end- out in the ·unian Calendar Print No. 

:senate r.esolution of .April 18, 1945, .advising ment offered by the gentleman from Cal- 31'1, with the exception of one amend
and consenting to ratification thereof; and ifoxnia.is read in its entirety, the amend- . mend adding .a new section 13; .and as 

'"The term 'economlc life,' ·as used nerein ment is then open to amendment at any pointed out in the supplemental report, in relation to repayment of costs allocat~d 
·to power, .shall mean the period during which -point. recent .:actions have made the inclusion 
the unit or project is expected to continue Is there objection to the request of the · of section 13 . unnec.essary~ 

. to provide the power and energy contem- gentleman from California? This committee print shows, as I hav.e 

.plated from the design and construction of There was no objection. ·.said, the ·amendments that have been in-
the power facilities of the unit or project, Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, this sub- corporated in the committee-recom-
due regard being given to historical experi- .stitute amendment is the subject matter mended amendments set out in the 
em::e with similar types of works, allowances of the supplemental report which was supplemental report in addition to the 
included fo ~replacement costs' for replacing filed with this House February 14, 1956. amendments recommended in the initial major items of equipment, and other perti-
nent factors whlcb may affect the useful As I explained to the gentleman from report. 
life." . . California IMr. HOLIFIELD] the reason As J said previously, the amendments 

· · we adopted this procedure is because we are discussed at page 12. Amendment 
Mr. ENGLE (interrupting reading of wanted to proceed in an orderly manner. No. 1 relates to the ·protection of the 

the substitute). Mr. Chairman, I ~sk There are several of these amendments -Rainbow Bridge National Monument. 
unanimous consent that the amendment which came up with ref'erence to this .Amendment No. 2 deletes a small proj
in the nature of a substitute be consid- very eomplicated piece of legislation ect, the Woody_ Creek project in Co1Q-

. ered as having been read and open to after the<>riginal bill was voted out of our . i·ado from those projects which the Sec

. amendment at any point, calling atten- committee in July of last year. One of r.etary weuld be required to give pri
tion to the fact that a committee print them deals with the protection of certain · ority to in planning. It is a change in 
has been made available to all Members of the recreational and scenic areas in- . the planning section and is not .of any 
and, in addition, the substitute amend- volved, and the other major amendment · great importance. 

· ment appears in the supplemental report deals with the execution of an agreement Amendment No. 3 adds the Yellow 
filed by the committee on February 14, with reference to the repayment of this Jacket project in northwestern .Colo-
1956, and has been available since that project. All of these-amendments would .rado to those which the Secretary would 
time with other explanatory matters for . be germane if offered separately and , be required to give priority to in planning 
the Members of the House. could have been offered separately, but further developments. 

The CHAIRMAN.. Is ·there objection . we felt that the House would want to , The balance of _ these amendments 
to the request of the gentleman froin . know that . the committee eonsidered , h::\,ve for their purpose effectuating the 
California? - these amendments and took foi-mal ae- · oontrol agreement in the upper Colorado 
- Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, re- . tion upon them. However, under the basin States with reference to manage
serving the right to objei;t. will the chair- rules of the House, it is not possible to , ment of their funds. It does not change 
man .tell us what this _particular parlia- refer to action taken in -any committee the total repayment at all. It is a book
mentary move is for? Is this a .new .bill unless that action has been reported to keeping matter on which they g,ot to
instead of H. R. 3383? I~ this a com- the House. , gether and which is in'ternal to their 
pletely new bill? ·So, as a consequence, in order to be own . problem. _ That subject matter is 

Mr. ENGLE. If the gentleman had - able to discuss here in the House the going to be discussed in more detail by 
read the supplemental report, I think action taken by_ the committee with ref- the author of the bill, the gentleman 
he would understand that we are trying erence t"O these runendments, it was nee- from Colorado IMr. AsPINALL]. 
to offer a series -of committee amend- , essary for us t-0 file a supplemental re- . Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, .will 
ments in an ord~rly way, and in order port reporting on our action. We came the -gentleman yield? _ . 

- to do that, we have the permission of _on-the floor of the House and secured the Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentle-
the House ·to file a supplemental report, . unanimous consent to file a supplemental man from Pennsylvania. 

· which we did some 2 weeks ago, an<;l in- report, and· the supplemental report is · Mr. SAYLOR. Am I correct in under
corporated the committee amendments before you, explaining the additional standing that the changes to ·which the 
in a substitute because that was the amendments that have been put into the gentleman has referred are in italics 
most orderly way to do it. Now, we bill, with the substitute bill set forth in on pages 7, 8, 9, and 10 of the supple
could offer them from the floor one after the supplemental report cm page 6 of that · mental report? 
another, but the way it is done here the report, and then commencing on page . - Mr. ENGLE. That is correct. 
Members of the House and of the Com- 12 of the report each one of these amend- Mr . .SAYLOR. Will the Chairman tell 
mittee of the Whole have the whole doc- ments-and there are 9 of them all to- the members of the committee just what 
ument before them and they have the . gether to various parts of . the bill- hearings were held on the amendments 
committee amendments in italics so they . are described in detail with reference to · which appear there in italics? 
can identify them, and they have them what they do. Mr. ENGLE. Let me say to the gen
an explained in the supplemental report. Jn addition to that, the bill is set forth tleman that. this whole subject matter 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. They .could be in the .report with strikeouts and italics < was the subJect of days and days and 
acted upon separately after the substi- in order to show the difference. In addi- days of hearings and that these amend
tute is accepted? tion, for the convenience of the Members ments were not any different from any 

Mr. ENGLE. No; except that the gen- and those who might want to amend the other subject matter before the com
tleman can offer an amendment to strike substitute~ which, of course, is open to rnittee. 
out any portion. amendment at any point now, the com- Mr. SAYLOR. Will the gentleman 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I see. mittee has provided a committee pr.int tell the members of the committee what 
Mr. ROOSEVELT . . -Mr. Chairman, No. 10 which is available to the Members, hearings were held on the amendments 

further reserving the right to object, 'will which sets up the bill, H. R. 3383, pre- which appear in italics? · · 
the· bill then be read· section by section cisely as it was voted out of the Com- Mr. ~NGLE. Let me say to the gen
from Committee Print No. 1.0? · mittee on the Interior with the amend- tlernan that all the hearings that were 
·· 'The ~ CHAIRMAN. The ainendment ments adopted· at that time. The addi- held .on this subject were .on all of the 
which the gentleman· from ·California tional amendments referr...ed , to ·in the . amendments to this legislation . 

. IMr . . ENGLEJ is offering is an amendment supplemental. report are . in italics and _ Mr. SAYLOR.- Mr . .Chairman, I rise 
to the bill and it is considered in its · the change of language where it does in opposition to the amendment; 
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. Mr. Chairman, I would . just like .to 

.call the committee's attention : to the 
fact that the amendments which.you are 
.now .being asked to vote upon, particu
larly with reference to the division of 

·revenues and other detailed provisions 
in the substitute, are amendments upon 

, which there has been absolutely no tes
' . timony · before any congressional . com

mittee. These are matters which were 
·never considered by our committee and 
you are now being asked to vote upon 

. them without their having been even dis
cussed in the committee; except by the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. ASPIN
ALL]. 

Mr • . A VERY. Mr. Chairman; I off er 
·an amendment to the committee amend
ment. 

.The Clerk read as follows: 
· Amendment offered by Mr. ·AVERY to the 
committee amendment: At the end of the 

. first full sentence of section 4 of the com
' mittee proposed amendment, which occurs, 
for reference in the committee prin'!i, at page 
6, line 7, strike the period, insert, a· colon 

·and add the following: "Provided further, 
That for a period of 10 years from the date 
of enactment of this act, no water from any 

· participating project authorized by this Act 
shall be delivered to any water user for the 
production on newly irrigated· lands Qf any 
basic agricultural commod~ty ., a:s defined .in 
the Agricultural Act of .1949, or any amend
ment thereof, if the total supply of such 
commodity for the marketing year in which 
the bulk of the crop would normally be 
marketed is in excess of the normal suppl' 
as defined. in section· 301 (b) (10) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, unless the Secretar.y of Agriculture 
calls for an increase i.n prodlJction of such 

. comrµodity in . the interest .of national se
curity." 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr: Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Kansas yield?· · 

Mr. AVERY. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ENGLE. We have no objection on 
this side to the gentleman's amendment. 
I think it. is an excellent ~mendment and 
in fact helps the ·legislation . . 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. A VERY. I yield. 
Mr. MIILER of Nebraska. I see no 

objection to the amendment. As I un
derstand, it goes to surplus crops, and 
I thillk it has been shown that the wheat 
and corn lands are taken out of produc
tion by irrigation projects because 'very 
little wheat or corn is irrigated, less than 
1 percent. I think the amendment would 
be acceptable. 

Mr. AVER~.- I thank both the gentle
man from California and the gentleman 
from Nebraska for their support of my 
amendment. It has been alleged on the 

. floor of the House ever since I have been 
a Member that these reclamation proj
ects do not bring _new land into produc
tion of the basic commodities. I think 
that is basically true. That is why I 
have offered this amendment, only to 

.down to the fine print. we are not getting .now. I had hoped to get agreement on 
as much as I would like to have, beca.use a 20-year prohibition but the-.,eommittee 
.it will take probably 5 or 6 years to devel- was unwilling to accept the amendment 
op these projects, so actually all we have for a ~riod of that dur.ation. There
.left is a 2- or 3-year guaranty. How- fore we have compromised on the . 10-
ever, I think it is important that this year provision as read by -the clerk, and 
House recognize now that we cannot pro- ·I am asking that it be adopted, in order 
miscuously continue to bring new land that the Congress go on,record .as recog
into production of the basic commod- nizing the inequity ·of spending public 
ities unless we give a look at what it is . funds to bring additional land into pro
doing to our midwestern economy, where duction when the farmers Qf my district 
especially our small farmers are com- are faced, with extremely low acreage 
pelled annually .to decrease their produc- allotments . 
tion of the crops that are so vital to them. As I stated before I feel that water 
. May I especially thank the gentleman conservation is of top priority to this 
from California, who has worked so hard Nation. The Presidential Advisory com
. on reclama.tion~ legislation for the West- mittee on Water Resources Policy in its 
ern States, for recognizing this problem. report to the President states that the 
I appreciate his accepting the amend- water needs of this country by -1970 will 
ment. be twice as great as they .are today. In 

Because of my intense · interest in view of this carefully prepared -report I 
water conservation I want to support the feel it is imperative ·t:l).at water . be stored 
legislation before the House this after- in every instance that it is economically 
noon. However, in its present form I do feasible. This program I fee] is justified 
not feel that in justice to the farmers in as it is not disrupting the social and 
my district that' I could vote in favor of economic conditions of the area. Prac
the bill. As I stated before, it is always tically ~o .persons will be displaced by 
alleged when the House is considering a these reservoirs, and the land being in
proposal to reclaim and furnish water undated is of small value other than its 
to new acres of land that these acres scenic value. The benefits occurring 
will not be placed in competition in the from tl:i,ese projects will 'be distributed 
production of crops that are raised in among Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and 
the Middle West. _That contention is Arizona. Since much land in these 
probably true, but if it is true we should States is still public land I feel these 
make provision in legislation authorizing States are justified in their request for 
further reclamation projects that crops, the authorization of this project. This 
competing with the Middle West cannot is especially true in lieu of the statement 
be produced. This . is especially true made by the gentleman from California 
under present conditions when the farm- [Mr. ENGLE] tb,at less than 1 percent of 
ers, of northeast Kansas are being re- the cost of the entire project will not be 
quired to reduce their acres of wheat reimbursable to the Federal Government. 
and corn, tJ;le two principal crops in our These repayments will come from ··water· 
district. . It is for this reason that I am . rights and power sales. 
presenting this amendment to the House I urge the adoption of the amendment. 
this afternoon and urging its adoption. Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
I can understand the. reservations on the in opposition to the amendment, and I do 
part of the gentleman from Colorado so for this reason. It is nugatory except 
[Mr. ASPINALL]. who has rendered great as to the Paonia project. I believe it was 

· service to the irrigated sections' on the the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
western slopes of Colorado. He tells me ASPINALL] who stated yesterday or the 

· that he feels like it is discriminating day before that there w<>uld not be any 
against this project to include such an production out of this entire group of . 
amendment, when similar projects pre- projects until beyond 10 years from now 
viously authorized have not had this re- except possibly on the Paonia project. 
striction placed on them. Paonia has in part been authorized be-

However, that should not preclude the fore .. As I understand it, it was more or 
adoption· of this amendment this after- less a bringing together of new portions 
noon because our surplus· of basic com- of it along with the old. 
modities is more critical than any time I think the effect of the amendmE!nt 
in our history. Ju~t because this re- would be unfair with respect to 'the peo
striction is a few years late in being ple in that particular area. It there
adopted by Congress in the authoriza- fore should not be in the bill. 
tion of ·reclamation projects, does not Mr. GROSS~ Mr: Chairman, ·1 move 
~ustify the ~urtJ:er del~y .of wri.ting: it. to strike out the last word. 
mto the leg~slat1on w_e are c<;>ns~de~mg Mr. Chairman, it is impossible for me 
today .. The farmers m my ~istrict. are to understand why this amendment is 
~ore m need of such protective l~gisl~- . before us. If basic crops cannot be 
t10n than the_y have been a_t a~y time m grown on irrigated lands, why have the 
the past .. As I stated earller m my re- amendment at all? The fact is, of 
marks, this amendment ~oes no~ do all course, that you can grow basic crops on 
th.at. I hoped to accomplish by its sub- irrigated land. The fact is you can grow 

. mission. . . . . . . feed grains and compete with my part of 
; write into the law what has been said on 

the floor of the }louse at such .times as . 
we have considered reclamation projects. 

In proh1b1tmg the product10n of basic the country. That is what I am inter-
crops for 10 years, the prohibition nat- ested in. · 
urally wou!d .only ai:ply -to 2 or 3 years, I · do not care two hoots in a vinegar 
as these proJects will probably not be barrel about this fight between southern 
completed to the stage where the re- California and the intermountain area. 
claimed acres would be placed into pro- · I was interested to hear the gentleman 
duction until about 6 or 7 years from · from Massachusetts, the majority· floor 

This amendment does ·not do all I 
would like to have it do. You note it . 
only prevents the production ·of, these ' 
basic crops for 10 years. ·When you get 

/' 
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leader, and the -gentleman from Indiana - in .favor of . subsidizing all of the· corn 
CMr. HALLECK] make their speeches yes
terday morning in behalf of · this bill. 
I did not know that Massachusetts has 
all- the industr-ies it wants- or needs. I 
'did not know that the State of Indiana 
has all the industries it wants or needs. 
I did not know that they do not have 
·an agricultural problem in Indiana. · We 
have an agricultural problem in Iowa, 
and we need industry in Iowa. This·bill, 
providing the cheap power that it does, 
means that industry will move out to 
that part of the country and not into the 
State of Iowa. · We cannot get industry 
iri Iowa. Industry will follow this pow
er; and agricultural production will fol
Iow irrigation. · _ 
. , Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man,' will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
· Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Of course, 

one of the basic crops js corp, which is 
raised in abundance in the State of Iowa, 
and this amendment provides that no 
corn is- to be raised and put into . the 
competitive market, and the gentleman 
should . be happy that we have the 

·amendment and he should support it. · 
Mr. GROSS. ' Yes; it makes the· bill 

·just a little less worse-that :i.s all-just 
a little less worse. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr.' GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. Is' that the reason the 

gentleman is opposing the amendment? 
Mr. GROSS.· Yes, that· is the reason. 

· -Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman ·yield? . 

Mr. GROss: . I yield. . 
· :Mr. HiLL. Does the gentieman know 
what the six bas_ic crops .are? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 
Mr. HILL. Let us have them. 
Mr. GROSS. Why does .not the gen

tleman tell me? 
. Mr. HILL. I cannot tell you. 

Mr.' GROSS. The gentleman from 
Colorado is · on· the Committee on Agri
culture. He ought to know the six basic 
crops. 

Mr. HILL. Let me ask the gentleman 
this question. Is the gentleman aware 
of the fact that only 40 percent of the 
corngrowers in his own State subscribe 
to the agricultural program, and 60 per
cent of them grow their corn outside of 
the basic act? What have you got to 
bellyache on that? 
. Mr .. GROSS. We . want that market 
·for our feed grain instead of your pro- . 
ducing it with money that is provided by 
all of the taxpayers of the United States 
to irrigate your land. . . 

Mr. HILL. I do not have a :foot of 
irrigated land, but I jl,lst :wanted to be 

. sure that we know what we are talking 
about. 

Mr. GROSS. I decline to yield fur
.ther, Mr. Chairm~n. I do not recall that 
.the gentleman from C~lorado yields to 
me. " 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
' Mr. AVERY. Do I understand · the 
gentleman from Iowa wants to go back 
·to Iowa and tell his farmeFs ·that he is 

production? 
Mr. GROSS. I am going to vote 

against the bill. 
Mr. AVERY. What is the gentleman 

going to do about this amendment? 
That is the question we are debating 
here. 
· Mr. GROSS. ·r am going to vote 

against the amendment because, in my 
opinion, ·it is a subterfuge to sell this 
bill to the people from the Midwest. We 
are not only· interested in agriculture. 
We are just as much interested in indus
try as anybody else. we· need industry 
in Iowa. ·· But you ate drawing industry 
out of our p~r.t of the. country and other 
parts of the country because of the pow
er that will be generated . 
· Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? · 

Mr: GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. AVERY. · I . cannot quite follow 

the gentleman in this .discussion and 
understand how he twists my amend
ment around so -as to apply it to power, 
which is provided .by these projects. 
. Mr .. GROSS. . In . the first place, your 

amendment is limited to 10 years. · 
Mr. AVERY; I so stated on the floor 

.of the House. 
Mr. GROSS. If Ezra Benson has his 

w.ay, and I refer this to his colleagues 
from Utah who are here supporting this 
bill-if Ezra Benson has his way he will 
have the farmers of Iowa liquidated in 
10 years, and I do not intend to let that 
happen. Of course, we can throw the 
gates open and let irrigated farms in the 
West produce what we ought ·to be pro
ducing in· the State of Iowa. But I am 
not going to stand here and be a party to 
gutting Iowa farmers now or at the end · 
of 10 years. · · . 

Mr. AVERY. Would the gentleman 
care to amend my amendment so that 
it would be extended to 20 years? 

Mr. GROSS . . I am not · interested in 
amending any amendment to this bill. 
I am going to vote against it. 

Mr. AVERY. I believe the gentleman 
so .stated just a moment ago. 
· Mr. GROSS. Yes; I did. 

Mr. AVERY. But it seems to me that 
with this amendment, if the corn farm
ers are going to be gone in 1 O years that 
without the amendment they might be 
gone iri 5 years. 

Mr. GROSS. I.said that if Ezra Ben
son had his way the farmers of Iowa 
would be liquidated in 10 years or less. 

Mr. AVERY. I do not recall that my 
amendment applied to Mr. Benson. 

Mr. GROSS. I hope that eventually 
we can impress upon some people in 
Washington that we are ·in trouble · and 
we· can head off the liquidation of farm
ers that is now taking place in Iowa. · 

Mr. A VERY. I agree with the gentle
man on that. 

Mr. GROSS. We stand today upon 
the threshold of power . generation 
through the use of nuclear energy. 
Plants for the · ·generation of electric 
power through the use of 'atomic ·energy 
·need not· be located in the Rocky Moun
tains. Plants for- this purpose can · and 
should be located in the Midwest, where 

~we need-a balance of agriculture and in-

dustry-where there are already abun
dant food supplies at hand to feed in
dustry. 

There is no need for further agricul
tural production. Existing farms and 
farmers are-abundantly capable of sup
plying the Nation's needs for food and 
fiber, and for many years to ·come. There 
is absolutely ·no need at this time to 
spend perhaps ·$3 billion on such a proj
ect as this, either from the standpoint 
of power or agricultural production. 
-· Mr. · WILSON of California; Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re
vise and extend my remarks at this 
point. • , · 
"· The SPEAKER . . Is .there.objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 
· There was no objection. 

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman,· I speak -in · opposition to the 
upper Colorado River project. My posi-. 
tion on the record will show that I am 
convinced that his project is not eco
nomically ·feasible nor is it consistent 
with sound reclamation procedures. 

There have been many cogent argu
ments advanced in opposition to this 
legislation. 

Concurrent with the consideration of 
this· legislation is the problem of vast 
agricultural surpluses. The President 
has submitted to the Congress for con
sideration a solution to these agricul
tural surpluses which I heartily endorse. 

Since ·vast surpluses -have not only 
burdened the economy with subsidies 
running into billions but have partially 
darkened the-farm economy with a cloud 
of · falling prices, it has been necessar.y 
for the sponsors of such reclamation 
projects as these to invent a means of 
justification based upon pure speculation 
of filture needs. 

The favorite date when they say that 
the grim spectre of famine will come
unless we heed their advice-is 1975. 
To meet the vast appetitie of 200 million 
people in that year, the Bureau of Rec
lamation ·asks that before 1959 there 
be authorized and initiated the irrigation 
ot 1,400,000 new acres and that there be 
supplementary water provided for 
1,711,700 acres .now.irrigated and in cul
tivation. For this the minimum con
'struction cost would be $2,110,834,000-
a per-acre cost of $700. 

Reference to authorities in the De
partment of Agriculture . and elsewhere 
will show the utterly groundless nature 
of this claim for more irrigated land, in 
1975 or any other year. Here I should 
like to call attention to another survey 
made from data gathered by the Soil' 
Conservation Service of the Department 
of Agriculture; This shows that there 
·now exists on improved farms nearly 
21 million acres of good land lying idle 
in 19 Eastern, Southern, and Midwestern 
States. This land is neither woodland, 
pasture, nor publicly owned. It is lo
cated in regions where there is plenty of 
rainfall and, in most States, where· the 
growing· season is much· longer than . in 
the upper Colorado region. All that 
might be needed to bring this land into 
cultivation would be an expenditure of 
from $50 to $150 an acre when and if 
there is need far more food and fiber. 
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The distribution of this presently exist
ing "soil _ bank" is as follows: 

... south_ 

Alabama-----------·------------Arkansas ______________________ _ 

~entuckY----------------------Louisiana ___ _; _________________ _ 

MlssissippL--------·-- -=--------
Tennessee-------------------- --

Acres 
823,564 

2,723,547 
671,673 

2,487, 300 
1,270,691 

279,563 

TotaL------- ·------------ 8, 256, 338 
Southeast 

Florida-------------- -----------Georgia _______________________ _ 
North Carolina _________________ _ 
South Carolina _______ ----------
Virginia __ ._:_ ___ . ______ ;. _________ _; 

2,037, 39~ 
972,748 

4,264,763 
492,309 
919,307 

-----
Total-------------------- 8,686,5~9 

Midwest 
Illinois __________________ - __ - -- -

Indiana---~-----------~~ --- ----
Michigan __________ ~ ----~ -------
Minnesota------------------ - --
Ohio---------------------------
VVisconsin----------------------Iowa _______________ ___________ _ 

Missouri _____________ ----------

627, 185 
231,780 

1,761,390 
.564, 702 
491,098 
124, 133 
' 50, 759 
143,249 

TotaL--------- ·---------- 3, 994, 296 

Grand · total---•-------·--- 20, 937, 153 

This, I repeat, is a soil bank already in 
being. But with production bursting at 
the seams on the land already cultivated, 
this reserve need not be touched for 
years to come. 

Indeed, the necessity now faces th~ 
Congress to put- more millions ir-to the 
reserve. This is what is meant by the 
soil-bank plan submitted by the Presi
dent to Congress. That would retire 40 
million acres ·which are now in cultiVa
tion. This will mean that between the 
American people and- the famine por
trayed by sponsors of more irrigation, 
these are no less than 61 million poten7 
tially productive acres. 

Even to consider irrigating the 1,228,-
000 acres in the Colorado Basin contem~ 
plated in S. 500 while we- are attempting 
to eliminate 40 million that we do not 
need is a matter so irrational as to sug.:. 
gest that it could only happen in the 
mystic land of political legislation the 
land in which regional and bureaucratic 
ambitions are paramount and the na
tional interest is forgotten. 

But the · proponents of this project 
have apparently convinced some people, 
including· themselves. that the crops to 
be raised upon these high arid slopes are 
a very special kind of crops-rare, exotic, 
never to be in surplus, and highly essen.;, 
tial to the Nation's welfare. The reality 
is that the produce to be raised will be 
just like the crops that are raised on 
millions and millions of acres now in cul
tivation. They are mostly grains, dairy 
products-from the cattle which eat the 
forage which is to be raised on the land 
and which the proponents · say is· not in 
surplus-and wool from the sheep which 
also partake of the said forage. 

Because the reclamation of these addi
tional acres will only serve to'. compound 
the expense and proportion of. the exist.; 
ing agricultural problem, I oppose the 
passage of this legislation. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. AVERY] 'to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California. 

The amendment to the .amendment 
was agreed to. · 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. - Mr. Chairman; I 
offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment offered by the gentle.man 
from California [Mr. ENGLE]. 

The Clerk read ~ follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ROOSEVELT to 

the committee amendment offered by Mr. 
ENGLE: On page 16, delete section 14 and -in
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEC. 14. In the operation and mainte..: 
nance of all facilities, authorized by Federal 
law and under the jurisdiction and supervi
sion of the Secretary of the Interior, in the 
basin of the Colorado River, the Secretary 
of the Int~rior is directed -to comply. with 
the applicable provisions of the Colorado 
River compact, the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act, the Boulder Canyon Project Adjust
ment Act, and the treaty with the United 
Mexican States, in the storage and release o! 
water from reservoirs in the Colorado ·River 
Basin. The impounding and use of water for 
:the generation of electrical power and energy 
at all such facilities in the Colorado River 
Basin, shall be subservient to the use and 
consumption of such water for _agricultural 
and domestic purposes and shall not inter
fere with or prevent use for such dominant 
purposes, and the United States shall not 
withhold water in storage in contravention 
of this mandate. In the event that any State 
of the Colorado River Basin seeks to main
tain an action in the Supreme Court of the 
United States to enforce any of the provi
sions of the -Oolorado River compact, the up
per Colorado.River Basin compact, the Boul
der Canyon Project Act, the Boulder Canyon 
?roje_ct Aµju~tment Act, the ¥exican Watel! 
Treaty or of this act, consent is given to the 
joinder of the United States as a party in 
such suit. · Consent is hereby given to join
d er of the United States as a party to any 
suit, action, or proceeding brought in any 
court of competent jurisdiction upon any 
cause of action arising under any contract 
lawfully entered into by the United State.s 
pursuant to either of th·e compacts or the 
acts named i.n this section." 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr·. Chairman, it 
is with some hesitancy that I offer this 
amendment in view of the fact that in 
southern California we are a little 
bloody at this time. But the purpose of 
this amendment can .be simply stated. 
· In section 7 of the committee amend
ment which you will find on page 12, 
you will find that there are certain 
rights that are guaranteed. However, 
.there' is no machinery set up to enforce 
section 7. ·· · 

On page 16 you will find them more 
,or less reiterated in section 14. My 
amep.dment is a redrafting of section 14 
in order to give to the States the things 
which they say are provided in section 7. 
It seems to· me that_ if anybody is really 
sincere in saying that they meant that 
they said in the language of section 7 
and section 14, there can be absolutely 
no objection to the amendment which 

· has been offered. We have simply 
. ,spelled it out 'and we have provided the 

machinery and we have made it- apply 

to the entire act instead of just to sec
tion 14. 

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT.- I yield . .. 
Mr. ENGLE.' Would the gentleman 

mind stating why he ·did not submit this 
amendment to the committee so that it 
could have been considered? These are 
:very technical matters. The gentleman 
says it is a very fair and a very good 
amendment, but he drops it upon our 
desk 5 minutes before he is supposed to 
offer it. We do not regard that as the 
way to present legislation of ·a very 
technical nature. I think it goes to the 
question of whether · or not the gentle
man wanted us to have a good look at it. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I did not have 
your substitute amendment available 
for consideration until the last moment 
yesterday. Yesterday was the first time 
I could get it. I discussed the amend~ 
ment with the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. AsPINALLl. It was available 
to you many ·days ago. It is very simple. 
It would take about-10 minutes to read 
and understand it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield. 
Mr. M~LLER of Nebraska. _I note in 

the last line that '!Consent is hereby 
given to joinder of the United States as 
a .party to any. suit." 

Does not this point up the whole thing 
to a lawsuit . between the Lower Basin 
States, which could· be very complipated 
and be in 'the courts for many years? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT; - Section 7 alreadt 
directs .that lo.cal contracts shall not 
be impaled. My language -niakes it pos-: 
sible for machinery to carry out section 
7 exactly as it is worded 'in section 7. 
. Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Just why 
is this amendment necessary? . 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Because there 1s 
no machinery provided in section 7 to 
carry it out, and unless· it is provid.ed 'an 
you have done is to wrlte in a pious hope 
without giving the injured · parties any 
recourse. 

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield. 
Mr. HOSMER. To clarify the point 

as to whether this committee has had 
this matter before it or not, it is the sub
stance of an amendment I offered in both 
the subcommittee arid in the full . com
mittee during the hearings on this bill 
with respect to enlarging the opportuni
ties for justice in . case the Secretary 
conducts his operations . under this act 
in violation .of the law and .the contract 
rights of all those who are involved on 
the river. 

As the gentleman has said, it is a very 
fair thing to provide machinery for the 
quick decision-as quick as you can get 
out. of the court~of. -what may be in 
issue in connection with the Secretary's 
activities. -· 
• Mr. ROOSEVELT. I · thank the gen .. 
tleman. · - · · · 

Mr. ASPINALL. · Mr: ·Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? . 



"· 

1956 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD :...:..:- HOUSE - ·3743 
· Mr. ROOSEVELT. ··· 1 shall be ·happy by which that consent can· be ' obtained · and agricultural purposes must .be pro-· 
to· yield. without difficulty. tected in both the upper and lower basin. 

-Mr. ASPINALL. ·· Just a statement Mr. ROOSEVELT. The gentleman is Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
substantiating that made ·by the gentle- · quite right; and I want to reemphasize .- gentleman yield? 
man froni Galifornia [Mr: HosMEifJ ; that exactly what he said. You are asked to · · Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen-
we have had this before our committee vote 'a substitute amendment today with;. · tlema*1 from California. · · 
in various forms·, ahd each time· it has · out a chance to read it, without a chance . Mr. ENGLE. ·unqer the interpretation . 
been voted 'down by ·a,·pptoximately a · to have it read to you, but it is 'objected by the Southerri California ·1awyers, if : 
vote of. 20 to 6 . . · .' - now that this .amendment should not be this language· is put iri the bill it would 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Then the objec- co~sidered merely because the chairman· be · illeg·a1, would it' not, 'to build Glen · 
tion o{ my · friend from Californfa is of the committee has only had perhaps a Canyon? . 
withorawn, thaf he has not had 'time . . couple of hours to actuaUy look at ·it. . . Mr. ROOSEVELT. No· it' would not be 
I assume you have had' p{enty of' ~ime . Let . me say also to the' 'chafrman 'of . 1iliegaf to build ~ Glen ca{iyon. It would ' 
to .c~~si9-er it. . . . . .. '' : .. I -~.· ... ::.: t~is c:qmi:nittee tl~at'if '. th~s.e ahr~ lega:1 ·• :9~· _· m~ga~ ~o " store; water in ' the Gieri ' 

Mr. ASPINALL., I ,. understood .-mY .. q~estion5, T ,woul~ point .. ~u~ . t ~t ~h~s ·:, c_aµyo:µ~ dam so' that. eiiough ~a;tei: wouid." 
chairman to say that . he' :Q.ad nQt seen whole . b_iU is a_ legal matter; ail;d . if ,it~ .no~ CQll?-e dqwn the river· and the people : 
this particular· version. That I think . provides the machinery to enforce what in .t\rizona and the other areas in the 
is"corre(!t. . · · · ·. this bill purports to say, certainly it 'is ·southern basin would not be able to get 

- . Mr . . 'ENGLE . .. The - way: these '. legal only fair that the machinery should be"' sufficient ~ater for their agricultural and 
sl:iarpshooters who ,have m~de a · uving spelled out and ·~that the parties . con:.. . c~nsumptive vurposes. ' 
for some 25 or 30 years out .of interpret- cerned should have an equal right 'to . The CHAIRMAN. The time of the . 
ing the various . ~cts 'on the Colorado protect themselves under the· .terms of gentleman from ·California has expired . . 
River take each .word and turn it end- this act; and that is all that this ame_nd- Mr .. DAWSON of Utah. :vrr. Chair
wise, edgewise, s!dewis~. ~nd . flat~ise to ment does·: . . Gives to the. various inter-:- ·rn.an:, ~ rise in opposition to the pending· 
.see what it means _or do~s . to th~ basic ested parties the machmery through amendment to the amendment. 
law .of the river-any cha~ge in Ian- . which the~ can p~ote~t t~ems~lves .in ~ : Mr. Chairma~, the chairman o'f our 
guage- reql.lires the most mi.cro,sco.Pic, at- case there is any violatwn of this a?t. · committee, the . gentleman from · C'ali
tention, and· I regard an~ languag~ that ' M~.. . ij.<?G~~ . of . Col_orado: . Mr. . for,nfa [Mr. ENGLE] touched on '.th~ vital 
comes in .as different, .as ne"7 ,language. · C.hairm_a~, ~1.n ~h~ gentleman ~I~l,d? . ,P~int of this aµiendmerit : The purpose , 
· Mr. ROOSEVELT. If the. gentleman Mf. ROOSEYELT. I sha11 be haPP¥ . of the amendment is to b.Iock :us · from 
w.ould just let me use some of my own to yield to the gentlema~. . . _building any storage dam~ iJ1 the l.\PPer
time I would like to proceed. . Mr. ROGERS of Color~do. Tl}e gen:- basin area, particul::trly the Glen Canyon 

. Mr .. ENGLE. 1 assure tpe gentleman I tleman has taken only part 'of article Dam. This amend.ment is :v~ry · ingenwill be very glad to seek additiona1 time - 4, the Colorado River compact, ·which is ·iously devised to do that very thing. 
for him. _ _ , . . . al_rea.dy _covered i.ri tJ::iis bill~ IJ the ~ol;:- Those of 'us .who . have listened , to the 

ITTie CHAffiMAN . ... The time . of the · 6rado River compact is covered in this testimony of Mr. Ely and the ·other c01.in
gentleman~from California· has: expired. bill, as in se.ctions 7 a,nd in ·i4, what is~ sel frnm 'southern California. know that. 

·Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr, ·Gti:;iirman, I · the necessity for the gen.tlem~n's a~end- their contention t~as always been that we: 
ask unanimous. consent th~t the gentle- ment save i;i,nd · e~cept to put the . State cannot use this water for any other 
man from Californi_a may proceed for ~ of California in a pos,ition to institute a . purpose than what they term beneficiat 
additional minutes. . . lawsuit that'it may not have at the pres:. · consumptive .use·, which means we .can- , 

• 1 The . CHAIRMAN: Is. there- objection ~nt _ti~e.~ ~ .. . ,. . 1 • , not store it to prod.uce electrica_l energy . .' 
to the request of the gentleman from - · Mr. ROOSEVELT. No·. The gentle- All we can do is drink it and irrigate our 
California? - man quite misreads it. I emphasize a lands. Vfe cannot store it. That is the 

certain part of the compact in order that purpose of the amendment. The gentle
There was no objection. it can be made very clear that the Con- man in or~er to achiev_e . that end is 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. · Mr. Chairman, will - gress do.es ~ot · mean in . any yvay to asking you ~o take a provision out of the 

the gentleman yield at this point? change the comp;:t.ct. so we have em- co.lorado River compact and write it into 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen- phasized that. _ However, it applies to all this .act. . 

tlernan from · California. _ of the states in the· lower basin and_ ~t I want tq remin~ you again th.at on 
· Mr. HOLIFIELD. · We have been pre- would apply equally, I might aqd, to the page 14 of the substitute this .clause is 

sented ·here with a substitute amend- upper Colorado River States because, to contained: 
ment; it 1s quite voluminous · and is in give you an example, suppose some of. Nothi~g contained in this act sh~ll be con
substitutiori of · the bill. In pla~e of this water or some of these dams that strued to ·alter, amend, repe;tl, ~qnstrue, in:.. 
reading each one of the . sections, as is are not for· agricultural purposes were terp:ret, modify, or be in conflict with any 
ordinarily ·done, to :give th~ membership being stored in dry times and that water pr6visioh of the Boulder Canyon ·Project Act 
a· chance to look at these different sec- was · held behind those dams and · fa'e ' or t~e C~lora~o- River · compact. 
tions, to scrutinize' them, we are present- water was not made available for agrf- So , .tl).e .~ff ect . o.f that provision is to 
ed with theni en bloc: : · · · · cultural purposes, under this language make the Colorado River compact a part 

·. It seems to me that- the -gentleman's it would be .right and proper for the Qf this act. Why we should take one par.;; 
request is a normal request that his agricultural interests to insist that the- ticular provision out of context from 
amendment be con.sidered, and I would storage of that water should cease and the compact and· write it into this act 
ask at this time, if the gentleman will desist until the agricultural purposes is not understandable at all. If you are 
yield _for that purpose, _ to. have the have been taken care of. · going to put one provision in we might as 
amendment reread; because, as I under-. Mr. ROGERS . of Colorado. May I well write the whole compact into the 
stand the amendment it seeks to fur- point out to the gentleman if it is in the bill. What the committee has done is 
nish machinery to do just exactiy what compact .at the present time and you to attempt to make this act subject to 
they claim they want to do in section 14 have copied only a part of it, why' does the provisions of the upper Colorado 
where it says, "Consent is given to· the the gentleman then bring it in so that River compact. What the gentleman 
joinder of the United States as a party a lawsuit could be instituted only on one proposes to do is to pick out one part 
in such suit 'or suits." phase of it when, as he says, it is already. that he likes and take it out of context 

And again the same language is used in there? Why do you single out this and make it subject to the interpretation 
in section 7, the same identical language particular one phase? . that counsel for southern California has 
is used there. It seems to me that Ian- Mr. ROOSEVELT. This is one phase attempted to apply to it. 
guage is also the permission of a State to which has been in dispute between those Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair~ 
have access to the cour~. who would build these dams solely for man, will the gentleman yield? · 

As I understand, the gentleman's power and those who would feel that the Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I yield to the 
amendment just provides explicit means consumptive rights of those for domestic gentleman from Colorado. 

·, 
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. Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I want. to' 
direct your attention to the fact it ·is · 
part of article 4, section B, of the_ Colo
rado River compact, only part of it, 
but then he slides these ·words in front of 
it saying "impounding and use of the 
water · for the generation •of electrical 
power and energy." Now,-thatpart-isnot
article 4-B, because article 4-B says · 
"subject to the provisions of-this com- · 
pact the waters ·in the Colorado River." 
You see, ·the trick -is ·in slipping in .and 
substituting the word's "impounding and .. 
use of the ·water for the generation of · 
electrical power and energy.." They try 
to evade the provisions of the Colorado 
River compact. itself which their signa.- . 
tories agreed ·· to, and that is what · it . 
amounts to. · Therefore, it should be 
voted down. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. The gentle
man-is absolutely -right, and I further 
call the committee's attention to the fact 
that on page 16 there is this· provision: 

· In the event of the failure of the Secretary 
of the Interior to so comply-

That is, with the provisions ·of the, 
upper Colorado River compact--
any State of . the Colorado River Basin may . 
maintain an action. in :the Supreme Court of 
the United States to enforce the provisions 
of this section, and cons~il.t is given to the 
foinder of the United States as a par~y in · 
such suit or suits. 

So they have. the right . to .come. into 
court if there is a violation. There is" 
absolutely no reason ior· this amend- , 
ment, and I hope. you vote it down. ·. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman,. will the' 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. .I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. ENGLE. It is a fact, is it not, that 
this kind of language could be the ·basis 
of a lawsuit that would tie up and 
frustrate and stop the construction of 
this project? 

Mr, DAWSON of Utah. · Undoubtedly 
there would be a lawsuit the day after 
this bill is passed. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted that the 
gentleman from California [Mr. RoosE
VELT], has seen fit to offer his amend_._ 
ment, because it smokes out what I have 
known for a long time but have been 
unable to get the upper Colorado advo
cates to admit, that this is not a reclama
tion project. This is a public power 
project, with some incidental benefits, 
And, can you not see the. proponents 
striving and .screaming immediately that 
they do not want this amendment be
cause it will interfere with power? If 
the provisions of the amendment which 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
RoosEVELT] has offered are actually ac
cepted and incorporated in this bill, it 
will compel the Secretary of the Interior 
to operate this entire project not as a 
power project as the folks in the upper 
basin want it to be, but he will have to 
operate it as an irrigation project. 
Therefore you will see the proponents 
unanimously united against this amend
ment because they are not interested, &o 
much in reclamation. They want this a 

power ptoje.ct; and that is ·what-lt is:- ·I 
congratulate the gentleman from Cali- · 
fornia for having offered his amendment. 
I think it should be put in the bill, be
cause it at least shows just what the 
purpose of the upper basin is--not to 
provide reclamation but to· ·provide
power . 
. Mr-. ROOSEVELT. Mr . . Chairman, · 

will the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. SAYLOR. I am happy to yield 

to the gentleman from California. 
- Mr. ROOSEVELT. May I just simply 

say· that in the reading of article 4-B" 
of the··compact, I think it can be twisted,· 
as r- think · it has been twisted, · but I · 
think· the words are very plain and should · 
be read again: Subject to the provisions" 
of this. compact, which- means the _divi
sion of the waters, water of the Colorado 
River may be impounded and used -for 
the generation of electrical power but · 
such impounding and use shall be sub
servient to the use and consumption of 
such water for agricultural and domestic 
purposes and shall not interfere with or 
prevent the use for such dominant pur
poses. My amendment makes it possible 
to enforce that part of the section and 
make sure that this will not be used, and 
what other purpose can Echo Dam be 
built for except for power purposes at the 
expense of agriculture and consumptive 
uses? They just cannot answer that 
question. . 

Mr. SAYLOR The g·entleman is en- · 
tirely correct, because the proponents 
have admitted, when they build Glen 
Canyon Dam, it will not put one drop of 
water on an acre of land. This is strictly 
a power ·feature and the principal part 
of this bill. 

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. ASPINALL. The language which 
has just been called to our attention, 
which was read by the ge'ntleman from 
California [Mr. ROOSEVELT] is in the bill. 
It is the last sentence of section 7. It 
reads: · 

Neither the impounding nor the use of 
water for the generation of power and energy 
at the plants of the Colorado River storage 
project shall preclude or impair the appro
priation for domestic or agricultural pur
poses, pursuant to applicable State law, of 
waters apportioned to the States of the 
upper Colorado River basin. 

Mr. SAYLOR. I might say that I 
know that is in the amendment and if 
the proponents of this proposed piece 
of- legislation really believed it, they 
:=Jhould not object to having placed in the 
bill the mechanism for putting it into 
effect. 

Mr. ASPINALL. It is redundant; 
that is what it amounts to. May I also 
say this, if the gentleman will be good 
enough to yield further, that the reason 
it is m.cessary to store the water, as the 
gentleman knows, is that the upper basin 
States are unable to use this water be
cause of the erratic flow of the river; the 
water comes off in a very few weeks, in 
the late spring and early summer, and 
unless we are placed in a position to 
catch the water, the lower basin water, 

so tbat w.e .can -deliver. it . in conformity 
with the provisions of the Colorado 
River compact to the lower basin, then 
we are unable to build the necessary 
small reservoirs in the upper basin so 
that we can use the water later in the 
summer · during the -. growing season. 
That is the reason for all of this. · 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I- rise 
in support of the -amendment. 
. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that al• .. 

though the present bill consents to suits 
a·gainst ,the United States,- it does not·· 
provide for the joinder of . the · United 
States-in situations-where -you have suits 
between States of the basin. Of ·course, 
the Supreme Court decision jn 1936 said , 
it was essential for the United States to · 
be joined in such suits and as a .cohse.: 
quence, if it is essential, you should. pro
vide for it here. ·Otherwise you are pre
venting the disposition of proper legal · 
questions. Likewise the amendment also · 
provides in cases that arise in connection · 
with power contractors-and that is 
where most· of the litigation, if any . 
would arise-they would have the sim- · 
ilar privilege of coming into court, bring
ing the proper parties in. 
· I ask you gentlemen if in the United" 

States you are going· to permit people to . 
go to court and have their rights liti- . 
gated, which is a part of our Constltu-· 
tion, why, for goodness sake, is anybody 
objecting to providing the machinery .for 
doing it? That is all that the amend.--
ment ·of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. ROOSEVELT] seeks to do. I · urge~ 
very seriously the ' adoption of . this 
amendment. It has a good purpose ahd~ 
it should be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. ROOSEVELT] to. 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment to- the committee 
amendment was ·rejected. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I moveJ 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. ALBERT.. Mr. Chairman, I hesi-. 
tate at this late stage in the consider
ation of this measure to trespass upon 
the time of the Committee. I think it 
should be said, however, that the debate 
on this bill has been thorough; it has 
been of high quality; it has been ener
getic and at times controversial. I think 
nevertheless it is fair to state that it 
has not been sectional and it has not 
been partisan. Those who have sup
ported the bill have proceeded upon the 
theory that what is good for any great 
section of the country is good for the 
country as a whole. 

It has been pointed out over and over 
again that this bill had the support of 
the previous administration, and it has 
the support of the present administra
tion. It has passed the Senate by a siz
able majority; it has wide, substantial 
bipartisan support in the House. 

Without adding a partisan flavor to 
this debate, I think I can say to my col
leagues on my side of the aisle that the 
development of the upper Colorado is 
consistent with the long and proud rec
ord of Democratic Congresses which 
have lent their support to the develop
ment of the great· water and soil re-
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sources of all -sections of the country. Echo Park Dam and in strengthening . able until expended, as hereafter provided, 
In the 195~ Democrat~c platform, the and improving the bill generally. I urge for carrying out provisions of this act. 

'fi 1 dg d t my colleagues to support the comm1·t~e "(b) Ail appropriations made for the pur-f ollowing spec1 c p e : e was ma e o 
Sui..:sti'tute and on final passage to vote pose of carrying out the provisions of this the American people: IJ act shall be credited to the basin fund as 

The Democratic Party is dedicated to a for the bill as amended. advances from the general fund . of the 
continuation of the natural resources de- Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move Treasury. 
velopment policy inaugurated and carried · to strike out ·the last word. On Mon- "(c} All revenues collected in ·connection 
out under the administrations .of Presidents . day of this week, the Secretary of Agz:i- _ with the operation of the Glen Canyon Dam 
Roosevelt and Truman, and to the extension culture sent to the House Committee on project shall be credited to the basin fund, 
of that policy to all parts of the Nation- Agriculture the administration's farm · and shall be available, without further ap
North, South, East, Midwest, West, and the program. It is now available as a Com- propriation, for (1) defraying the costs of 
Territories-to the end that the Nation and mittee Print; that is, the ~dministration operation, maintenance, and replacements 
its people receive maximum benefits .from 1 bt . . of, and emergency expenditures for, all facil
these resources to which they have an in~ farm program. I was ab e to 0 ain a ities of the Glen Canyon Dam project, within 
herent right. copy of it only yesterday and I regret such separate limitations as may be included 
. that I did not recall one provision in the in annual .appropriation acts, and (2) ex-

Our party has supported the develop- bill when I had the :floor a few moments penditure as authorized by subsection (d) of 
ment of the Tennessee Valley~ the Pacific ago. That is my reason for taking the this section. 
Northwest, New ~ngland, th~ Missouri :floor now. It is to point out that in the "(d) Revenues in the basin tund in excess 
and Mississippi Valleys, and the great administration farm bill, corn is removed of operai;ing needs .shall be made available 
projects in the lower Colorado region. · as a basic commodity. · to the States of the upper Colorado River 
We ha_ve supported the cp-nser~ation of The amendment adopted a few min- Basin for the exclusive use 1n eonstructing 
our soil and water resources m every utes ago applies only to basic COIIlll)odi- whatever irrigation projects (includfng inci-
state l·n th-e un1·on. We have favored f t d dental :Power generating and transmission ties. This simply means that i he a -
Consl·stently the development of all of b facilities) that the States may choose 1Yo 

ministration's farm program ecomes construct or have constructed within their 
our natural resources and their full law,..and corn is dropped from the list of respective boundaries: Provided, That the 

- utilization for the benefit of all the peo- basic commodities, the principal feed revenues in the Basin fund in excess of oper-
ple of our country. grain crop in Iowa will have no protec- ating needs shall be apportioned to the 

It has been suggested that the develop- tion whatever under the amendment. states of the upper Colorado River Basin, to 
ment of the upper Colorado will add to This administration on one hand sup- wit: 46 percent to the State of Colorado; 17 
the burdensome farm surpluses which ports legislation calling for the taking percent to the State of New Mexico; 21.5 per
now depress farm prices. The amend- of land out of production in the Middle- cent to the State of Utah; and 15.5 percent 
ment to which the committee has agreed west and on the other hand supports this to the state of Wyoming: Provided further, 
renders that argum:ent moot. Person- t . t That whenever a State of the upper Colorado 

legislation that will put vas areas m o River Basin no longer is able to use for the 
ally, I doubt that any such amendment production. And adoption of this 10- construction of irrigation projects the reve
is necessary. With our expanding popu- year amendment is the worst kind of nues in the Basin Fund avallable to it, such 
lation and with the ever improving diet a sop to those who come from the great revenues shall be returned to the general 
of the American people, the question of corn-growing areas. fund of the Treasury. 
surpluses can only be a temporary one. Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I offer "(e) The several States shail submit an-
The fact that surpluses exist today is no a substitute for the · committee amend- .nual business-type budgets to the · Secretary 
argument that there will be surpluses 5 ment. of the Interior reflecting the expenditures 
Years fro~ today. Within the last 5 or 6 k d f 11 of revenues made available to the States 

The Cler reai as o ows: from the Basin Fund for the construction 
years we have seen surpluses ·come and Amendment offered by Mr. SAYLOR as a of irrigation projects. 
go. It was only 5 or 6 years ago that the substitute for the committee amendment ·~sec. 3. The only limitation on the use of 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secre- offered by Mr. ENGLE: Strike out all after the revenues from · the basin fund by the 
taty of Defense were calling upon farm- the enacting clause and insert: several states of the upper Colorado River 
ers to increase their production of wheat, "Be it enacted, etc., That, in order to pro- Basin shall be that the revenues· must be 
cotton, corn. -and other agr.icultural vide for the development of the water re- expended for the construction of irrigation 
products and to reach unprecedented · sources of the upper Colorado River Basin. projects. ·The SecretaTy of the Interior sh;.:i,11 
goals. It was only 5 or 6 years ago that the Congress, 1n the-rui:ercise of its constitu- -have no mithority to designate which irri
the cotton supply situation was such that tional authority to provide for the general gation projects ·shall be built with -the use 
an embargo was placed upon the expor- . welfare, - to regulate commerce :among the of revenues from the basin fund, nor shall 

States and with the Ind.i.an tribes, and to he have any discretion to withhold funds 
tation of cotton from the United States. make all needful rules and regulations re- for the construction of any irrigation proj-
It was only 5 or 6 years ago that farmers specting property belonging to the United ects that the several States of the upper 
and stock.men were being encouraged to States, and for the· purposes, among others, Colorado River Basin or each of them may 
increase their cattle production. I recall · of regulating the :flow of the Colorado River, · choose to construct or have-constructed. 
very well that at that time the Office of storin~ water for beneficial ~onsumptive use, "SEC. 4. The entire cost of constructing 
Price Stabilization was undertaking to providmg for the .reclamation of arid and · the Glen Canyon Dam project shall be non
roll back -the price of beef. My col- semiari~ land, for the contr?l 0 .f floods and reimbursable, but operation and mainte
lea ues on the Committee on Agriculture for the .~mprovement of ~av1gat10n, and the nance costs shall. be paid from revenues from 

. g . · generation of hydroelectric power, as an inc~i- the sale of power generated by the project, 
will rec~ll ~hat our greatest problems at dent of the foregoing purposes, he.reby au- as provided in section 2 of this act. 
the begu;inmg of the 'Korean war were thorizes the Secretary of the Interior (1) to "SEC. 5. No dam: irrigation project or in
those which. r~late~ to efforts on the part construct, operate, and ~aintain a dam in or cidental unit thereof may be constructed 
of the adm1rustration to hold down the near Glen Canyon, Ariz., together with a pursuant to authority of this act, or with 
prices of farm products and to encourage po~erplant, in~idental works, and necessary revenues made available by thiS act, by 
farmers to increase their harvests. mam transmission 1.lnes to load centers,.here- the Secretary .of the Interior, or any State 

Th · ciple of the soil bank recom- inafter referr:ct to ~s the Glen Canyon Dam or subdivision thereof, within the boundaries e pnn . project: Provided, That as part of the Glen t. 
mended by the Department of Agncul- Canyon unit the Secretary of the Interior of.~ national park or monu~en . 
ture and many others is not simply one shall take adequate protective measures to SEC. 6. Except as otherwise pr~v1ded in 
of reducing the surpluses of today, but preclude impairment of the Rainbow Bridge this act, in constructing, operatmg, and 
of preparing fqr the shortages of tomor- National Monument and -(2) to make the net ~ .maintaining the Glen Cany.on Dam .project, 
row. The great undeveloped West is revenues collected in the operation of the - the Secretary of the Interior shall be gov
the greatest soil bank in America. The Glen Canyon Dam project available ~ the erned by the Federal reclamation laws (act 
d" t d health standards of future States of the upper ;Colorado River basm to oi: June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, •and acts 

ie ~n · · t ·mt· te th 1 construct irrigation projects as hereinafter amendatory thereof or supplementary there-
Americans require us o 1 ia e ong- provided. to): Provided, That_nothing in this act shall 
term development of the upper Colorado "SEc. 2. (a) There ls hereby authorized a be construed as authorizing the application 
region now. separate fund in the Treasury of the United of the Federal reclamation laws to the con-

The committee has done.an excellent states to be known as the upper Colorado struction, operation, or maintenance of ir
job in working out the controversial fea- River -Basin fund (hereinafter referred to as rigation projects constructed in the upper 
tures of this measure in eliminating the 'basin fund'), which shall remain avail- Colorado River Basin pursuant to this act. 
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"SEC. '1. The hydroelectric powerplants The SPEAKER. Is there objection to have received for reclamation such a 
and transmission ·lines authorized by this the request of the gentleman from proposition as I now offer, but I feel cer-
act to be constructed, operated, and main- Pennsylvania? . tain that, as I saw in the committee 
tained by the Secretary shall be operated There was no objection. when I offered this same amendment, we 
in conjunction with the other Federal power- Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, some will find united action by the upper 
plants, present and potential, so as to pro- Members on the Republican side of the basin saying "they do not want it." 
duce the greatest practicable amount of d th t th t · 1 They do not want it because they know power and energy that can be sold at firm · aisle said .yester ay a ey cer am Y · 
power and energy rates, but no exercise o~ felt that, since the lower basin had been the upper basin project is no good. 
the authority hereby granted shall affect given a great many advantages in the They know that the industry feature 
or interfere with the operation of any pro- years gone by, it was entirely unfair to cannot pay out. They know that they 
vision of the Colorado River Compact, the vote against the improvement of the cannot even build Glen Canyon Dam. 
upper Colorado River Basin Compact, the upper basin. Therefore, I have offered They know that all of the engineering 
Boulder Canyon Project Act, the Boulder a substitute which, I think, will more features that have been talked about and 
canyon Project Adjustment Act, or any con- · th t d t f · · 
tract lawfully entered into under said acts than amply take care of the upper basin. e remen ous amoun o engmeermg 
without the consent of the other contracting You have had the proponents of this .that has been· done ,has been done at a 
parties. Neither the impounding nor the legislation tell you just · how good it is, place known as Mile .Four or exactly 4 
use of water for the generation of power and just how much it will pay· back, even miles above Lee Ferry. And what the 
energy at the plants of th~ Glen Ca.nyon though they have formulas which have Bureau of Reclamation discovered there 
Dam project shall preclude or impair .the . never before been used in any reclama- at Mile ·Four is that the type of strata 
appropriation of water for domestic or agri- tion pi:oject. The proponents have fig- that is found in that area is not sufficient 
cultural purposes, pursuant to applicable ures which will extend it until your great upon which to build a dam.' They can-
state law. . . 

"SEC. a. Nothing contained in this act shall grandchildren will never see the end of not build a dam there so they moved up 
be construed to alter, amend, repeal, con- it, and they try to tell you it will not the Colorado River 11 miles. Now they 
strue, interpret, modify, or be in conflict cause a drain upon the United States are up to Mile Fifteen. It was only be
with any provision of the Boulder Canyon Treasury and that it will all be paid cause some of the men down at the Bu
Project Act (45 Stat. 1057), the Boulder back. reau know that this project cannot be 

. canyon Project Adjustment Act (54 Stat. They have come up with some fantas- built and that they cannot build a high 
774), the Colorado River Compact, the up- tic figures and shown you some tremen- dam at Glen Canyon, they came to mem
per Colorado River Basin Compact, the Rio dous charts indicating that all this bers of the committee and gave us these 
Grande Compact of 1938, or the Treaty with 
the United Mexican states (Treaty series money that is going to be used will come facts. Then we asked the Bureau of 
994). out of the reclamation fund, and that Reclamation, and they reluctantly ad-

"SEC. 9. Before any money is appropriated some of the Western States produce it. mitted they could not build a dam at Mile 
for the construction of the storage units, This is the first time that I have ever Four. So, I tell you, my amendment 

· powerplants or participating projects named known that the public lands in the West- challenges the good faith of the people 
in this act, or any construction work done.or ern States belonged to those Western of the upper basin to accept from the 
contracted for, the Secretary of the Interior states. I certainly believe it is about taxpayers of America the biggest gift 
shall make provision for revenues by CO!l-
tract, in accordance with the provisions of time, if that is the case, that some of the ever given, and I feel certain that within 
this act, adequate in his Judgment ·to insure folks on my right change their tune a very short time you shall hear the rep
payment of all expenses of operation and about the giveaway, because they belong resentatives of the Upper Basin States 
maintenance of said works incurred by the to the Western States. Therefore, since stand up and tell you why they should 
united states and .the repayment within ~o they belong to the Western States, my not accept this gift. 
years · from the date of the completion _?f -amendment is a bigger giveaway outside Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, will the 
said works, or an . amounts advanced under of foreign aid than anybody else has . gentleman yield? 
this act ror such works, together with d t 11 f 
interest thereon made reimbursable under ever hear e o; • Mr. SAYLOR. I am happy to yield to 
this act. This amendment offers to the for up- the gentleman. 

"SEC 10 In the operation and mainte- . per basin States the sum of $421,270,000 ·Mr. PILLION. There is no doubt but 
. nance ~f ~ll facilities, authorized by Federal from the United States Treasury with- that the gentleman's proposal would be 

law and under the jurisdiction and supervi- . out the upper basin States being obliged a great saving to the Federal Govern
sion of the secretary of the Interior, in the to pay back 1 penny. I do this because ment, but how does the gentleman ex
basin of the co~orado River, the Secretary I do not believe this project will ever pect that his proposal will be accepted by 
of the Interior is directed to comply with pay back 1 penny to the United States the. Western States when, for instance, 
the applicable provision of the Colorado Treasury, so the cheapest thing for the there is an implied agreement to come 
River compact, the Boulder Canyon Project . t . . t k 
A t th Boulder canyon Project Adjustment Umted Sta es to do is to give hem an bac to the Congress to appropriate 
A~t'. a:d the Treaty with the United Mexi- o~tright grant. This a:r_nend:r_nent pro- s01;tiething like $5 ~ill~on .more for the 
can states, in the storage and release of vides that they can build without re- Arizona Central irrigat10n project? 
water from reservoirs in the Colorado River turning a cent all of the facilities that That is all a part of this agreement. 
Basin. In the event · of the failure of the are necessary for the construction of the Now !;low do you expect the gentleman 
secretary of the Interior to so comply, any Glen Canyon Dam and the power facil- from the West to accept your very mod-
State of the C?lor~do River Basin may - ities in conjunction with it. est proposal? 
maintain an action m the Supreme court This amendment further provides Mr SAYLOR I am only applying 
of the United States to enforce the provi- · · . 
sions of this section, and consent ls given that you can ~ake all of t~e revenues this to the upper basm .states. We de-
to the joinder of the United states as a from here on mto perpetuity .that are feated the central Arizona project a 
party in such suit or suits. Consent is to be produced by hydroelectric power, couple of years ago. I feel that if this 
also given to the joinder of the United - and build all of the facilities that each goes through, both gentlemen from Ari- · 
States as a party if suit is brought against of the upper basin States desire until - zona should come forward . and offer a 
any state or subdivision . thereof because they have the full utilization of the new bill because if we are going to pass 
of the construction, operation or mainte- waters allocated to the upper basin. I this bill, and if we are going to start this 
nance of any project constructed pursuant am willing to accept the upper basin di- giveaway, then members of the Commit-
to this Act. · · f th Th th t · ht 1 · · "SEc. 11. construction of the projects v1s~on o ~ reyenues. en .ey can ee, w~ m1g as we 1 give the whole thmg 
herein authorized shall proceed as rapidly bmld anythmg m the upper basm that away m. the central Arizona p~oject and 
as is consistent with budgetary requirements they want to. . the Frying Pan-Arkansas proJect. 
and the ' economic needs of the country. · The one thing my amendment pro- Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-

"SF.C. 12. There is hereby authorized to · vides which they will not like, and which man, will the gentleman yield? 
be appropriated out of any 1n:oneys in the I say tests their sincerity, is that they . Mr. SAYLOR. I yield. 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, $42~.- cannot come back to the Treasury of Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The gen-
27<>.?,00 to carry out the purposes of this the United States, they cannot come tleman is a very distinguished lawyer 
Act. back to the Congress and ask for 1 more and a member of the Pennsylvania bar. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask penny to develop the upper basin. I would like to ask the gentleman if he 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 ad- I defy anyone here to show, outside of really believes that his amendment is 
ditional minutes. foreign aid, where any state or States constitutional? 



195s ---·. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 
I 

Mr . .SAYLOR. I am satisfied that it is tute of the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
.constitutjonal. ··If vWe can ' give . money ·were adopted. 
·away to other nations, actually there is Mr. RHODES of Arizona • . Will ·the 
nothing in the Constitution that I know .gentleman yield?. . 
of that prevents the United States from Mr .. ASPINALL. I yield. 
.giving to any four of the States of the Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I w.ould like 
;Up.ion amqunts such as this. ~ '.to correct one misapprehension. Several 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- misapprehensions have been created here 
_man, will the gentleman yield further? 'today . . The 1 million acre-feet of water 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield. :which the gentleman from Califarnia 
, .Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Does the .[Mr. HOLIFIELD] spoke about as coming 
gentleman have any evidence, or does .to Arizona, of .course he had refer,. 
:P,e re.ally . believe that Arizona has any .ence to some possibility that might 
ax to grind in this matter, or that this .occur in a lawsuit of the State of Ar.izona 
·has anything. really to do with the proj- tVersus the State of California. .It was 
ect in Arizona. ;offered simply as a smokescreen. rt has 

Mr. SAYLOR. I am satisfied that nothing to do with the merits of this bill. 
·Arizona has a lot to do with it. Arizona, Mr.· .ASPINALL. The gentleman is 
in niy opinion, has been negligent in its ·right. 
position in the past and I do not base . Mr. HOLIFIELD. Will the gentleman 
that upon the gentleman's action, but yield? _ 
from other. people who have . lived . in Mr. ASPINALL. I yield. 
that State. ' · Mr. HOLIFIELD. Of course the 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will gentleman knows that if the contention 
the gentlemr:._1 yield? of Arizona is upheld it will affect the 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield·.- whole. problem of the flow of the river, 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Is it not true that not only the water that wilL be im .. 

if-. the Government's claim· for -basic pounded in the lower dam but the water 
.water rights for the .. Indians is upheld that will be impounded in the upper dam, 
-that the State of Arizona has more than because that water will have to flow down 
.a million acre feet estimated· allotment 'to ·-the -Indians. It would have an effect 
to be given to Arizona under the basic on the compact. It would affect Arizona 
Indian rights in addition to that which and all the other States involved. 
it already has under the pact? - l\1r. RHODES of Arizona. The gentle-

Mr. SAYLOR. That is correct. ·man offered his previous bit of informa-
.. Mr. HOLIFIELD .• : So I would-say to :tion as an effort . to show there was some 
our friends from Arizona who heat- their .conspiracy between the· States of the 
.breasts and say, "W.e have_ nothing to .west. My only reason for · taking the 
·gain from this contest/' that they might floor was to ·disabuse his mind of any 
;b~ questioned ·on -that ,point. possibility of that. . . . 

Mr. SAYLOR. I ·think they have a . · Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would not use the 
,-great deaL to . gain from this--contest. .word "conspiracy.'' I recognize the right 
·· Mr. ASPINALL. Mr-. -Chairman, I rise of the gentleman from Arizona to press 
in opposition to the -substitute -amend- .his contention. 
ment. . . The ·_CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

I suggest that this is the most disagree- · ·gentleman has expired. 
able thing that has been presented .befare . Mr. ENGLE. . Mr. Chairman, I . ask 
·this body in connection . with the debate unanimous consent that all debate on 
on this bill. We do not ask for any this amendment offered by the gentle
handouts. -Perhaps that is . ..one .of the man from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR] 
reasons wh37 some of the Members do not close in 5 minutes. 
-understand . our desir:es and motives. ~ The CHAIRMAN. Is -ther-e objection? 
-They do not understand that we desire to There was no objection. 
pay our own -way .through ,our .contribu;.. Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
·tion to the Federal economy, the_same as move to strike Ol.lt the last word, and I 
those other regions which have been .. ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
-developed. tend my remarks. 

The- g~ntlema.n proposes that the Fed- The CHAIRMAN. Is , there <>bjection _ 
eral Government would give a grant of to the request of:- the gentleman from · 
money which, compounded by tt.e for- Illinois? . 
-mula used by . .the gentleman from south..- There was no obj~ection. 
'ern, California, would amount to $20. or -~-M.r.- . SP-R.INGER.. Mr.-- Chairman, I 
·.$30 billton in ·mo y.ears-and in 200 years -know that the proponents anc}. sponsors 
to the enormous sum of $4& billion. - The of this bill to build the Colorado River 
West is.not .asking for .that sort _of Fed- -storage project are colleagues of mine. 
_eral belp in order to develop i:ts contri- who are sincere in every way. Their 
bution to the Federal economy. . .purpose and their integrity are unques-

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair- tioned. The distinguished gentlemen 
rr~an, will the gentleman yie\d? from Utah [Mr. DAWSON and Dr. DrxoN] 

Mr. ASPINALL. I yield. and the distinguished gentlemen from 
Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Will the Colorado [Mr. AsPINALL and Mr. ROGERS] 

gentleman agree that the sole purpose are estimable in every way. They are 
of this amendment is to make this bill so doing "the thing they believe to be right 
bad that he hopes someone will vote it in behalf of their -0wn areas. I am sure. 
down? _that they are no less dedicated and.high
- Mr. ASPINALL. If tbe gentleman IDillded than those who are opposed. to 
from Utah understands the author. of this project. , , 
this ·bill, he will know that the author Therefore, I trust that in these words 
would vote against the bill· if the su'bsti- which I am going to use, none of my col-

-leagues wm ·feel ths:t I am transgressing 
the bounds of either friendship or legis
-lative justification. · · · ' 
· This House is now considerfug one of 
.the most expensive but least economic 
cwater-resource projects ever acted on 
·by any Congress. This is the proposed 
.series of multipurpose dams and irri
gation units in the upper Color,ado River 
Basin, known as the Colorado River stor-
·age project. · 

The main concerted opposition to this 
project has come · from two unrelated 
-groups and for entirely different rea
.sons. Water users in the lower Colorado 
-River area, particularly those in Cali
fornia, oppose the project for fear it wm 

·.cause a reduction in the Colorado River 
water supply available'to them. Numer
.ous conservation . groups- have voiced 
their opposition on the grounds that 
_some , construction would destroy the 
scenic:beauty of Dinosaur National Mon
ument. A part of this opposition appar
ently has been relieved by the elimina
tion of a certain :portion of .· the entire 
construction. 
~ These ar~ g-ood reasons, I assume, why 
.those two gi:OUJJS should be vitally.inter- , 
ested in the .construction of this .project. 

However, it seems to me that there are 
good r.easons why people broadly as a 
group should question the wisdom of the 
Federal Government embarking on ·this 
project. These reasons are economic 
and I believe get broadly at the ques
·tion of whether or not this is a matter 
·in the best interests of -the ·entire coun
try. From all the facts I have obtained, 
there ls no other public .. power project 
-in the history of this country . that will 
be so expensive per unit of power as 
the upper Colorado. 
. The ·eost of producing current will be 
.41h times as much as that produced on 
.the Columbia River, and 3 to 4 times 
as much as the current produced by the 
Tennessee Valley -Authority: 

The Senate bill called for a total ex
penditure of $1,650,000,000. The House 
-appropriation calls for roughly half that 
amount. However, _even the proponents
-admitr that the ultimate cost- of . this 
project must be approximately the out
lay as set out by the Senate. It does 
not appear that this overall project can 
function ;without -the various participat
ing .projects included in the Senate bil_l, 
but not included in the House bill. This 
merely means we are postponing the 
.appropriation of approximately another 
..$800. million -until -s:u.ch time as the addi
tional projects become absolutely neces
sary .. 

In · reading the Se11ate i:epo_rt, I find 
that t he entire cost -o-f --tl1e municipal
power feature of the project, plus inter
est during the construction and payo:ut 
period, will be returned to the Treasury. 
However, pursuant to reclamation law, 
no interest will be charged ·against irri
gation costs.. This interest wm, of course, 
be a direct subsidy to the water users, 
paid for -by the taxpayers. The cost .. of 
h'rigation investment will be $305. mil
.lion in the administration's proposed 
project. The Department of the Inte
'rior computed that the interest over the 
·60-year period would be $1;153,000,000. 
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This calculation .fs at 2 %· percent com- · ·sbld over the years at the relatively ·high for 10 .years. · The period of no interest 
pounded annually and assumes a final cost of 6 mills per kilowatt-hour at the is . lO, plus l:O, plus -50-'-0r 70· years. If 
payoff of construction costs for irriga- bus bar, it will take 78 years from the the interest is added, the cost of .the irri
tion in the year 2032. This amount is time construction is started to pay off gation ·of the authorized participating 
$335 million more than the construction all construction costs. This, of course, .projects is as follows: 
cost of the entire project, including the does not include interest. For the LaBarge project, $472 an acre. 
hydroelectric and.muniCipal water facil- The private electric companies in the For the · Seedskadee project, $861 an 
ities as well as the irrigation, of course. upper Colorado River area have ex- acre~ 
I:f . the upper Colorado project should :Pressed a wi:llingnel:!S to purchase power For the Lyman project, $1,75

1

5 an acre. 
be further expanded to_ include . the 2L from the project to the ext~nt that it is For the Silt project, $·1,995 an acre. 
actually approved units . as . is contem':" made available at costs reasonably C'Om- Fol:' the Smith Fork· project, $'1,507 an 
plated in Senate 500, tpe const:i;uction :petitive with present _or fut.ure generat- acre. 
costs of the irrigated units will be $908 mg costs,. ~owever, 11_1 their statement, For the Paonia project, $2,135 an acre. 
~illion. 1 Tne. interest which the .Go:v- these electric compames made .a . reser· . . F tl1. .Fl . "d · · ; . · 1 · . __. . •· 

. ,. ernment would_ have .to . pay .on that vation that says the upper Colorado . · _or e_ ?n a ~rOJect, ~ ,490 an a?re_: 
amount would total at. least $3,429,000,- River . Basin "is one , of the greatest For the P~ne River proJect extension, 
000 by the time the irrigated units are sources of thermal energy production to $747 an acre. . . . . . . 
paid for. by power revenues and water be found anywhere in the world." Un- For the ;Emery -county proJect, $2,074 
users. . P,erground there are vast deposits of··coal, · an acre. . . . _ . 
_ .Prom this you can see that the tre~ . great reservoirs of oil amLnatural gas, For .t.he Central Utap., project, $3,953 
mendous penalty is .being paid .. for by . and moun.tains of oil shale and depasits an acre. , . . 
the Fed~ral Government in the form of .uranium ores. · · · . For the Hammond project, $1,411 an 
of interest in the ensuing 60 years. The·e:lftent of these g.reat resources for acre. · 

EVENTUAL cosT ·wILL PROBABLY BE MUCH th~ production of thermal energy in the - . For the Gooseberry project, $2,355 an 
HIGHER · THAN NOW ESTIMATED ' area ' is a .Sound reason in itself to QUeS- acre. ' ' . 

A. report of a special subcommittee ·of tion whether power from the upper Colo- The grand average for the 12 projects 
the House Public Works ·Committee rado project will be feasible some years is $2,142 an acre. 
dated December 5, 1952, shows that the hence when the development of these · Mr. Chairman, I now wish to insert a 
total cdst of all Bureau-of Reclamation · resources is increased. · · table showing the cost per acre of the 
ProJ·ects, except the M.issouri River Basin ,,,, ·irrigated land projects, including inter:. . DOES ~E AGuICULTURE POTENTIAL WARRANT THE · · 
-program; had increased 106 percent ·as IRRIGATION EXPENSE? est, in these 12 projects. I ask unani-
·of 1"'52 'fro'm the ·est1'mates or1"g1'nally . . . 'mous consent that this table be inserted " The projects .actually authorized in the 
submitted to Congress. The 1952 esti- Senate bill would provide water for 132,- at this point in the RECORD: 
rµated cost of the Missouri Basin pro- 360 acres of new land and wo,uld supple- ~:e:s~!dee=·==:: $~~~~$U~~ $~?U~+ $~~~;::: . $~~i: ~ 
gram· had risen 274 percent from . the ment 250,330 acres of irrigated land for a Lyman. __ ______ .780.X 1.25= 975.00+ 780=1 ·755. 00 
figure used at the time it was ~pptoved ' total irrigated ,acreage Of 382,690 . . The I Silt_, ____ : _______ 887X 1.'"25=1, 108. 75-!1 887=1:995. 75 
·b "c' · ' S' ' ·1 1, 'th b · t 't Smith Fork_____ 670X L 25= 837. 50+ 670=1, 507. 50 Y ongress. im1 ar Y, e epar men $378 million construction cost of the irri- P aonia__________ 949X 1. 25=1, 186. 25+ 949=2, 135. 25 
.o{ 'the Interior figures show that .182 gation facilities indicates an average Florida _________ 618X 1.25= 872.50+ 618=1,490.50 
projects ,had increased in cost by 124 cost of $952 per acre. This, of course, is p~~~ir:~R~~:- 332X '1.25= 415.00+ · 332= 747.00 
percent from t.he date they., were' orig- . without' intPrest. .If the ultimate inter- Emery County_ 922X 1. 25=f, 152. 50+ 922=2, 074: 50 ·11 'd d b. -r Central Utah ___ 1, 757X 1. 25=2, 196. 25+1, 757=3, 953. 25 
ioa Y co11s1 ere Y Congr~s#). est cost of. $1,428 million 'On . the irriga- Hammond______ 627X l . 25= 783. 75+ . 627=}, 410. 75 

Price ·changes accounted for about 30 tion investment is added to the construe- · Gooseberry_,, ___ 1,047X l.25=1;308.75+1,-047=2,355:75 
.percent of the increased cost of reclama- .tion cost, the average cost per acre TotaL ___ 952XL25=1,100.oo+ · 952=2,142.09 
·tion projects·, while project modifica- becomes $2,142. ' · I come from the State of Illinois. This ·tions .and other factors .accbunted for . There are· 12 authorized partiCip-ating · · is a rich agri,cultural area---especially 
the balance. ·proJ· ects in the Colorado River storage through the middle portion of the State. 

POSSIBILITY, OF PROJECT PAYING FOR ITSEL:r 

QUESTIONED · 

· Suppose that the project can be built · 
within the estimated cost; will this proj
ect pay for itself? I~ the p<)we'r ca~ .~e · 

. . , 

project as passed in S. 500. I ask unani- some of it is the most fertile land in the 
mous consent that a table showing the world. I have not heard of any land 
<10St per acre for irrigated land in · the selling for more than $700 per acre. 
12 authorized projects be printed in the The national average value per ~ere . 
'RECORD: · · '' · · for farm land, including farm buildings, · 

was $78.81 in March 1955, according to 
, the United states Department of Agri-

supp~(~~~)a1. land t 
1 

~grte~l Construction Ap.vr0e1~ea,,1ie ~~~! ~~r culture. . The Department ~tatistics als.o , 
New Jandi---~---- To a irrigated cg~~~dall0°- " equiva- show that about 20 million acres of pres.-

I .,~ r 

I' 
I 

Project 

1. LaBatge ______________ 
2. Seedskadee. _ ---------

. 3. Lyman_--------------
4. Silt _~ ___ ._--------- ---5 . . Smith Fork ___________ 

~: ~fir~~~-:============== 8. Pine River project 

9. 
extensionr - --- ------Emory County _______ 

. 10. Central Utah.---- ~ ---11. Hammond ______ ,:-_____ 
12. Gooseberry_----------

irrigated ' · acres equiva~ 0?astcrpeer lent new ently unuse·d lands eas' 't of the Rocky 
~ ~~~~ ~ ~~ ld 

Actual equiva- <2 plus 3) new land (repm:t, (report, :~e Mountain Plateau area can be· reclaimed . 
. leµt • (2 plus 4) P· 187> ~- 187) basis · · · for a fraction of what it wduld 'cost ·per ' 

' '. '.: (~)- (5) (6) (7) . ~ , (8) · (9) ' acre in the' upper C'olora;do River · basin. 
---1-----1----,,. --- . I believe that .all of the prop0sed itri-

$210 $210 gation projects are. at 'an 'altitude greater 
383 383 than .1 mile. ,, The ·one in Wyoming is 
~~ · 1so · as hign as 7 ,50o· feet. The. winters there 
~~~ . ~~& ' are long and cold and the grbwing season 
343 ~t~ is quite short. " 

Based upan the above estimates the 
~ g~ _ cost of this. project to the people of the 
794 1, 757 State of Illinois would be $261,975,'600. m 1, m '!'his .would, of course, include cost o_f 

----. --------------------.. --- construction and interest. This would 

(3) (2) ' 

' 7,' 970 _________ ,, 
-------.--- 7, 970 7, 970 $1, 673, 300 

60, 72Q 
- ·-40;600~ ---i3;5s.3· . 60, 720 60, 720 23; 272, 000. 

----- ----- ' 40, 600 13, 533 10, 564, 000 
J,~ -~: i~ ~:~g& 7,300 ·3;.700 3, 282, 400 
2, 70 10, 430 .4, 900 3, 343, 000 
2, 2Hl ' 14, 830 ; 4, 94$ : 17,040 ·'/, 153 6, 791, 600 
6,300 12, 650 4, 217 18, 950 10, 517 t 6, 503, 600 

15, 150 ---------- ---------- 15, 150 15, 150 5, 027, 000 
3,630 20, 450 6, 817 24, 080 10, 447 9, 636, 500 

28, 540 131, 840 43, 947 160, 380 72, 487 127, 354, 000 
3,670 --- -- -- -- - ---------- 3, 670 3,670 2, 302,000 

---------- 16, 400 5,467 16, 400 5, 467 5, 727, 500 

TotaL_____________ 132, 360 250, 330 , 83, ;444 382, 690 215, 8Q4 205, 176, ooo 537 952 represent a cost of about $170 per family 

Mr. Chairman, this is the cost without 
adding any interest: The interest · cost 
which will be borne by the Federal Gov• 
ernment should be added to the· cost of 

...... · 

principal. I am applying the ratio of 
1.25 for interest in order to be as · fair 
as possible to the sponsors of this proj
ect. The construction cost is estimated 

to the people of the State of Illinois. A 
further breakdown indicates that the 
c~t for each .150-acre farm irrigated 
'through this project would be about 
$321,300. ' 

I I 

I• 

, Ii 

,,...:iJ 

I ~ ""or, 
• ) 'l'· ,, 
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Mr. Chairman, I herewith insert a table showing the cost to the individual States in the Co~orado River storage ·project 
as authorized and contemplated in s. 500: 

Cost to .the. States of the Colorado River storage project as authorized and contemplated in. S. 500 

·' Authorized and . 
Authorized and . Per-

Actually authorized contemp.Jated Per-
Actually aut.horized contemplated 

cent of cent of ----.-
Federal Cost of Cost of Federal Cost of Cost of taxes Cost of interest on Cost of interest on taxes Cost of interest on Cost of interest on borne borne 
by the projet:t construe- project construe- by the project construe- project construe-

construe- tion allo- construe- tion allo- construe- tion allo.- construe- tion allo-States tion cated to tion cated to States tion cated to tion cated to 
irrigation irrigation irrig~tion irrigation 

~~~~~-:.::·========== 0. 93 , $10, 164, 900 $13, 280, 400 $15; 354, 300 $31, 889, 700 New Hampshire ______ 0. 27 $2, 951, 100 ' $3, 855, 600 $4, 457, 700 $9, 258, 3UO 
.41 4,-481, 300 . 5, 854, 800 6, 769, 100 14,058, 900 New Jersey ___________ 3.62 39, 566, 600 51, 593, 600 69, 766, ·200 124,.129, 800 

Arkansas:: .••••. :. :~-·-- . 48 5, 246, 400 6, 854, 400 7, 924, 800 16, 459, 200. New Mexico _ _. ________ . 31 3,{388, ·300 • 4, 4:26, 800 5, 118, 100 ' 10,. 629', 900 Californ,ia _____ : ______ 9. 22 .100, 774, 600 131, 661, 600 152, 222, 200 316, 153, 800 New York _________ _. __ . 14. 75 161, 217, 500 210, 630, 000 243, 522, 500 f?.()5, 777,JJOO 
Colorado._--"-------- 1. 01 11, 039, 300 14, 422, 800 16, 675, 100 ::J4, 632, 900 North Carolina _______ ' 1. 38 15, 083, 400 19, 706, 400 22, 783, 800 47, 320, 200 Connecticut. ________ - 1. 88 ~o. 548, 400 26, 846, 400 31, 038, 800 64, 465, 200 North Dakota ________ . 22 2, 404, 600 3, 141, 600 3, 632, 200 7, 543, 800 Delaware _____________ . 50 5, 465,000 7, 140, 000 8, 255, 000 17, 145, 000 0 hio ___ __ ------ _______ 6.39 6!J, 842, 700 91, 249, 200 105, 498, 900 219, 113, 100 Florida ________ ~ ______ 1. 47 16, 067, 100 20, 991, 600 24, 2&9, 700 50, 406, 300 Oklahoma.------ _____ .99 10, 820, 700 14, 137, 200 16,.344, 900 33, 947, 100 

1. 30 ; 14, 209, 000 18, 564, 000 21, 463, 000 44, 577, 000 Oregon . --------------- . 95 10,-383,.500 . -13; 566, 000 ~~~~~:::::::::::::':: 15, 684, 500 32, 575, 500· 
. . 26 2,.841,800 3, 712, 800 . 4, 292,600 8, 915 400 Pennsylvania _________ 7. 53 82, 302, 900 107, 528, 400 124, 320, 300 258, 203, 700 

Illinois.-------------- m,97?,600 Rhode Island ... ~ -----7.64 83, 505, 200 109, 099, 200 
Indiana ..•.• : . :. . :. . ____ 2. 55 27, 871, 500 36, 414, 000 
Iowa._-------------- - 1. 21 13, 225, 300 17, 278, 800 
Kansas._----- _____ _._ - ;97 10, 602, 100 18, 851, '600 Kentucky. _____ :, _____ 1. 01 11, 039, 300 14, 422, 800 Louisiana _____________ 1. 09 11, !J13, 700 15, 665, 200 
Maine. __ ------- __ ---- .38 4, 153, 400 5, 426, 400 
Maryland _- ------~--- 1. 95 21 , 313, 500 27, 846, 000 
Massachusetts ________ 3. 23 35, 303, 900 46, 124, 400 Michigan _____________ 5. 78 63, 175, 400 82, 538, 400 
Minnesota-------"---- 1. 68 18, 362, 400 23, 990, 400 
MississippL---~--~-~- . 46 5, 027, 800 " 6, 568, 800 Missouri. _____________ 2.48 27, 106, 400 35, 414, 400 Montana _____________ '.31 3, 388, 300 4; 426, 800 
Nebraska ________ ----- . 73 7, 978, 900 10, 424, 400 
Nevada _______________ .16 1, 748, 800 2, 284, 800 

You will note that in all my figures 
I am using the cost as allocated and set 
up in S, 500 rather than in the House 
bill. I .hav.e -not found anyone yet who 
consistently states to me that the House 
project as set up will ·be feasible. In 
my opinion, if the Colorado River stor
age project is to be feasible and ~ork
able, it ~will be necessary to have. the con
necting projects set out in the Senate 
bill. This merely means we will be mak
ing supplemental appropriations for 
these projects until such time as the total 
cost reaches that set out in S. 500. 

May I say to my colleagues, it is true 
small portions of the four States of Colo
rado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming 
will benefit from the passage of this bill. 
These areas would -receive 100 percent 
of the benefits of the proposed project. 
However, the four States combined 
would pay less than 2 percent of the 
added national tax burden. The taxpay
ers of the other 44 states would have to 
pay the b~~Janqe, but would d~rive :oo. 
benefits from the project itself. 

The House bill which is being heard 
at this time will call for an expenditure 
of approximately one-half the amount 
which passed the Senate last yei;ir. How
ever, it does not seem that any disguise 
of a smaller appropriation could make 
the project more palatable than the one 
passed by the Senate. This reduction 
alone will not transform the true char
acter, nor revise the present cost aspects 
of the upper Colorado River storage 
project. 
IS THIS PROJECT IN KEEPI?!lG WITH GOOD PUBLIC 

POLICY? 

The policy set out by this bill appears 
to me to be one almost directly opposite 
to the present public policy of the De-

126, 136, 400 .52 5, 683, 600 7, 425, 600 8, 585, zoo 17, 830, 800 
42, 100, 500 87, 439, 500 South Carolina _______ .65 7, 104, 500 9, 282, 000 10, 731, 500 22, 288; 500 
19, 977, 100 41, 490, 900 South Dakota ________ . 24 2, 623, 200 3, 427, 200 3, 962, 400 8, 229, 600 
16, 014, 700 - 33, 261, 300 Tennessee------~---·-- 1.17 -12, 788, 100 16, 707, 600 19, 316, 700 40, 119, 300 
16, 675, 100 34, 632, 900 Texas ______ _. __ -- _ ---- - 4. 05 44, 266, 600 . 57,834, 000 • 66, 865, 500 .. 138, 874; 500 
17, 995, 900 37, 376, 100 . Utah _________________ .34 3, 716, 200 4, 855, 200 5, 613, 400 11, 658, 600 
6, 273, 800 13, 030, 200 ~:~i~~::~=======::: .16 1, 748, 800 2, 284, 800 2, 641, 600 5, 486, 400 

32, 194, 500 66, 865, 500 1. 48 16, 176, 400 21, 134, 400 24, 434, 800 50, 749, 200 
53, 327, 300 110; 756, 700 Washington_-·-- ~ ----- 1. 57 17, 160, 100 22, 419, 600 25, 920, 700 53, 835, 300 
95, 427, 800 198, 196, 200 West Virginia ________ . 71 7, 760, 300 10, 138, 800 11, 722, 100 24, 345-, 900 
27, 736, 800 57, 607, 200 Wisconsin _______ - ~ ___ 2. 05 22, 406, 500 29, 274, 000 33; 845, 500 70, 294, 500 
7, 594, 600 15, 773, 400 Wyoming ____ --·~ __ . '.. . . ·15 1, 639, 500 2, 142, 000 2, 476, 500 5; 143, 500 

40, 944, 800 85, 039, 200 District of Columbia., 
5, 118, 100 10, 629, 900 Hawaii, Alaska, etc. 1. 41 15, 411, 300 20, 134, 800 23, 279, 100 48, 348, 900 

12, 052, 300 25, 031, 700 
2, 641, 600 5, 486, 400 TotaL _________ 100. 00 1, 093, 000, 000 1, 428, 000, 000 1, 651, 000, 000 3, 429, 000, 000 

partment of Agriculture insofar as pro
duction acres are concerned. When this 
irrigation project is completed there will 
be added approximately 400,000 acres to 
the productive capacity of the agricul
tural plant of the United States. A few 
days ago, the Secretary of Agriculture 
appeared before both the House and Sen
ate Committees on Agriculture .seeking 
approval of a far-reaching plan to re
move somewhere between 20 and 40 mil
lion acres from the productive capacity 
of our agricultural plant. It is an im
possibility for me to describe the op
posite directions in which apparently we 
are going .bY such a plan as · is proposed 
in the Colorado River storage project on 
irrigated productive acres. · · 

In addition, how can we justify to the 
general public the additional . acreage 
provided in this project at such enormous 
cost per acre as $2,355 an acre for the 
Gooseberry project, $3,593 an acre for 
the central Utah project, and a grand 
average for the 12 projects of $2,142 an 
acre? I realize that in many instances 
the Congress. is forced to do things of 
which some people back home would not 
approve-all in the best interests of the 
entire country. However, I am asking at 
this time, if your :people back home could 
have heard all of the debate thus far on 
this project, both for and against; how 
many votes do you think this project 
would receive from . the people in your 
district? I believe I am conservative 
in saying that if· all of the information 
were available to the general public that 
has been made available to me in this 
debate, this project would not receive the 
approval of 5 out of 100 people in the 22d 
Congressional District of Illinois. In 
talking with many other Congressmen, 
I believe their reaction · has been almost 

the same as mine as to how people gen
erally would .feel about this project. 

For the reasons which I have outlined, 
it appears to me that this project is not 
broadly in the interest of . the .United 
States, and for that reason it should not 
be enacted jnto law. 

Mr. DAWSON ·of Utah. ·Mr. Chair.;, 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Utah. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Does not the 
gentleman suppose the same thing 
would be true as to flood-control proj
ects in Opio in my district? 

Is it not occasionally better ·for some 
of us to perhaps vote for what we con
sider the need of the whole country 
rather than that of some people in our 
district? 

M.r. SPRINGER. I do. I think that 
is a fair statement of the gentleman 
from Utah. I will say that you gentle
men are worthy .and your integrity is 
pot i~ question. You stand · for what 
you think is right. So do I. In this 
particular instance I do not believe this · -
project is in the best interest of all of 
the country. That is just my own opin
ion based on the benefits to be received 
on the amount of money that is to be 
spent. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Does not the 
gentleman feel that the President of the 
United States is in a very good position 
to know the . overall picture of this? 
Does not the gentleman give some credit 
to the President's opinion as expressed 
in his endorsement of yesterday? 
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Mr. SPRINGER. I do. It is a dif- Second. I promise.d to show the prQj-
ficult thing to find myself at variance ect had engineering feasibility. The op-. 
with my leader. I hate to have to dis- ponents are attacking the feasibility and 
agree with him, on this project. I be- the ·capability of the engineers. The 
lieve I have disagreed with him on three same engineers and department planned 
major issues in 3 years. I do disagree the Hoover, Parker, and Davis Dams. 
with him on this. I could not in good They planned the great Imperial lrri
conscience support this project. gation District. Years of exhaustive 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the work has shown the prnject to be feasi-
gentleman Yield? · ble. The Chinle's rocks hoax.has· proven 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen- to be a Barnum & 'Bailey believe-it-or-
tleman from Iowa. not show. The Chinle's rock is 700 feet 

· · below the base of the dam. . My colleague 
Mr. GROSS. And is not the admims- from Arizona [Mr: UDALL] demonstrated 

tration sponsoring a soil-fertility bank to you that the Chinle's rock as it ap
at the same time? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes, but I . do not pears in nature is no obstacle to the 
know W

hat connection that has with building of this dam. It does not dis
solve in water as easily as opponents 

this. would want you to believe. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman himself Third. I promised to show that it was 

just ~entioned ~hat we were putting . economically , feasible. More than two
land mto productwn. thirds of the project repays all the 

Mr. SPRINGER. I beg th.e gentle- : money, with interest. There is a very 
man's pardon; the gentlema~ is correct. small amount of flood control, all non

Mr. Chairman, I ask unammous con- '. reimbursable funds. Economists have 
sent to revise and extend my rem~rks, proven feasibility. 
and I yield back the balance of ~Y ~ime. Fourth. We have showh that the so-

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on called tax map has been a phoney. That 
the substitute offered by the gentleman the Tax Foundation of New York and 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR] to the Washington denied having anything to 
committee amendmen~ offered by the do with it. It was prepared by the Colo
chairman of the committee. . rado Riv-er Association, with which the 

The substitute amendment was re- Tax Foundation has no connection. The 
jected. foundation did not prepare these flg-

Mr. MJL.LER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- ures, which were prepared and published 
man, I move to strike out the last word. without their consent. . 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, will the Fifth. Now as to surplus crops the 
gentleman yield for a consent request? committee will accept an amendment 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield. Which handles those who worry about 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask surplus · crops. In fact very little sur

unanimous consent . that all debate on plus crops come from federally irrigated 
the pending s:qbstitute amendment and land. 
all amendments thereto end in 15 min- Sixth. We have shown that the In-
utes. dians will receive some direct help be-

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-. cause it provides labor, it provides bet
ing the right t.o object, will the gentle- ter e.conomy. 
man from California advise me if that Seventh. We have shown that the 
will give me at least 3 minutes? project will not co&t from $4 to $B bil-

Mr. ENGLE. I included the gentle- lion as proclaimed by the opponents, but 
man in my computation of time. less than $800 million as indicated in 

Mr. MARTIN. I would like 5 minutes. this bill. 
Mr. ENGLE. I had included the gen- Eighth. We have shown that it does 

tleman from Massachusetts. not irrigate 583,000 acres as the south-
! will amend my request, Mr. Chair- e.rn California lob~y would make you be

man, and ask unanimous consent that lleve, but approximately 132,000 acres 
all debate on the substitute amendment of new land. 
and all amendments thereto close in 15 We have tried to show, my colleagues, 
minutes following the time allotted to the that the Colorado River storage project 
gentleman from Nebraska fMr. MILLERL is a well planned, eco1.1omically sou~d 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection water dev~lopment proJect for. a sem1-
to the request of the gentleman from desert portion of the country which needs 
California? water for various purpo~es. The project 

There was no objection. has been planned to re1m,burse t~rou~h 
Th CHAIRMAN The gentleman revenue from w~ter and power w?ich will 

e . · . . be used and paid for by the residents of 
from Nebraska 18 recogmzed. . that area. Two-thirds of it at full in-

Mr. M~R of Nebras.ka. Mr. Chai~- terest and to meet the cost of operation 
man, I said m the openmg days of this and maintenance. 
debate that the proponents of this leg- · I am sure any objective legislator will 
islation would show,; · recognize that the southern California 

First. That it has bipartisan support. water lobby stands to profit by millions 
I am sure all of my colleagues recognize of dollars if they succeed in defeating and 
that this is now true. Incidently, it delaying the developing of the four upper 
also has bipartisan opp.osition. That basin States water and power that was 
opposition in the Interior and Insular allocated to them in a solemn interstate 
A:fiairs Committee was 20 to 5. · The pro- compact effected nearly 25 years ago. 
ponents carried the bill in the other body Ninth. We have shown that California 
by a vote of almoBt 2 to 1. will not lose one bucketful ·of water. In 

fact, it seems to me that by storing the 
water in these reservoirs. that _the 
Southern States would be more asstired 
of . a water supply because the dams . 
would hold back excess water that now 
runs to the Gulf of California, without 
being stored or used. With the water 
properly stored, it would assure the 
Southern States of the amount of water 
promised to tliem under the 'basin com
pact. 

I trust, my -colleagues, you will not be 
looking just at the effects of this project 
as· of today, bu.t . thi.nking in terms .. o1 
two hundred to three hundred million 
people who will be :living in this coun
try by the time this project is completed. 
They will need homes, jobs; and they 
will need food. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. . Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield?· 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Utah. 

' Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I, too, would 
like to commend the gentleman from 
Coloi~ado [Mr. ASPINALL] _for .conducting 
what . I consider to be some of the most 
impartial hearings I have evei had the
privilege of sitting in on. · -As a matter 
of fact, he gave·the opposition equal time 
on every occasion. The chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr.- :CNGLE], and the chairman 
of the subcommittee have been fair .in 
every respect and certainly have the re
spect and high regard o·f every member 
of the committee. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank 
the gentleman. . 

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

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. VORYS. · Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman and his committee have sold me 
on this bill. When this debate started 
I was inclined against it. Now I am 
supporting it. · 

I have been studying the voluminous 
material for and against this bill that 
has been pouring into my office. The 
statements of basic facts as to costs, 
feasibility, and so forth, have varied so 
widely that I have wondered whether 
the proponents and opponents were talk
ing about the same project. 

It turns out that this is no $4 billion 
project, but -authorizes $760 million for 
a comprehensive plan for storing water 
for the upper basin of the Colorado River 
that will take many years to complete 
and will be 99 percent reimbursable as 
to principal and interest, except for the 
irrigation expenditure where principal 
alone is repayable, according to -recla
mation principles established since the 
time of President Theodore Roosevelt. 
Over half of the area of the four States 
is f ederauy· owned. The reclamation 
fund, during the 19 years of completion 
of the irrigation project, will take in 
from these 4 States in mineral royalties, 
sales, and leases, $150 million more than 
the $287 million to be spent on irriga
tion. Water is gold for these four States 
in the upper Colorado Bas·in~ The lower 
States, especially -California, have got
ten their share of Colorado River water 
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through · Hoover· · Dam - and the other 
great Federal works; Under the seven
state compact, which is basic to this bill, 
the upper-basin States should now have 
a chance to store and use their share 
of the water. · 

In addition to electric power and mu- · 
nicipal water use, irrigation will ulti- -
mately reclaim about 131,000 acres. We 
do not need these acres now, when we · 
are talking of a soil bank. · They will not · 
be reelaimed' now. · They will be re
claimed dver a period of 19 years !Or 
more·. By that time our growing. pop.:. : 
ula ti on wm need those· acres·. I By the . 
amendment ~we adopted· they cannot ·be 
used for ra~iilg crops ·in surplus for 10 · 
y~a.rs. BY::. that . time we· will probably 
need whatever · they can p:roduce. 

: The- more I learn . of ·the .possibilities · 
of this project .the more I appreciate 
why three Presidents and their admin
istrations have backed · it, why it is a 
·part · of Presiden.t Eisenhower's program 
that he has urged in the last few days. 
. The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes- the gentleman 'from California 
[Mr,. HOSMER]. 

Mr.· HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, in 
speakin,g in opposition to the substitute 
I want 'to point out that until the sub
stitute was offered all of the revenues 
went into a basin fund out of which all 
of the expenses were paid. I want you 
to be sure you understand the substitute 
changes that situation; that an· of the · 
revenues" go' into . a fund, tlie arhourit "of 
morieys in'- the fUhd 'are split UP< in.· ~c·- :
cordance with the allocation of water 
between these- States, which makes· a . 
considerable ·difference iii ·the ability of · 
the projects to pay back because some 
of the. authorized projects ·are 'not in 
monetary proportion to the. allocation of 
water. Based on that, even assuming 
you could sell power for 6 mills for tJ;le 
next hundred years, I have here a calcu
lation which shows that the deficit for 
Utah would amount to $82 million for 
the hundred years, for Wyoming the sum 
of $13 million, although there would be 
surpluses for Colorado and New Mexico. 

Mr. Chairman, the Bureau or Recla
mation has concluded: First, that a 
basin fund could be established providing 
Utah projects-including central Utah 
project-the necessary credits within its 
percentage allotment of ~1.5 percent; 
and, second; credits in the basin fund 
would more · than satisfy the require
ments of the other participating projects 
proposed in H. R. 3383, in fact only one
third Of those credits wilf be required to 
complet~ t~e repay~ent of ail such. 
projects. A purported detailed analysis 
in support of these conclusions was 
brought to light for the first time during 
debate on Tuesday. 

It is my firm belief that these con..: 
clusions by the Bureau will never be 
proved in practice. 

First. They are based on selling power 
at 6 mills until -the year 2052 A. D., 96 
years from now. I have explained else
where why this is an impossible assump
tion. 

/ 

. Second. · Independent · -- - engineering - cannot be justified by any· stretch of -
studies by competent engineers in whom the imagination. 
I haive a great deal of confidence, pased These comput~tions . and conclusions . 
upon Bureau estimates of costs and rev- are based upon the estimates of total 
enues as submitted and · of record in . power- 'investment and net power .rev
hearings on this legislation show. quite . enues contained in the trial studies of 
to the contrary. the USBR dated December 6, 1955. 

These studies show that under the re- Those trial studies pertain to the Sen
payment provisions and allocation of ate bill, s. 500, but with the apparent 
basin ·funds to the Staites as proposed in -·-modification of assuming in plaee-of-the -
H. R. 3383, as amended: 940,000 acre-foot Curecanti Reservoir 

First. The total excess·. revenues. in with single powerplant, a substitute com
the basin fund available for distribution prising not only that powerplant but 
·to States for ir:rigation assistance' over three - other- downstream .powerplants. · 
the 50'-year repayment·period 'prescribed - AppareID.tly ·the power ·investment and 
would be $130 million. . . - ' -, revenues 'in the December 6 trial studies 

-Second. The total irrigation assist- w·ere· estimated ·on the basis of such mod-
ap.ce needed -for participating· ·projeCts : iftcation. - _ 
proP,osed for authorizatioh · would be The computations upon which I rely 
over $170 millio~. indicating an overall were- based upon the estimates of total 
deficit of $40 million. power investment -and net annual power 

Third. Colorado - and New - Mexico - revenues -- heretofore used- in studies -by 
would be the only States that would · the Colorado River Board of California, 
have a surplus of credited basin funds a State· agency. The figures. apply to 
under the allocation formula 'contained a project which would include the si.n-
in the committee amendment. gle Curecanti Reservoir of 940,000 acre- · 

Fourth. Utah with 21.5 percent allo- feet and the single powerplant of that 
cation of basin funds, after allowance unit. 
for additional credit. of net power ·reve- The following is a breakdown of these 
nues derived from central Utah 'project, calculations to obtain estimate .net rev
would have a deficit of $82 million ·in · enues from the basin fund of $130 mil- · 
meeting the required '50-year ·-repay- lion available for irrigation assistan.ce: 
ment on 'projects in that · State. Irrigation assistance available to upper basin 

Fifth. If all 34 participating projects States under new version of H. R. 3383, 
named in the bill were authorized, ne-t · amended by committee, Feb. 8, 1956 
revenues -in the basin fund in' a 50-year · Power investment, including 
period would' l;le' oeficieht 'by . over $400·. int:erest'during cpnstruction: 
million in meeting the irrigatio:n: assist- · Glen ~ Canyon· Flaming 

. ·~ 

ance required ~riq ~ould ~ikewise be· de- ·Gorge Curecanti, and Cen-
ficient in each of the States under the .tral Utah _____________ _: _____ $582, 42l/Qoo 

Net annual . power revenues ( 4 
proposed percentage allocation. · units) . after 8th year ____ ,..___ $20, 500, ooo 

Sixth. Even . ass~ming · Bureau esti:- If an net power revenues were 
mates of costs and revenues as set forth -applied. to power ·investment, 
in an unpublished special study dated it would be paid in __ years __ 
December 6, 1955-which were mate- If interest on power investment 
rially altered from those previously sub- only was paid during irriga-

50 

mitted and of record in the hearings, tion repayment period, and· 
final power payment was 

particularly in increasing power reve- ·made in year 100, net power 
nue estimates-the independent studies revenues could be applied to 
show (a) that the irrigation assistance irrigation repayment for_..: __ 
available from the basin fund -to · Utah ____________________ years __ 50 
under the 21.5 percent allocation pro- Net power revenue.s above 
posed and from central Utah project o. M. and R. for first 50 years_ $913, 760, ooo 
revenues would be only about three- Simple i:h.terest on power in-
fourths of the amount required for Utah vestment for 50 years at 2112 

·projects authorized in the bill and (b) 
that there would be a deficit in each of 
the four States if all 34 projects named 
in H. -R. 3383 were authorized, with an 
overall deficit of $167 million. _ -

These independent· studies . demon
strate that the repayment provisiGns of 
H. R. 3383 as amended are unsound and 
unworkable and would not . provide re-. 
payment as claimed; Furthermore, the 
companion provision in the bill for 100 
year repayment of the power investment 
is totally unrealistic and unsound. 

Even if the original construction cost 
of the overall project were to be repaid 
over a 100-year period, which is very 
doubtful to say the least, the hidden 
Federal · subsidy that would have to be 
borne by the Nation's taxpayers in ac
cumulated interest charges on the funds 
advanced for -construction would be at 
least $4 billion. Such a Federal subsidy 

percent_ ___ ..:·--------------- $651, 360, 000 

Available for irrigation re
payment------------------ $262, 400, 000 

,Irrigation. allocations of 4 star- · 
· age umts 1 _________ ..:_______ l.24, 590, 000 

Available for repayment of par-
." ticipating projeets ________ _._ 137, 810, 000 
Central Ut~h power revenues 

available for CVP irriga
tion ~llocation in 50 years 
($71,400,0-0() revenues, $62,-
965,000 interest) 2 ___ _: ______ _ 

"Exces's" revenues available for 
distribution to Sta1;es for ir-

8,435,000 

rigation assistance _________ $129, 375, 000 
1 Glen Canyon, Curecanti (single dam), 

Flaming Gorge, Navaho. Data from House 
hearings on H. R. 3383 and H. Rept. No. 1087. 

z Assuming total investment applicable for 
46 years, arbitrarily. 

Say $130 million.· 
The following is a breakdown showing 

how and wherein under the provision 



3752 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE March 1 · 

of the committee's· .sUbStitU:te, :th:ese reve
nues would be inadequate to pay f~r 

ptojects in Utah and Wyoinirig, the deft- land: This could be 'Clone through the States i 
cit being the total sum of $32,489,900: ' concerned if-and thi!i 1f it ts very large -

indeed-the bestowal of water will indeed 
produce the wealth which proponents o! this 
project claim. So far as the Navaho Indians 
are concerned, surely a Government which : 

Comparison <0f irrigation assistance needed with that available under new version of 
. R. R. 3383 (1~0-11ear payout) · 

[Dollar unit'S] - has been engaged for a century or more in 

-
Item Colorado Utah 

1. Percentage allotment of exce8s revenues __ _ 46.0 21. 5 

New Wyoming Mexico 

. 15. 5 17. 0 

Total 

~ caring .!or and regulating. the life of th.ese 
natives can provide a less expensive way to 
make them self-reliant than to set them up . 
on farms at a cost to the taxpayer of $200,000 
a family • 100.0 

2. Irrigation assistance from excess revenues_ 59,800,000 28,000,000 20,100, 000 22, 100, 000 130, 000, 000 
0 0 0 3. Additional irrigation assistance ___________ 18,000, 000 8, 000, 000 

4. Total irrigation assistance available--~---- 59, 800, 000 36,000,000 20,100, 000 22, 100, 000 138, 000, 000 
6. Total irrigation assistance needed---~----- 256, 039, 000 121, 437, 000 64, 128, 000 97, 592,100 539, 196, 700 
6. Irrigation a'lSistance neededfor H. R. 3383 

16, 586,ilOO 118, -084, 500 33, 761, 300 2, 057, 200 170, 489, 900 projects _____ _ ---- -- ----- ------- ----- ----
7. Ratio of t.otalneed to total available (5+4)_ 4; 28 3.37 a.19 4.42 3.91. 
8. Ratio of H. R. 3383 need to total available 

(6+4)_ ---- - - - - - - --- - ---- -- --- - - - --- - - - -- o. 277 3.28 1. 68 0.093 1. 24 
9. Excess assistance for H. R. 3383 projects. 

43, 213, 100 -82, 084, 500 ( 4-6) ___ : _: __ - - - --- -.:- - - - --~- - ----- - -- _·_ -13, 661, 300 20,042.800 -32, 489, 900 
10. Deficiency of assistance for projects listed 

by USBR in trial studies of Dec .. 6, 1955 
196, 239, 600 85, 437,-000 44,028,<:JOO 75,492, 100 401, 196, 700 (5-4) __ -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - -

1 From Central Utah project power revenues. 

Mr. HILLINGS. Mr." Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The-CHAIRMAN. Is tliere ·objection 
to the request . of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HILLINGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to H. R. 3383. There have · 
been many good reasons expressed here · 
today why the upper Colorado bill is un
sound and should not be passed. I wish 
to add my voice to this opposition and
point out one particular phase of the 
legislation which is a good example of 
the bill's general unsoundness. 

The legislation contains a provision. 
for a project· fer-the benefit of Navaho 
Indians in New Mexico. Whenever any· 
aid is proposed for the Navahos, it is 
always greeted with rejoicing because of. 
the poor conditions under which they 
live. 

The bill we are debating would pro
vide irrigated farms for some 1,100 
Navaho Indian families at a cost per 
farm of $200,000 according to witnesses 
from the Bureau of Indian Affairs who. 
testified on the subject. These wit-
nesses stated that the gross income per. 
family farm would be about $5,000 a 
year. It is easy .to .see .that .the interest 

. charges alone on this invetsment of 
$200,000 per farm would, at 2% percent; 
equal the gross farm income. It seems. 
to me that less expensive methods could 
be found to provide for these IndiansL 
We constantly urge that it is not in the 
best interest of Indians to hold them in 
a second class citizenship statU.s but in 
this bill we are providing a Government 
dole of $200,000 per farm .for which all 
Americans wlll have to pay. Testimony 
at the committee hearings was also 
adduced to the effect that there is grave 
doubt as to whether the Indians want to 
farm irrigated land or whether they 
could succeed as farmers of such irri~ 
gated land. 

I urge all present to def eat this ex-
travagant legislation. · .· 

Mr. ffiESTAND. - Mr. Chairman, this 
ls a fundamental question. It is a ques
tion whether we can in all good con~ 

science pour out the taxpayers' money 
entrusted -to us for a proposition that has 
never become clear. 
· I include in the REcoRD a quotation 

from Raymond Moley's Case Against 
Colorado River Storage Project and Par
ticipating Projects: 

A TRUE PARTNERSHIP 

There is a strange claim by some propo- . 
nents of the Colorado River storage project · 
that they are supporting a partnership plan 
such as has been advanced as an adminis-· 
tration policy in the Northwest. · There is 
JlO resemblance at all. The party of the first 
part, the Federal Government, is paying for: 
the entire project and is constructing it. 
The· parties of the second part ·Bupply the. 
arid land. I favor, with the President's Cabi
net Committee and with the earlier report of· 
the Hoover Commission, a true sharing of the 
responsibilities in this project. 
. I have never contended and do not contend 
now that the four States in the upper basin 
are not entitled to the share of the water o!· 
the Colorado and its tributaries which was 
specified in the Colorado River Compact .. 
Nor do I deny that the Federal Government 
should build the means to store that water 
when needed. For the Federal Government 
by long prescription has assumed the respon_ 
sibility of regulating the fl.ow of interstate 
river.s. But this does not mean that the 
Government should build huge storage dams 
unless and until needed for water conserva
tion and regulation . 

Beyond that, I do not believe the Federal 
Government has an obligation. The power 
companies of the region which offered their 
testimony to the effect that there was a mar
ket-at a prlce--for the power should finance 
the power aspects of the storage dams them
selves and dispose of the power where such 
storage dams can be justified. That is exact
ly wh~t the Eisenhower-McKay partnership 
policy means, as illustrated by the proposed 
John Day Dam on the Columbia. River. 

Moreover, those cities which are in need of 
water for domestic purposes should provide 
the means of getting the water from the 
storage reservoirs. Finally, those industrial 
companies which are in the area and which 
are now so ea~erly seeking subsidized water. 
should PJ"OVide the means of getting , the 
water for themselves. In short, the Federal 
Government should provide storage for the 
water as needed, and the users should go and 
get it. This would be true of the irrigators 
who are in need of supplementary supplies 
and those people-unnamed-who are anx
ious to try their f-Ortunes on new irrigated 

THE '.!SSUE i:N MOR4LS· AND EQUITY · . 

. If the issue were I\ simple matte.r of taking 
from rich States and giving to poor States, . 
there might be a case despite the financial, 
engineering·. and economic factors which I 
have mentioned. But these are not needy . 
~tates. Their potential wealth is consider
able, and their well-being _is refiecte<_i in all · 
that they pay for the benefit of the outside . 
world. On the basis of per-capita income, 
they rank with the avera-ge among the States. ~ 

. There is, mqreover, a final coµsideration . . 
It ca~ be shown that the propaganda of the · 
Federal Government for reclamation has in : 
innumerable cases imposed a cruel hoax · 
tipon the farmers who attempt to cultivate· 
the land. Indeed, the progressive lengthen
ing of the payment period from 10 years in : 
1902 to 20 years in 1914 to .40 years in. ;1.926. 
to ·50 yea.rs ln 1939 ·has been in response to 
the cries of distress oi the unfortunate . 
farmers and theii congressional · representa- . 
tives; Since I have been writing about this · 
subject over the past 2 years, I nave received · 
pathetic letters from farmers whose state 
of affairs has progressively turned to the 
worse. Despite the immense amount per 
acre that it takes to put water on a.rid land, 
the cultivation of that land-and the manage- . 
:qient of the irrigation itself ls a heavy
l;mrden upon the farme~ It is time to play · 
fair with these farmers,· as well as with the 
taxpayers of the 44 States in whose ·interest 
this discussion of the Colorado River storage 
project has been written. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- ' 
nizes the gentleman from Massachu- · 
setts [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, the. 
committee has had a very fine debate . 
in the last several days and quite in 
conformity with the historic traditions · 
of the House. We have been debating 
a problem that is not new to America. 
There is nothing new or revolutionary 
about what is proposed here today. · 

Conservation of water, reclamation,. 
and irrigation are all topics that have 
been before the American people con
stantly since they were strenuously ad
vocated by Theodore Roosevelt. We 
have a right as a nation to conserve the 

· water of our country; we have a right 
to protect the people of the country from 
water shortages and from damages 
through water. These are related func-. 
tions of the Federal Government. A na
tion without vision perishes. We must 
have vision if we are going to go for-· 
ward to the destiny which I believe will 
be that-of the American Republic. This 
projects the vision of a people who are 
planning for a better future. 
' Now let us look at the bill that we 
have before us today, a bill that I believe 
is going tO be an important factor in 
the upbuilding of 4 or 5 of the great 
States of the Union. · And, may I say 
here that merely relying on the opposi
tion to a proposal by a single State is not 
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well founded. The common good must 
come first. We are all citizens of this 
one country;- we are all part- of the 
United States of America;- No part of· 
the country can be benefited without all 
the rest ·of the country sharing in the'. 
benefits. We are ail here together in · 
America; we go up . together or we will · 
go down together. Let us plan to go up . 
together. · 

This particular measure has had a 
great deal of . opposition in the past. I 
want to repeat that there is no Echo · 
Park· Dam in this legislation. That leg
islation has been removed, and we have 
the promise of the managers on the -
part of the House they will not ·permit 
it to be reinserted. And certainly those 
of us who are here have the power of 
veto if for any reason it should be re
inserted. I mean by that, to vote down 
that conference report when it comes 
here, and I am confident that would be · 
the ·verdict. Therefore, we need not 
fear that Echo Dam will be inserted in 

· the coilf erence report. 
The· cost of this project is small when 

you consider the tremendous value that 
will come out of it._ Only 1 percent of 
the building cost is non;reimbursable. 
There is no interest in the reclamation · 
part of the bill, as is the case- in all 
reclamation projects. There is no heavy 
drain upon a country. Most of the ex
penditure will eventually come-·back ·to . 
the Treasury, and we will have reclaimed 
a great national asset. 

And let me comment right he.re and 
say to those who fear the further ac
centuation of the problem of surpluses~ 
that thts ·will not happen. We have 
written into this bill an amendment 
which says that no new l~nd may be 
brought into cultivation within · 1() 

years, and there are those who believe . 
that in the normal course of events it 
will take at least 20 years before new. 
land can come into cultivation., This . 
eliminates any immediate effect upon 
surpluses. My friends, may I · say that 
while we are troubled with surpluses · 
now our country is going forward in the 
future with such tFemendous leaps and 
bounds in population the time may 
well come when we will want more land 
in cultivation so that we can feed the 
population who dwell in the gre.at cities: 
This could be farsighted 'planning with
out any immediate fi.arm. 

One word more. This is an integral 
part of the program of President Eisen
hower. It is part of the program thfl,t 
is dear to his heart, a part of the essen
tial program that he seeks for the Ameri
can people. In conclusion, let us· not 
forget that in passing this resolution we 
enact legislation that will be of tre
mendous benefit to the four States who 
need a little shot in the arm from 
the Government so that they can face 
the future with hope .and anticipation. 
You hear some talk about the working.; 
man not sharing in this ·investment. 
Why, my friends, the . money that will 
go for the purchase of machinery, tools, 
and equipment is not confined to a:p.y 
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one State of the Union. All 48 States 
will in some way benefit by . this pro
gram. I .repeat, we all benefit by the 
starting of this great conservation pro
gram . . 

To my Republican friends I want to · 
particularly ask that you support the ~ 
President of the United States. He has_ 
g-iven a program to the American peo
ple. This is part of his program, and · 
we should give him a fair chance to 
fulfill his desire. Let us give these 
Mountain States a chance to live, and · 
let us uphold the proposal of, the Presi~ 
dent of the United States . . 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, as a 
Representative of 1 of the 44 States -not 
receiving any direct benefit from the 
upper Colorado River project, I want to · 
take this opportunity to explain my vote · 
in support of this legislation which I 
deem of vital importance to all America. 

Although I have been elected from 1 
of 23 congressional districts in Ohio, . 
I do not believe I was sent to Washing
ton to support projects and legislation 
which would . be of. tangible value and 
usefulness only to the people of my dis
trict. While the immediate needs of the 
people of my district are vitally im
portant, I know that they would be 
anxious to support national projects 
which are vitally important . to the Na
tion as a whole. The people of my com
munity know full well that the Great 
Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway improve
ments are of direct benefit only to those 
States which abut the Great Lakes, and 
that_ tremendous sums of mopey have 
been appropriated over the years by 
Congress for the improvement of the 
Great Lakes Seaway system. This legis
lation of necessity was supported by 
communities remote and distant from 
any direct advantage. 

:i .support the .Colorado River storage 
project because it is an important na
tional improvement. The legislation as 
now designed eliminates any damage 
or interference with our national park 
system, The improvement will open a 
large four-State area for agriculture, 
comfortable habitatfon, and more effi
cient mining and industry. True, some 
industry and some people may be lured 
from ·ohio and perhaps the community 
which I represent to make their homes 
in this newly developed area, but this 
area is just as much America as the 
precincts which I represent. Water, 
power, and a wholly changed landscape ' 
in the four affected States will enrich 
and improve . the American productive 
plant. To complain about :the threat 
this new productive area will become to 
other producing areas of agricultural 
or industrial products would be a nar
row, provincial and an un-American 
viewpoint. 

Althou.gh it is true that the new land 
to be develop¢d by the project would be· 
high-altitude land and therefore of lim
ited: agricultural · value, it would never
theless J)e usable 1and, producing grains 
and forage crops. Today, in view of_ our_ 
agricultural surplus-and tlie proposal to: 
retire exc_ess~ve lanqs i~ !1- la~d · bank,_ 

there is considerable- criticism. of devel
oping new agricultural land when the, 
country abounds in agricultural sur
pluses. It is my opinion that the cur
rent agricultural surpluses are a tem- · 
porary condition which could radically . 
cpange, particularly. in view of the dras- . 
tic increase in our population and the . 
tremendous migration of people from 
rural areas to urban centers. 

To create an abundance of · agricul- · 
tural products is to be provident. To 
create an abundance of agricultural land 
in a growing Nation is to be- provident. · 
If we should risk error, it seems to me · 
that the risk should be made on the side 
of providence rather than improvidence . . 
There is a greater security in an econ
omy of abundance than any other I 
know about. · 
· Personally, I believe fresh water to be 

America's most prized natural resource. 
In this bountiful land, I believe it not 
only wasteful but almost sinful to per
m:it lifegiving fresh water to evaporate 
on the sands of the desert or find its way . 
to the sea. In our times we may yet see . 
projects to accumulate, save, and dis
tribute the tremendous fresh waters of . 
our Great Lakes for agricultural as well 
as industrial production. With a proper 
distribution of the fresh water reserves · 
of America, the whole face of the conti
nent may be changed and with it the 
entire climate of the Nation might be . 
affected. With the tremendous con
templated increase in human life, there : 
must naturally be an increase in animal 
and vegetable life. Almost as impor- · 
tant, there must be a comparable de
velopment of habitable _ space. While 
our people are becoming more and more · 
urban, they have not lost their respect 
for open space and the average family · 
has manifested its desire for the con
venience and the comfort of urban liv
ing on a 2-acre parcel. The newly de
veloped lands of the Colorado Basin in 
this project will provide space in which 
more Americans may have comfortable 
living. This new space will cont:r.ibute . 
in a great measure to lessening the pres
sures in our cities and urban communi
t}es. America is vast but its people have 
spread to all of its boundaries. The 
pressure of growing populations on 
habitable soil is increasing throughout 
tpe world. Under our democratic sys
tem a.nd in view of the principles in 
which we believe, we cannot spread our 
I?_eople into the lands of other nations. 
Our only alternative in · the democratic . 
way is to make ·America larger by de
veloping the land within our own 
boundaries. 
· The cost of this project is great and 

certaiilly is more costly than numerous· 
other reclamation projects which have 
preceded it. It is in the recognition of 
this point that earlier reclamation proj
ects have preceded thiS- one. It is na- · 
tional experience that the cost of these 
improvement :Projects goes ever upward. 
If therefore this Colorado River project· 
is for the gqod_of all America, it is in the, 
interest of economy that we undertake 
ft at 'the earliest practicable date rather 
than. -defer it _to a ~ighe~-c<:>st period._ 
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.. So therefore, when l .supportthis.great 
and; ·important ·project .wi.th ·my. :vote to
day, I do so not only for the people who 
live in my district today but for · th.eir 
successors who may be dependent upon 
the resources of this great area for their 
riatiorial defense, for ininerals, for ag
rfoultural products or perhaps for . open 
living space. I cast this vote looking 
ahead for those who must follow us on 
this shrinking land on· which we iive. I 
support this important project not. only 
for the food that thi.s new land can pro
vide or its minerals or the products of 
the industry that may develop, but also 
for the space land wl:lich people will re
quire in comfoi:.table modern life. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr ... Chairman, 
I wish to .congratulate the gentlemen on . 
,this committee. and those ,. in .charge of 
this bill, especially the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ENGLE] and the ge:p.tle
man from Colorado [Mr, AsPINAI;L] ·for 
their careful : study of this measure_. 
These two men have Qeen. fair, patient, 
honest, and very considerate in all of the 
hearings, not only on this · important 
matter but all othe.rs. . . 

These gentlemen and the gentletµan 
from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER] and otber 
members ot the l!ouse Interi9r_ and .In
sular AfiaJrs Committee assist.ed us . in 
securing· passage of the W~spita Basin 
Improvement Association IJ+Ojec.t. We 
Oklahoma Members desiring to b.e. help
ful in this instance., h.a ve enlisted the 
support ·of · several pther ·'Members for 
this Color:ado :Project .in appreCiation' of 

. the favors extended us. ·. . · 
we. 1:Jrge a . favorabl~ ~-0te on this 

measure. . . . 
The CHAIRMAN. The question ~son 

. the committ~e ~mendment offered by ~he 
gentleman ~r:oni Califor;n1i~ ~~r. ENGLE]. _ 
. - The amendment was agreed· to. · . 

0

The CHAIRMAN. -Under the· rule, the · 
Committee rises: · · · · · .. ·-

Accordingly the. Committee rose; .and 
the Speaker pro tempore havJng resumed 
the cl'lair, Mr. MILLS, Chairman o~ the 
Committee of the .Whole H;ouse on the 
State of the Union, reported .that that 
Committee, haviD:g had under considera
tion the bill <H. R. 3383) to authorize the 
Secretary of tl:le Interior to constrµct, 
operate.,.and maintain .th~ Colorado River 
storage projeqt . and particip~ting proj
ects, and for other purposes, pur~uant 

, to· House Resolut~on 311, he reported the 
bill back to the House . with an amend
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 
( The ·SPEAKER ·pro tempore. ·. Under 
the rule, the previous que.stiori is ,9rdere.d; 
The· question is on the amendment. 
· The amendment was agreed to. -
r The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on engrossment ~ and third 

, . r~ading of· the bill. . . 
· The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. . Mt . . Speaker, ·on 
that I demand the ye·as and ·na,'ys: · · 

· The yeas and nays were refused. 

. Mr. _GROSS~ Mr. Speaker_, I object to 
the vote on the.gi:ound that a quorum is 
not present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SP.EAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will count. _[After counting]. One 
hundred and seventy-two ·Members are 
present; not a quorum. 
. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 

the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 256, nays 136, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 40, as topows: 

[Roll No. 14) 
YEAS 256 

Adair Fisher Morrison 
Addonizio Fjare Moss 
Albert Flood • . Moulder 
.A.nqersen, Fogarty · Murray, Tenn. 

'H'. Carl Forand · Natcher 
Andresen, Ford Nicholson 

August H. Forrester Norblad 
Andrews Frazier O 'Brien, Ill. 
Arends Fulton O'Brien, N. Y . .. 
Aspinall Gathihgs · O' Hara, Minn. 
Auchincloss George -O'Neill 
A very Gordon Ostertag 
Ayres Grant Passman 
Baker Green, Pa. · Patman 
Baldwin Griffiths Patterson 
Barrett Gubser Pelly 
Bass, Tenn. Halleck Perkins 
Bates Harris Pfost . 
Beamer Harvey Philbin 
Becker Hays, Ark. Pilcher 
Belcher Hayworth Powell 
Bennett, Mich. Healey . Pri'ce 
Bentley Hebe.rt Quigley 
Berry Heselton Radwan . . 
Blatnik Hill Reece; Tenn. 
Boggs Hoeven Reed; N. Y. 
Boland Hoffman, 111.. Rees, Kans. 
Bolling Holland Reuss 
Boiton, Holmes 'Rhodes, Ariz. 

Frances P. Holtzman ·" · Rhodes, Pa . 
Bosch Hope Richards 
Brooks, La. Horan Riehiman 
Brooks, Tex. Hyde Rivers 
Brown, Ga. Ikard Roberts 
Broyhill Jarman Robsion, Ky . 
Buckley Jenkins Rodino 
Burdick Jensen Rogers, Colo. 
Byrne, Pa: Johnson, Calif. Rogers, Mass. 
Byrnes, Wis. Johnson,. Wis . . Rogers, Tex. 
Canfield Jones, Ala.. Rooney 
Cannon Judd · ' Rutherford 
Carnahan Karsten · Sadlak 
Cederberg Kearney S.t. George 
Cell er Kearns Schwengel 
Chenoweth Keating · Scott · · 
Chiperfield Kelly, N. Y. · Scudder · 
Christopher Keogh Seely-Brown 
ChudoiI Kilburn Selden 
Clark Kilday Sheehan 
Cole Kilgore Shelley 
Coon Kirwan Short · 
Coope;r , Krueger Sieminski 
Coudert Landrum Siler 
cra:mer Lane · Sisk 
Cretella - Lanham Simpson, Pa. 
Crumpacker Lankford Smith, Kans. 
Cunningham Latham - Smith, Miss. 
Curtis, Mass. Lecompte Smith. Wis. 
Curtis, Mo. Lesinski Steed . 
Davidson Long Sullivan 
Davis,' Tenn. Lovre · Talle 
Dawson, Ill. McCarthy Taylor 
Dawson, ·utah McConnell . Thomas . 
Deane McCormack Thompson, La ._ 
Delaney McGregor . Thompson, N. J . 
Dempse3 Macdonald Thomson, Wyo. 
Diggs Machrowicz Thornberry · · 
Dingell Mack, Wash.- Trimble 
Dixqn Magµuso):l 'l'umulty 
Dodd Marshall Udall 
Dollinger Martin Vantk 
Dolliver . Meader Velde 
Dondero Merrow Vinson 
Donohue Metcalf -Vorys 
Dorn, S. c·. Miller, Calif. Vursell 
Edmondson Miller, Md. · Wainwright 
Elliott Miller, Nebr. Walter 
Ellsworth Miller, N. Y. Weaver 
Engle · Mills -Westland . 
Evins - Minshall Wickersham 
Feighan · Morano Widnall 
Fernandez Morga'n Wier 

Wigglesworth WoJcott . 
Williams, N. J . . Wolverton 
Williams, N. Y. Wtlght ' 

Younger 
Zablocki 
Zelenko 

Willis Yates 
Withrow Young 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Alexander 
Alger • 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Ashley . 
Ashmore 
Barden 
Bass, N. H. 
Baumhart 
Bennett, Fla. 
Betts 
Bolton, 

Oliver P. 
Bonner 
Bow 
Boyle 
Bray · 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Budge 

· Burleson 
Bush 
Carlyle 
Carrigg 
Chase 
Chelf 
Church 
Clevenger 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Dague . 

· Davis, Ga. 
. Davis, Wis. 
.,, Devereux 

Dies · 
·Dorn, N. Y. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Durham 
Fallon ··· 

".Fascell . 
Fenton 
Fino 

NAYS 136 

Flynt Mc Vey 
Frelinghuysen Mack, Ill. 
Friedel Madden 
Garmatz Mahon 
Gary Mailliard 
Gavin Mason 
Gentry Matthews 
Green, Oreg. Mumma 
Gross Murray, Ill. 
Gwinn Norrell 
Hagen O'Hara, Ill. • 
Hale O'Konski 
Haley Osmers 
Hand Phillips 
Harden Pillion 
Hardy Poage 
Harrison, Nebr. Poff 
Harrison, Va. ·Polk 
Henderson Prouty 
Herlong Rabaut 
Hess Ray 
Hiestand Riley 
Hinshaw Robeson, 

. Hoffman, Mich. Rog~rs, Fla. 
Holifield Roosevelt 
Holt Saylor 
Hosm'er Schenck 
Huddleston Scherer 
Hull Sheppard 
Jackson Shuford 

· James Sikes 
Jennings S~mpson, Ill. 
Johansen Smith, Va. 
Jonas Spence · 
Jones, Mo. Springer 
Jones, N. 0. T.aber 
Ke~n Teague, Calif. 
King, Calif. Teague, Tex. 
Kluczynski Thompson, 
Knox Mich; 
Laird Utt . 
Lipscomb · Van Zandt 

· McCulloch Williams, Miss. 
McDonough , Wilson, Calif. 
Mcintire Wilson, Ind. 
McMillan Winstead 

ANSWERED "PRESENT" 1 
Van Pelt 

NOT "VOTING 40 
Anfuso 
Bailey 
Bell 
Blitch 
Bowler 
Boykin 
'Burnside 
Byrd · 
Chatham 
Denton 
Derounian 
Donovan 
Eberharter 
Fountain 

Gamble . 
Granahan 
Gray 
Gregory 
;Hays, Ohio 
Billings 
Kee 
Kelley, Pa. 
King, Pa. 
Klein 
Knutson 
McDowell 
Mollohan 
Mul~er 

So the bill was passed. · 

Nelson -
P.re&ton 
Priest 
Rains 
Scrivner 
Staggers 
Thompson, Tex. 
Tollefson· 
Tuck 
Watts 
Wharton 
Whitten 

- The Clerk announced the following· 
pairs: 

on this vote: 
Mr. Bell for, with · Mrs. Kee against. 
Mr. Thompson of Texas for, with Mr. Hays 

of Ohio against. 
Mr. Preston for, with Mr. Burnsi<;le against. 
Mr. Staggers for, with Mr. Byrd agaillst. _, 
Mr: Bailey for, with Mr. Mollohan' agaillst: 
Mr. De_nton for,, with: _Mr. Hillings against. 
Mr. Derounian for, with Mr. Van Pelt 

against. · 
Mr. Anfuso for, with Mr. Kelley of Pennsyl-

l'ania against. 
Mr. Klein for, with Mrs. Knutson against. 
Mr. Boykin for, with Mr. Whitten against. · 
Mr. Multer for, with Mr. Tuck against. 

. Mr. McDowei~ for, with Mr. King of Penn
sylvania agains~. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Bowler with Mr. Nelson. 
Mr. Fountain with Mr. Gable. 
Mr. Gregory with Mr. Wharton. 

, t ·~ 
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Mr. Chatham with Mr. Tollefson. 
Mr. Granahan with Mr. Scrivner. 

Mr. VAN PELT. Mr. Speaker, I voted 
"nay." I have a live pair with the gen
tleman from New York, Mr. DEROUNIAN. 
Were he present, he would have voted 
"yea." I . therefore withdraw my . vote 
and vote "present." 

Mr. BUDGE changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr, Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, there 

are no justifiable reasons for rushing 
through the Congress, without adequate 
opportunity :for vitally necessary major 
revisions, a project as obviously question.: 
able as the upper Colorado River storage 
project. 

The House should not be expected to 
rewrite this bill on the floor of this 
Chamber. At the very least, the bill 
should be recommitted to the House ·In
terior and Insular Affatfs Committee for 
further study and hearings upon reports 
from the Secretary of the Interior · and 
the Bureau of the Budget. The proj
ects proposed to be authorized, the re-
payment provisions of the bill, and the 
economic and financial aspects of the 
bill have never been fully reported upon 
by the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Bureau of the Budget. -There are-many 
unresolved questions as -to engineering, 
economic, and financial feasibility of the 
proposed projects which demand further· 
study and report before ·Congress acts 
on this proposal. These unresolved ques
tions affecting the-engfneering, -eeenomic 
and financial feasibility of the i::.·ojects 
proposed in -the upper Colorado River
storage project · bill should be reviewed 
by an impartial board of qualified engi
neers and experts and reported upon be
fore Congress takes any furtheF action. 
Such a board of review and procedure is· 
recommended by · the Presidential -Ad
visory Committee on Water Resources 
Policy for all water resources projects. 
The proposed upper Colorado Rivev 
storage project has never been subjected 
to such· a necessary thorough review. 

The haste and -pressure under which 
this whole project has been presented to 
the Congress has already resulted in· a 
strange piece of legislative history. 
Some 7 months after a rule had been ob
tained· on a b-ill which had been vigor
ously put forward as being a measure 
which would satisfy all interests and en
danger none, the House Interior and In
sular Affairs Committee, on February 8, 
1956, considered and approved amend
ments to this bill. A principal amend
ment carves up excess revenues expected 

to be produced from the power dams and 
apportions them among Colorado, New 
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming to be used 
in repaying construction costs of partici
pating projects within those States. 
This totally new concept constitutes in_ 
effect a new bill. It and all the other 
amendments had less than 2 hours be
fore the House Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee. It had no time at 
all before the Rules Committee. There 
was no executive department comment 
at all, with the exception of a brief letter 
from the Reclamation Bureau, which 
gave no substantiating information. 
This action is contrary to the orderly 
processes of the House. 

The new H. R. 3383 contains all of the 
vices of the original bill, and more, such 
as the direct apportionment of project 
revenues. In addition, geological mate
rial has come to light since the end of 
the first session of this Congress which 
requires most urgent consideration by 
qualified people. It has received none. 
Furthermore, the administration's soil
bank proposal now before the Congress 
would require taking presently cultivated 
land out of production to cut down sur
pluses, while H. R. 3383 would put new. 
lands into cultivation and provide more 
water for lands already ·in crops-some 
of which may well be placed in soil-bank 
reserve-to grow more surpluses. It. 
simply does not make sense. 

The upper Colorado River stor_age 
project is ill planned in part, and in other 
parts not planned at all. 

I believe that one of the most serious. 
faults of both the House and Senate bills 
is that projects are authorized subject to 
the:- submission of feasibility reports by, 
the Secretary of the Interior and further · 
action by Congress. This sort of legis
lation; while it has bMn done before as 
the result of -legislative logtollirig., .is
plainly a perversion. If a project is only 
vaguely justified and needs study and 
teport by -the Interior-Department, why. 
should it be named at all in a bill? The-
naming of additional irrigation projects 
and storage units in these bills estab-· 
lishes a moral commitment to the' States
aild communities which believe that they 
would be benefited by these projects, and 
would make further and final action by 
the Department and Congress more or 
less a formality. These bills are and are 
not authorizations. They contain sev-
eral different kinds v:f qualified authori
zations. They are intended to mean 
whate-ver the interested groups happen 
to want them to mean at a given mo
ment. Specifically, they are intended ·to 
tell the people in the beneficiary States 
that they are to have practically every 
''participating project" their hearts de
sire, while -at the same time telling the 
anxious taxpayers in the other 44 States 
of the Union that the project is to cost 
only about a billion dollars. There can 
be no integrity in such legislation. 

The upper Colorado project is not seif
liquidating, as its proponents claim. 
The main cash box from which the al
leged restoration to the Treasury of the 
money expended is to cor:qe, is th~ reye
nue from the power aspects of the proj-

ect, but the bill absurdly overestimates· 
the capacity of the power units to bear 
the financial load assigned to them. The 
upper Colorado Basin has a boundless 
supply of energy potential in coal, nat .. 
ural gas, oil shale, and uranium which 
are rapidly making hydroelectric. power 
uneconomical in this area. What could 
be more obvious than the absurdity of 
any plan which must depend for its re
payment not only upon the useful life 
of hydroelectric installations up to 100 
years, but upon prices for power based 
upon present conditions when the power · 
companies buying the power generated 
have expressly qualified their purchase · 
commitments to purchase power only at
prices comparable to the cost of power 
from other sources. 

The project would involve an excessive 
and incredible cost per acre benefited. 
Not-one single irrigation project in all 
of the participating projects is finan
cially sound. Fifty years of reclamation 
law, precedent, and experience are 
threatened by this project. The benefit .. 
cost ratio concept of project justification 
has been distorted contrary to reclama
tion law in an attempt to justify the 
project's unsound economics. It has 
been demonstrated that the lands to be 
serviced by the irrigation components of 
the project, even when fully developed 
under the upper Colorado bill, would be 
worth on the average only about $150 per 
acre. Yet the cost to the Nation's tax
payers to develop these lands would aver
age $3,000 to $5,000 per acre accordiiig to, 
:figures of · the Bureau of Reclamationr 
while, at the same time, there exist · at 
least 20 million acres. of undeveloped. 
fertile land in humid areas of the United 
Stat.es which can be -developed for agri
culture at a small fraction of the cost 
of the acreage serviced by the upper 
Colorado storage -project. ·completely 
aside from the fact that the benefit-cost 
ratio has highly dubious legal standing. 
as-a mechanism for justification of proj
ects, proposed expenditures for such ob .. · 
viously n~gligible returns are an absurd 
fraud on the American taxpayers 
whether the groups favoring this project 
talk vaguely about "indirect benefits" 
or . "public benefits" or "social benefits." 

In order to manufacture a case for 
financial and economic -feasibility, the 
bills embody dubieus exercises in book
keeping. One of the , bookkeeping de
vices embodied in this plan would be a 
"basin account/' a fund into which all 
revenues would be poured for use in 
financing additional projects whenever 
possible. This "basin account" scheme 
has never been specifically approved by 
Congress in an authorizing -statute. This 
"basin account" scheme has been made 
necessary in the upper Colorado project 
because the storage units of power pro
ducing facilities would not directly serve 
irrigation or other water-use projects 
with water directly. The irrigation proj
ects cannot pay for themselves, so some 
connection between such power projects 
as Glen Canyon and the irrigation proj
ects had to be made in order that it could 
be alleged that power revenues would 
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pay for irrigation. Since there was little 
or no functional or geographic connec
tion, the connection was made by draft
ing a unique statutory proposal which 
created a financial bond between these 
otherwise unrelated portions of the 
project. The connection between such 
dams as Glen Canyon and irrigation in 
the upper Colorado project is exclusively 
financial. Does this mean that in future 
legislation we shall tie together expendi
tures for guided missiles with revenues 
from sales of postage stamps in an at
tempt to make ourselves believe that 
necessary defense expenditures are cate
gories of expenditures which can be con
verted by mere statutory language into 
financially "self-liquidating" projects? 

The pure power aspects of the proj
ect-with the possible exception of the 
Glen Canyon Dam-are financially in
feasible, and the possible engineering 
and financial feasibility of the Glen 
Canyon portion of the project is seri
ously placed in doubt by physical and 
geological difficulties. 

(A) There · is~ deubt whether Glen 
Canyon can support a 700-foot dam. 

As members of the committee pointed 
out in the report on this bill, the pro
posed 700-foot Glen Canyon Dam would 
be the second highest dam in the world, 
second only to Hoover Dam, which is 
726 feet high. Yet the foundation rock 
at Hoover Dam is at least three times as 
strong as the sandstone formation at 
Glen Canyon. The sandstone forma
tion at Glen Canyon is reported to be 
nothing more than a weakly cemented 
sand dune cre~ted geologically by the 
wind depositing one sand dune on top 
of another. 
· In October 1954, Commissioner of 
Reclamation W. A. Dexheimer wrote 
that the Bur~au's design specialists 
were "quite concerned" as to whether or 
not the foundation characteristics. of 
the Glen Canyon site were capable of 
safely supporting a 700-foot dam. No 
further tests were made by the Bureau 
between 1954 and March 1955. Never
theless, Commissioner Dexheimer testi
fied in March 1955 before the Commit
tee's Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation that a dam of 700 feet 
could be safely built. 

Commissioner Dexheimer may be 
right, or he may be wrong . . In any 
event, his final opinion should be re
quested together with complete sup
porting factual evidence. 

(B) There is doubt as to the ade
quacy of the plans for Glen Canyon Dam 
upon which the Bureau's cost estimates 
are based. 

The plans upon which costs of Glen 
Canyon Dam have been estimated are 
set forth in House Document No. 364, 
83d Congress, which is the Bureau's 
basic planning report on the upper 
Colorado River project. 

Members of the committee report 
that these plans reveal that the cross 
section of the dam, which would be 
about the same height as Hoover Dam, 
is materially slimmer than Hoover Dam, 
in spite of the fact that the foundation 
rock at Glen Canyon-as testified to by 

Bureau engmeers · and geologists-is· 
only about one-fifth as strong as the 
rock at Hoover Dam. / 

It would appear, therefore, that even 
if a safe dam can be built at Glen Can
yon, it will require a much more massive 
structure than the plans set forth in 
House Document No. · 364, and that the 
construction cost will be substantially 
greater than now estimated. 

Until further studies are made, nei
ther I nor any other member of this 
body can safely speculate on the ade
quate size and possible cost of such a 
structure at Glen Canyon. Such studies 
can and should be made before this 
legislation is given any further con
sideration. 

<C> The construction at Glen Can
yon will endanger Rainbow Natural 
Bridge. 

Although the new bill now provides 
in section 1 that the Secretary of the 
Interior shall take adequate protective 
measures to preclude impairment of 
the Rainbow Bridge National Monu
ment, so far there · are ·no plans, and· 
hence no assurance that protective 
measures can be provided which will be 
adequate, nor is there evidence that the 
cost of protection has been included in 
the cost estimates. 

As presently planned, according to 
members of the committee, the reservoir 
would back up close to the foundations 
of the Rainbow Natural Bridge, which is 
a fragile structure of soft sandstone. 
The Bureau has indicated that a dam 
would be built in the canyon below the 
bridge to keep out the reservoir water, 
but water ·could seep through the dam 
and also collect from natural drainage 
and back up under the Rainbow arch, 
thus jeopardizing this national monu
ment. 

There is no reason for ·failing to deter
mine that adequate protective measures 
can be provided before passage of this 
legislation. 

<D> Large quantities of water may be 
absorbed into the formations surround
ing the Glen Canyon Reservoir. 

Members of the committee have .in-·. 
formed us that geologic reports show that 
the Kaiparowits and Henry Mountains 
Basins-both adjacent to the reservoir 
site-contain tremendous formations of 
pervious sandstone which have a com
bined capacity of 340 million acre-feet. 
The reports indicate that these forma
tions at the present time are practically 
empty of water. 

Thus, as the. reservoir fills, these .for
mations could absorb tremendous quan
tities of water making it impossible to 
accomplish the storage and regulation of 
water and the production of power con
templated by the project. 

Since these basins are reported to have 
a capacity some 14 times greater than 
the proposed reservoir, would it not ap
pear absolutely essential to determine 
how much of this capacity is empty and 
thus free to drain water from the reser
voir before proceeding with this legisla
tion? 
, <E> The Chinle shale problem must be 
satisfactorily investigated and explained. 

Chinle ··shale is ·a geologic formation 
which, when subjected to water, im
mediately disintegrates into mud. 

Chinle shale is reported to immedi-' 
ately underlie the canyon-forming Win
gate and Navaho sandstones in the pro- · 
posed Glen Canyon Reservoir area, and; 
in areas of exposure' of this shale, pro-. 
vi des the only foundation support for 
those overlying cliff-forming rocks. As 
a result, as the reservoir filled with 
water, the entire overburden mass of 
sandstone could crumple and be precipi
tated into the · reservoir basin with un
told adverse effect on the functioning of 
the reservoir. 

The Chinle shale problem is not a new 
one, and it could easily be further in
vestigated by experts before construc
tion of the· Glen Canyon Reservoir. 
Neglected United States Geological Sur
vey reports show that the Chinle shale 
has a thickness of 800 to 1,000 feet in the 
drainage area of the San Juan River, 
and its thickness in at least some of the 
critical areas of exposure along the 
Colorado River has been reported to ap
pear similar. 

None of these engineering problems 
arising from physical and geological dif -
ficulties in connection with the Glen 
Canyon storage unit are new. Surveys 
of the area, now three decades old, indi
cated that the Glen Canyon site is an 
impressive one but possessed of f orma
tion difficulties needing the most ex
haustive tests. If over $421 million is 
to be spent here, as the Bureau estimates, 
the record on Glen Canyon must be un
assailable. Congress can and should de
mand a thorough evaluation by an inde
pendent board of engineers before au
thorizing this key structure. 

I believe that proponents of the upper 
Colorado River storage project have not 
well proven their case. It may be that 
some individual units may be worth~ 
while and economically and financially 
feasible, but as the project is outlined at 
present, it is a very weak and indefinite 
structure indeed. There are no justi..: 
fiable reasons for rushing through the 
Congress, without adequate opportunity 
for vitally necessary major revisions, a 
project as obviously questionable as the 
upper Colorado River storage project. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, sponsors 
and advocates of · the Colorado River 
storage project have never fully revealed 
the detrimental effects upon the opera
tion of facilities in the lower Colorado 
River Basin of the proposed construc
tion, filling, and operation of large hold
over reservoirs on the main stream and · 
major tributaries above Lee Ferry. Such 
vague generalities as have been stated 
have been based primarily upon consid
eration of the water: supply of the Colo
rado River during, periods such as 1897 
to 1943 or 1914 to 1945 which included 
some early years of high runoff. The 
water supply in the period 1930 to 1954 
was considerably below the averages for 
these earlier periods. It is· not unlikely 
that the pattern and average of the 
water supply during the period of con
struction and filling of the proposed up
per basin holdover reservoirs would be 
similar to the pattern and average of 
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the period 1930 to 1954. Well-estab
lished principles of project planning 
would dictate that such a period of low 
historical flow be considered, as well as 
periods of high flow, in any study of the 
effects of a project on existing facilities. 
The 1930 to 1954 interval provides the 
safest basis' for appraisal of the need 
for and effects of large additional stor
age capacity in the upper basin. 

To demonstrate the effects of the 
operation of proposed upstream storage 
reservoirs in conjunction with the oper
ation of Lake Mead during a period of 
water supply such as 1930 to 1954, a 
group of hypothetical studies was made 
by engineers of the Colorado River 
Board of California. These studies show 
that in such a period the unrestricted 
filling and operation of upper basin 
storage reservoirs, such as at Glen Can
yon, would place lower basin consump
tive use of water in jeopardy and would 
violate existing lower basin power con
tracts. It was shown · that, in order to 
avoid serious detriment to users of water 
and power in the lower basin, some rigid 
limitations must be placed upon the fill
ing and operation of the upper basin 
storage reservoirs. 

The studies covered sufficient variety 
and range to circumscribe probable oper
ating conditions and principles includ
ing assumptions that Glen can'yon res
ervoir would be full or empty at the 
start of the period, and Lake Mead full 
or half full; that the reservoirs would 
be operated primarily to fully meet an
nual consumptive use _ requirements 
downstream, to generate contract ·firm 
power at Hoo_ver, to accumulat.e storage 
at Glen Canyon, or to hold Lake Mead 
above minimum desirable level· and 
various combinations of these different 
assumptions. As bases for comparison · 
studies were made of hypothetical Lak~ 
Mead operations using the 1930 to 1954 
flow data and assuming the reservoir 
full to spillway crest elevation initially 
and also assuming the initial usable con
tent equal to the actual usable content 
in January 1955. 

In all the studies consideration was 
given to the delivery obligation of the 
upper basin under article III (d) of the 
Colorado River Compact. Requirements 
for water from the main stream for con
sumptive uses in the lower basin and for 
delivery to Mexico, plus irrecoverable 
losses from the main stream in the lower 
basin, were estimated at 10,200,000 acre
feet a yea'r on the basis of present uses 
and expected increases as shown in table 
I. The corresponding average annual 
fiow required at Lee Ferry was estimated 
at 9,600,000 acre-feet. Required fiows at 
Lee Ferry to provide contract firm power 
generation at the Hoover plant were cal
culated at 10,140,000 acre-feet a year 
assuming a 500-foot head on the plant 
and at 11,100,000 acre-feet a year assum
ing a 450-foot head, the September 1955 
level. In all the studies the assumption 
was made that beneficial consumptive 
uses of water in the upper basin, esti
mated at present at approximately 2 
million acre-feet a year, would increase 
during the ~5 .:.year f?tudy period. at a 
uniform rate of 80,000 acre-feet a year. 

TABLE !.~Estimate of Ohf!nneZ and reservoir losses and net 'b ((.nejioiaZ consumptive uses 
of main-st:eam water in the lower basin of the_ Colorado R iver and in M ewico in a 
future period of water supply comparable w i th 1930-54 

[Thousands of acre-feet] 

Unrecovered Net channel Evapora- Total main 
stream use 

California Arizona Mexican loss in All- loss below tion losses Nevada and loss in Calendar year net use 1 net use 2 
require- American Ho-over from 6 net use 7 lower basin ment3 Canal to .Dam' reser- and Mexico Drop No. 1 • voirs a (rounded) s 

------
1955_ - ------------ 4, 590 1,060 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 23 9, 400 
1956. - ------------ 4,670 1,090 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 26 9, 500 
1957 - - ------------ 4, 750 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 29 9,600 
1958_ ------------- 4, 820 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 32 9,650 
1959. ------------- 4, 900 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 35 9, 700 
1960_ - ------------ 4, 980 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1,200 38 9, 800 1961_ _______ :_ _____ 5,050 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1,200 41 9, 900 
1962. - ------------ 5, 130 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 44 10, 000 
1963. -------------- 5, 210 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 47 10; 050 
1964_ - ------------ 5,285 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 50 - 10, 100 
1965_ - ------------ 5, 360 1, 100 1, 700 200 600 1, 200 53 10, 200 

1 Projec~d from Colorado River Board monthly water reports with Metropolitan Water District aqueduct at 
full capacity by 1965. ' 

2 Projecte9- from <;Jolorado Riv_er Board water reports, with Gila and Yuma projects fully developed in 1955 and 
Colorado River Indian Reservation at full development in 1957. ! Req_uired delivery under term~ of 1944 Mexican treaty, plus allowance for regulatory losses. -

Derived from U. S. Geological Survey water supply papers. This is the average for calendar years 
1946-52, rounded. 

6 BS:S8d on data in Central Arizona Pro~ect, appendixes to report, 1947, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, and on difier· 
e~ces m fiow betwee? Topock.and Impen~l Dam, taken from U.S. Geological Survey water supply papers. 

From CeD;tral Arizona Proiect, appendixes to report, 1947, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, p. B-77. The 6 dams are 
Hoove~, Davis, Parker , Headgat~ Rock, Imperial, and Laguna. 

7 Estimated from U.S. Geologwal Survey records of diversions from Lake Mead for Nevada 1950-54 
~ Amoill!-ts required at Lee Ferry would be approximately 600,000 acre-feet per year less because of average 

tributary inflow below Lee Ferry. ' 

The following conclusions were drawn 
by the engineers from the operation 
studies, based on the water supply of the 
1930 to 1954 period and upon the premise 
that such a 25-year supply may well be 
representative of that which can be ex
pected during the filling of the proposed 
upper basin reservoirs: 

First. With no accumulation of hold
over storage in the upper basin during 
such a period the water supply would be 
more than adequate to satisfy the lower 
basin main stream consumptive use re
quirements and the Mexican Treaty re
quirements with the regulation provided 
by Lake Mead alone; but the firm power 
commitments at Hoover Dam could only 
be met if Lake Mead were full or nearly 
full .at the start. 

Second. Obviously any accumulation 
of holdover storage in the upper basin 
during such a period would further re
duce the possibility of firm power pro
duction at Hoover Dam: 

Third. Even if Lake Mead were full to 
spillway level at the start, the accumu
lation of storage in upper basin reservoirs 
in excess of about 10 million acre-feet 
during such a period would cause a deficit 
in firm power production at Hoover Dam. 

Fourth. In such a period of runoff Glen 
Canyon Reservoir could not be filled even 
at a uniform rate . to its total capacity 
without causing a damaging curtailment 
of about three-quarters of a million acre-

. feet annually in consumptive uses of 
water by presently existing facilities in 

. the lower basin, in addition to serious 

deficits in Hoover firm power production. 
If Glen Canyon Reservoir were to be 
brought to full capacity in less than 25 
years, curtailment of lower basin uses 
might be nearly a million acre-feet a 
year because of increased evaporation 
loss from Glen. 

-Fifth. If . the Colorado River storage 
project is not to seriously damage the 
lower basin, the increment in holdover 
storage in the upper basin in any calen
dar year must be limited to the amount 
by which the actual flow at Lee Ferry 
would otherwise exceed 12 million acre
f eet if there were no holdover storage 
in the upper basin. · 

Although the studies deal primarily 
with the operation of Glen Canyon Res
ervoir and Lake Mead, the conclusions 
drawn apply with equal or greater force 
to the effect of a group of several large 
holdover reservoir~ as now proposed for 
construction in the upper basin. 

, . THE WATER SUPPLY 

As shown in table II, the estimated 
average annual virgin discharge of Col
o:a~? Rive_r at Lee Ferry, the compact 
dlv1s1on po mt, for the 25-year dry period 
beginning with 1930 is about 13 million 
acre-feet. This is only 85 percent of 
the estimated average of 15,600,000 acre
feet for the 1914 to 1945 period used by 
the Reclamation Bureau as the basis for 
its planning of the Colorado Rfver stor
age project. The following tabulatiOn 
compares the estimated average virgin 
flow at Lee Ferry for the 1930 to 1954 
period with the estimated averages for 
other periods: 

Period 
A veragc vir- Percent of Percent of 
gin .flow at 1930-54 1914--45 
Lee Ferry .average average 

Reference 

~~~~~~~~~~~~-!----~! 

i!M]:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
1~3t40 (driest decade) ___ -----------------

19~ Mriast-year):::::::::::::~::::::::::~: 

Acre-feet 
15, 600. 000 
13, 300, 000 
18, 000,000 
11, 800, 000 
15, 100, 000 
5, 210,000 

117 
100 
135 
89 

114 
39 

1~ ¥agiM~· 83d Cong. 
11.5 H. Doc. 364. 
76 Do. 
97 H. Doc. 364 and table III. 
33 Table III. 

' ' 
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TABLE IL-Water supply at Lees Ferry in the period 1930-54 

[Units Ill thousands of acre-feet] 

Historical Calculated 
flow of Historical historical Estimated Estimated Estimated 

flow of flow of virgin flow at 
Calendar year Colorado Paria River CoIOrado actual virgin flow Lees Ferry River , at Lees River upstream at Lees division at Lees Ferry 1 at Lees depletion a Ferry• point a Ferry 1 Ferry 2 

1930 ________________________ 
12, 390 21 12, 410 1, 820 14, 210 14,230 1931_ _______________________ 6, 218 10 6,230 1, 380 7,600 7, 610 1932 ________________________ 
15, 130 38 15, 170 1, 960 17, 090 17, 130 1933 ________________________ 

9, 733 18 9, 750 1, 610 11,340 11, 360 1934 ________________________ 
3,948 18 3, 970 1,24{) 5, 190 5,210 1935 _______________________ 10, 270 17 10, 290 1,64{) 11,1)10 11, 930 

1936 ________________________ 12,UO 37 12, 150 1,830 13,~40 13, 980 
1937 ________________________ 11, 980 26 12,010 1,84{) 13, 820 13,850 . 1938 ________________________ 15, 640 26 15, 670 2, 110 17,750 17, 780 1939 ___________________ ._ ____ 8,839 33 8,870 1, 690 10, 530 10, 560 1940 ________________________ 7,1>89 28 7, 620 1, 520 9, 110 9, 140 
1941 ________________________ 17,860 32 17, 890 2, 100 19, 960 19, 990 1942 ________________________ 14, 790 15 14, 800 2, 100 16,890 16, 900 1943 ________________________ 

11, 410 22 11, 430 1,840 13, 250 13, 270 1944 ________________________ 13, 020 14 13,030 1, 930 14, 950 14, 960 
1945 __________ ---------- - -- - 11, 770 21 11, 790 1,870 13, 640 13,660 
1946 _____ -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - 8, 751 22 8, 770 1, 680 10, 430 10, 450 
1947 ------- --------------- -- 14,050 22 14, 070 1, 960 16,010 16,030 1948 ________________________ 12,880 16 12, 900 1, 930 14, 810 14, 830 
1949 ____ -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 14, 600 20 14, 620 2,020 16,620 16, 640 
1950 _____ -- - - - - - --- - - -- -- - - - 10, 800 13 10, 810 1,840 12, 640 12, 650 
1951. _____ - - --- -- - - -- - -- - -- - 9, 901 15 9, 920 1,820 11, 720 11, 740 
1952_ ------ ----- - -- - - - - - - -- - 17, 904 17 17, 920 2, 180 20,080 20, 100 
1953 ___________ ------------ - 8, 730 18 8, 750 l, 750 10, 480 10, 500 
1954_ - ----- - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - 6, 162 16 6, 180 1,640 7,800 7,820 

TotaL __ ------------- 286, 475 535 287,020 45, 300 331, 770 332, 320 
Average ___ ---------- 11, 460 21 11,480 1,810 13, 270 13, 290 

1 From U.S. Geological Survey water supply papers and provisional records. 
s Sum of historical flows of Paria and Colorado Rivers at Lees Ferry, rounded off to nearest 10,000 acre-feet. 
a From 1953 Memorandum Supplement to U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Report on Water Supply of the Lower 

Colorado River Basin, November 1952, p. 25. Depletions for 1952, 1953, and 1954 are estimated by assuming same 
transbasln diversions as 1951 and same irrigation depletions as In years of comparable flow, 1941, 1946, and 1940, re
spectively. Water-year depletions are assumed equal to calendar-year depletions. 

•Colorado River above mouth of Paria River, rounded off to nearest 10,000 acre-feet. 
! Includes flow of Paria River. 

The average annual tributary in:fiow 
between Lees Ferry and Hoover Dam f-0r · 
the 1930 to 1954 period was estimated 
at 630,000 acre-feet, comprising 20,000 
acre-feet from Paria River and 610,000 
acre-feet between Lees Ferry-compact 

division point-and Hoover Dam as is 
indicated by table III. On the basis of 
these estimates the average annual vir
gin :fiow into Lake Mead during the pe
riod would have been 13,900,000 acre
feet. 

TA13LE UL-Estimated i~flow to Lake Mead in addition to delivery at Lees Ferry 

[Thoucands of acre-feet] ~ 

r 

Historical Estimated Estimated Historical Historical flow, Little net inflow Estimated Historical inflow to 
Calendar flow, Colo- flow, Colo- Color:ado between tributary flow of Lake Mead rado River rado River River at Grand Can- inti.ow except Virgin .River year at Lees at Grand Grand Falls ~nand Virgin River at Little- in addition 

Ferry Canyon or near oover 2X(5)+(4) field to flow at 
Cameron Dam Lees Ferry 

(1) (2) (3} (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

1930 _________ 12,390 12, 760 180 190 560 210 '770 1931_ ________ 6,220 6,590 200 170 540 110 650 1932 _________ 15, 130 15,820 430 260 950 380 1,330 1933 _________ 9, 730 10,040 160 150 460 120 .580 1934 _________ 3,950 4,190 40 200 440 80 520 1935 _________ 10, 270 10, 620 2.20 130 480 160 640 1936 _________ 12, 110 12, 470 170 190 550 140 690 1937 _________ 11,980 12, 540 340 220 780 230 1,010 1938 _________ 15, 640 15,860 160 60 280 280 560 1939 _________ 8, 840 9,090 80 170 420 150 570 19:10 _________ 7,590 8,040 190 260 710 180 890 1941_ ________ 17, 860 18, 790 590 340 1,270 430 1, 700 1942 _________ 14, 790 14, 920 90 40 170 190 360 1943 _________ 11, 410 11, 620 100 110 320 180 500 1944 _________ 13,020 13, 330 130 180 490 180 670 1945.: ______ : 11, 770 12, 110 160 180 520 180 700 
1946_ -- - - - - - - 8, 750 9, 120 140 230 600 170 770 11)47 _________ 14, 050 14, 350 170 130 430 130 560 1948 _________ 12, 880 13, 010 ·130 0 130 110 240 1949 _________ 14, 600 14, 620 290 10 290 160 450 1950 _________ 10, 800 10, 840 40 0 40 120 160 1951_ ________ 9,900 9,930 60 10 66 110 170 1952 _________ 17, 900 18, 100 350 1 0 350 300 650 1953 _________ 8, 730 8,800 50 20 90 100 190 
1954 __ - - - - - - - 6, 160 6,300 110 30 170 140 310 

TotaL ____ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 11, 100 4, 540 15, 640 
.Average .• _ -------------- ..... ------------ -------------- -------------- _444 -·- 182 626 

WA.TER REQUIREMENTS FROM MAIN STREAM IN 
LOWER. BASIN AND MEXICO 

It was· estimated that annual require
ments for main stream channel and res
ervoir · 10sses, · ~neftcial consumptive 
uses of main stream water in the lower 
basin, and the Mexican TTeaty burden 
will total in tne near future, say 1965, 
about 10,200,000 acre-feet. This esti
mate is shown in table I. Allowance was 
made for estimated evaporation losses 
from all existing lower basin main 
stream reservoirs including Lake Mead. 
The annual quantity of 10,200,000 acre
feet would have to- be supplied by :fiow 
at Lees Ferry-and net in:fiow between 
Lees Ferry-and Hoover Dam. 

CHANNEL LOSSES 

The loss from the channel of the main 
stream below Hoover Dam, exclusive of 
losses from reservoirs, were estimated at 
approximately 600,000 acre-feet a year 
for the 1930-54 period. Figures in table 
IV, showing the computation of the 600,-
000 acre-feet, are mostly for the period 
1930 to 1937 which is considered repre
sentative of a future period comparable 
with 1930 to 1954. 

TABLE IV.-Estimated lower basin channel 
losses main stream, 1930-54 

1. Decrease in flow, Topock to Imperial 
Dam '- ---------- ______________________ _ 

2. Gross diversion, Palo Verde Irrigation 
District 1 ____________ --------- _ ----- ___ _ 

Net, estimated 46 percent of gross.-------
3. Gross diversion, Colorado River Indian 

Reservation t _______ ------- -------------
Net, estimated 67 percent of gross _______ _ 

4. Net loss, Topock to Imperial Dam 

Average 
annual 

acre-feet 

602, 000 

(190, 000) 
87, 000 

(25,000) 
17, 000 

(1-2-3). -------------------------- 498, 000 5. Inflow, Bill Williams River 1_____________ 113, 000 
6. Minor tributaries above Gila River 2_____ 40, 000 

7. Gro~ loss, Topock to Imperial ____ _ 
8. Net loss, Hoover Dam to Topock (esti

mated 40 percent of item 7) 2_ ----------9. Total (4+8) say ___________________ _ 
10. Evaporation, Headgate Rock and Im

perial Dams 2 __ ------------------------
11. Ch&nnel loss replaced by evaporation 

from Havasu and Mohave 2 ___________ _ 

12. Estimated net channel loss, Hoover Dam 
to Imperial (9-10-11) say.--------------

651, 000 

260, 000 
800, 000 

68, 000 

136. 000 

000, coo 

1 U.S. Geological Survey water supply papers. 
2 U. S. Bureau of Reclamation report on Central 

Arizona project. 

In the calculation no allowance was 
made for :fiow from Gila River into the 
main stream. The water supply of the 
Gila Basin is already overdeveloped. It 
was estimated that if a water-supply 
period such as 1930 to 1954 were repeated 
in the future, · the annual :flows of the 
Gila River at the mouth would be negli
gible except in the calendar years cor
responding to 1932, 1937, and 1941. Even 
the flows in these years would be unavail
able practically to help satisfy Colorado 
River requirements, due to the infre
quen:t, :flashy nature of the runoff. 

BENEFICIAL CONSUMPTIVE USES 

In the calendar year 1954, net bene
ficial consumptive uses of mainstream 
Colorado River water in Arizona, Cali
f OJ"nia, and Nevada, according to Colo
rado River board monthly water reports 

1 Negative result assumed as zero. and the United States Bureau of Recla-
Source of data: U.· S. Geodetic Survey wa.ter supply papers and provisional U. S. Geodetic Survey records. ~ mation,' Water Log of the Colorado 
The flows In col. (5) ~re obtained by subtracting th~ values of cols. (~)and (4) from col. (3) .. As suggested on River were .Arizona 961 720• Califor-

p. 281.of the Colorado River. U. S. Bureau of 1lecfamat10n, 1946, col (6) JS ba.sed on the .assumptron that net minor . ' . . ' ' ' 
tributary Inflow between Grand Canyon and Hoover Dam equals that between Lees Ferry and Grand Canyon. n1a, 4,423,095; and Nevada, 19,876 acre-
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feet~ respectively. It ·is shown in table I 
that in the next 10 years these annual 
uses will increase to 1,100,000, 5,362,000, 
and 53,000 acre-feet, respectively. These 
estimates are based upon the assumptions 
that existing mainstream projects in Ari
zona will be fully developed, that the 
aqueduct of the Metropolitan Water Dis
trict of Southern California will be flow
ing at full capacity within the 10 years, 
and that uses in Nevada will increase at 
the same rate they have in recent years. 
WATER REQUIRED FOR FIRM POWER AT HOOVER 

DAM 

For the first calendar year of the 25-
year study period, the contract require
ment for firm Hoover power was taken as 
4,182,000,000 kilowatt-hours, which was 
the 1955 requirem·~nt. The contract 
commitment is 8,760,000 kilowatt-hours 
less in each of the following years, and is 
therefore reduced to 3,972°,000,000 kilo
watt-hours in the last calendar · year of 
the p'eriod; the 25-year average is 4,077,-
000,000 kilowatt-hours. 
· With an effective head of 500 feet and 
an efficiency of 80 percent at the Hoover 
powerplant, the required average annual 
fl.ow through the plant to satisfy firm
power commitments, using 1955 to 1979 
average contract requirements, would be 
9,940,000 acre-feet. With a 500-foot 
head on the plant, the average annual 
evaporation loss from Lake Mead was 
estimated at 810,000 acre-feet. An av-

. erage annual tributary im.1ow of 610,000 
acre-feet between Lees Ferry and Hoover 
Dam, as estimated for 1930 to 1954, would 
compensate for most of this loss, leaving 
a remainder of 200,000 acre-feet per year 
to be made up. Therefore, to meet firm
pqwer ·requirements at a 500-foot head, 
and to keep Lake Mead at that operating 
level, yearly flow at Lee Ferry wculd have 
to be 9,940,000 acre-feet plus 200,000 
acre-feet, or a ·total of 10,140,000 acr_e
feet. 

As of September 1955, the effective 
head on the Hoover plant was only about 
450 feet. With such a low head the 
annual fl.ow through the Hoover turbines 
would have to be 11,300,000 acre-feet to 
meet present firm-power commitments. 
If the present Lake Mead water level 
were maintained throughout the 1955 to 
1979 interval, the required average an
nual discharge from the Hoover power
house to comply with firm-power con
.tracts would be 11,050,000 acre-feet. 
Average annual evaporation loss at that 
level is estimated at 660,000 acre-feet. 
Allowing for the 610,000 acre-feet of esti:. 
mated tributary inflow, the average an
nual fl.ow requirement · at Lees Ferry 
would be 11,100;000 acre-feet. · , 

OPERATION STUDIES 

. Studies were made on an annual basis, 
using 1930-54 watersupply figures; of · 
the operation of Lake Mead alone and of 
the operation of Lalce Mead and Glen 
Canyon together, under various assump
tions and criteria. The results are shown 
in table V. The general conclusions 
reached in the studies are valid regard
.less of the number of mainstream hold
over storage reservoirs that might be 
constructed above Lee Ferry. For the 

studies, the following assumptions were 
made: 

First. In the period of operation, the 
water supply would be the same as in 
the 25-year period January 1, 1930, 
through December 31, 1954. 

Second. Flow into Glen Canyon Reser
voir during the 25-year operation period 
would be equal to the historical calendar
year fl.ow at Lees Ferry, taken from 
United States Geological Survey Water 
Supply Papers, diminished by additional 
upstream depletions which are assumed 
on the basis of Reclamation Bureau esti
mates to increase at the rate of 80,000 
acre-feet per year. 

Third. Inflow to Lake Mead would 
equal the sum of the calculated re.:. 
lease from Glen Canyon Reservoir, the 

. Little Colorado River and the Virgin 
River, plus the estimated net yearly 
minor-tributary inflow between Lees 
Ferry and Hoover Dam. For the study 
of Lake Mead alone the historical fl.ow 
at Lees Ferry, modified by additional up
stream depletions, was used instead of 
the release from Glen Canyon. 

Fourth. Evaporation from Glen Can
yon Reservoir is estimated at an aver
age rate of 4.7 feet per year, deduced 
fron;i United States Bureau .of Recla
mation data in House Document No. 364, 
83d .Congress, 2d session. 

Fifth. Net evaporation from . Lake 
Mead is estimated at an average rate of 7 
feet per year on the basis of United 
States Geological Survey .monthly rec
ords ·and studies by C. L. Patterson, 
August 1950. 

TABLE v.-Results of operation studies for .Glen Canyon Reservoir and Lake Me_ad 

[Volumes in thousands of acre-feet with water supply as in period 1930-54] 

Glen Canyon Hoover 

Study 
Average firm Average sec-No. Init ial Final Initial Final Average Average 

total. total release usable usable usable Average power deficit ondary power 
release (million kilo- (million kilo-storage storage storage storage storage watt-hours) watt-hours) 

------
J_ ____ ______ 

(1) (1) (1) 24, 750 16, 080 23,000 10, 400 0 561 2 ___________ 
0 0 10, 420 12, 760 4,640 7, 400 10, 860 595 0 3 __________ _ 0 6,000 9,950 12, 760 4,640 6, 170 10, 440 870 0 4 _________ __ 0 10, 780 9, 670 24, 750 24, 750 21, 630 9, 350 15 0 5 ___________ 
0 26, 000 8, 900 24, 750 14, 420 19, 480 9, 060 245 0 6 ___________ 
0 6,200 9, 920 12, 760 17, 480 17, 120 9, 550 186 0 7 ___________ 

26, 000 16, 730 10, 120 24, 750 24, 750 24, 750 9, 700 0 340 8 ___________ 0 20, 620 9,030 24, 750 20, 300 21, 230 9,200 334 135 9 ___________ 0 13, 580 9, 510 ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- --------------
1 Glen Canyon Reservoir nonexistent. 

Study No. 1, Lake Mead alone. 
Start: Full to spillway .. 
Priorities: ' First, firm power; second, 

hold Mead full; third, secondary power. 
In the first operation study, Lake Mead 

was assumed to be filled to spillway crest 
elevation at the beginning of the period, 
with usable storage of 24,750,000 acre
feet. Glen Canyon Reservoir was con
sidered nonexistent. Starting with Lake 
Mead full an attempt was made, first, to 
meet firm power requirements at Hoover 
Dam; second, to keep Lake Mead at its 
initial level; and third, to generate sec
ondary power. 

The study indicates that if Lake Mead 
were full at the beginning of a period 
such as 1930-54, it could be operated to 
generate firm power commitments in 
every year, and an average of more than 
500 million kilowatt-hours a year of sec
ondary energy. Average annual release 
of water would be more than enough to 
supply downstream consumptive uses and 
·delivery to Mexico. · However, the stor:. 
age would be drawn down more than 8 
million acre-feet at the end of the period. 

Final usable storage, 16;080,00.0 acre
feet. 

Average usable storage, 23 million acre-
f eet. · · 

Average release, 10,400,000 acre-feet 
per year. 

Average secondary power, 561 million 
kilowatt-hours per year. 

Study No. 2, Mead and Glen Canyon. 
Start: Mead half full; Glen empty. 
Priorities: First, Hoover firm power; 

second, hold level of Lake Mead; third, 
fill Glen. 

--------------

. In the second study it was. assumed 
that the water surface elevation in Lake 
Mead at the beginning of . the 25-year 
period of study would be the same as 
the actual elevation on January 1, .1955, 
or 1,105.5. feet, corresponding to a usable 
storage of 12,760,000 acre-feet. Start
ing with this level in · Lake Mead and · 
with Glen Canyon Reservoir empty, an 
attempt was made, first, to supply firm 
power requirements at Hoover Dam; sec
ond, to hold 12,760,000 acre-feet of usable 
storage in Lake Mead; and third, to fill 
Glen Canyon Reservoir, in that order of 
priority. It was assumed possible to pass 
flows through Glen Canyon Reservoir 
without detention for dead storage. The 
minimum allowable water surface eleva
tion in Lake Mead was taken arbitrarily 
as 1,000.0 feet, corresponding to a usable 
storage of 4,640,000 acre-feet and a 
power head of 350 feet. 

.. Study No .. 2 indicates that with Mead 
only half full at the start, Hoover firm 
.power commitments could not be met 
.and no storage could be accumulated in 
·Glen Canyon Reservoir in the 25-year 
period. No secondary power could be 

~generated at Hoover. However, the 
'Water release· would more than supply 
downstream consumptive uses and 
Mexico. 

This study may be considered equiva
lent for practical purposes to a study 
of Lake Mead alone. Glen Canyon would 
be useless. In fact, Lake Mead usable 
storage would drop dangerously low. 

Final storage, acre-feet: Mead, 4,640,-
000 usable; Glen, none. 
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Average storage, acre-feet: Mead, 7,-
400,000 usable; -Olen, none. 

Average annual release, acre-feet: 
Mead, 10,860,000~ Glen, 10,42-0,000. 

Average annual firm · power deficit, 
Mead, 595 million kilowatt-hours; Glen, 
none. 

Secondary power, Mead, none. 
Study No. 3, Mead and Glen. 
Start: Mead half full; Glen empty. 
Priorities: First, bring Glen to dead-

storage level; second, Hoover firm power; 
third, hold level of Mead; fourth, fill 
Glen. 

In the third study, the assumptions 
and criteria were the same as in study 
No. 2, except that in No. 3 it was assumed 
necessary to maintain storage in Glen 
Canyon Reservoir above a certain mini
mum in order to obtain the required out
:fiow. Accordingly, this reservoir would 
be brought to dead-storage level, corre
sponding to 6 million acre-feet of total 
content, in the first calendar year of the 
period of study. Thereafter, this level 
would be considered the minimum allow
able. 

As would be expected, study No. 3 indi
cates about the same limitations as No. 2, 
but with somewhat -greater deficit in 
Hoover firm power and slightly less aver
age release from Hoover, although still 
more than enough for downstream re
quirements. Again, Glen Canyon would 
be practically useless. 

Final storage, acre-feet: Mead, 4,640,-
000 usable; Glen, 6 million total. 
· Average storage, acre-feet: Mead, 
6,170,000 usable; Glen, none. 
· Average annual release, acre-fe"et, 
Mead, 10,440,000; Glen, 9,950,000. 

Average annual firm power deficit, 
Mead, 870 n.1.illion kilowatts; Glen, none. 

Secondary power, Mead, none. 
Study No. 4, Mead and Glen. 
Start: Mead full to spillway; Glen 

empty. 
Priorities: First, Glen to dead storage 

level; second, Hoover firm power; third, 
hold Mead full; fourth, fill Glen. 

In the fourth study, Lake Mead was 
assumed to be filled to spillway crest, 
elevation 1,205.4, at the beginning, with 
usable storage of 24,750,000 acre-feet. 
Starting with Lake Mead at this level 
and with Glen Canyon Reservoir empty, 
it was attempted, first, to supply firm
power requirements -at Hoover Dam; 
second, to keep Lake Mead filled to the 
spillway lip; and third, to fill Glen Can
yon Reservoir, in that order of priority. 
The minimum allowable water level in 
Lake Mead was considered to be eleva
tion, 1,122, at which the usable storage 
is 14,420,000 acre-feet and the head on 
the powerplant is 472 feet. Glen Can
yon Reservoir contents would be in
creased to dead-storage level in the first 
year but not increased further until a 
surplus was available after complying 
with Hoover firm-power contracts and 
filling Lake Mead to spillway elevation. 

Study No. 4 indicates that if Lake 
Mead were full at the start of a water
supply period such as 1930-54, and 
the proper operating criteria were ob
served, the Hoover firm power and the 
downstream use requirements could be 
substantially met, and Glen Canyon 
might be partly but not completely filled. 

The study indicates that with the as
sumed starting conditions and ope:rating. 
criteria the firm power commitments at 
Hoover could be nearly, but not quite 
met. - A shortage of 375 million kilowatt
hours is indicated in 1 year, averaging 15 
million kilowatt-hours a year for the 
period. It would be possible to keep 
Mead full about half the time, and to end 
with it full. Average annual water re-· 
lease would be about equal to consump
tive requirements and Mexican Treaty 
obligation. 

According to the hypothetical study 
Glen Canyon would begin to accumu
late usable storage in the 13th year, 
would reach a maximum in the 23d year, 
and end the period less than half full. 

Final storage, acre-! eet: Mead, 24,-
750,000 usable; Glen, 10,780,000 total. 

Average storage, acre-feet: Mead, 21,-
630,000 usable; Glen, none. 

Average annual release, acre-feet: 
Mead, 9,350,000 usable; Glen, 9,670,000. 

Average annual firm power deficit: 
Mead, 15 million kilowatt-hours; Gleri, 
none. 

Secondary power Mead, none: 
Comparison of study No. 4 with study 

No. 1 indicates that if Lake Mead started 
the period at spillway level, the detention 
of water in Glen Canyon Reservoir 
would deprive the Hoover plant of an 
annual average of 15 million kilowatt
hours of firm power and 561 million kilo
watt-hours of secondary power. 

Study No. 5, Mead and Glen. 
Start: Mead, full to spillway; Glen, 

empty. 
Priorities: First, fill Glen; second, 

Hoover firm power; third, hold Mead 
full. 

In the fifth study, Lakf Mead was as
sumed filled to spillway crest at the be
ginning of operation, with 24,750,000 
acre-feet of usable storage. Glen Can
yon Reservoir was assumed empty at the 
start. It would be filled to dead storage 
level in the first year, and thereafter 
storage would be increased at a uniform 
rate calculated to arrive at full capacity 
of 26 million acre-! eet at the end of the 
25th year. This study therefore gave 
the highest priorlty to the filling of Glen 
Canyon Reservoir, second preference to 
the firm-power requirements at Hoover 
Dam, and third to filling Lake Mead to 
spillway crest. The minimum allowa
ble usable storage in Lake Mead was as
sumed at 14,420,000 acre-feet as in study 
No. 4. 

Study No. 5 indicates that even with 
Lake Mead full at the start of a water 
supply period like 1930 to 1954, Glen 
Canyon Reservoir could not be filled 
·without damaging curtailment of Hoover 
power production and downstream water 
uses, and substantial drawdown of Lake 
Mead. The study indicates an average 
yearly firm-power .shortage of 245 mil
lion kilowatt-hours at the Hoover plant. 
Lake Mead would be reduced to the mini
mum usable storage of 14,420,000 acre
feet at the end of the 25 years and in 
several other years of the study period. 
Average yearly discharge below Hoover 
Dam would be insufficient for down-

. stream requirements .. 
. Final storage, acre-feet: Mead, 14,-
420,000 usable; Glen, 26 million total. 

Average storage, acre~feet: Mead, 19,-
480,000 usable; Glen, none. 

Average annual .. release, acre-feet: 
Mead, 9,060,000; Glen, .8,900,000. 

Average annual power deficit, Mead, 
245 million kilowatt-hours; Glen, none. 

Secondary power, Mead, none. 
Comparison of study No. 5 with study 

No. 1 indicates that with Lake Mead 
starting full, the filling of Glen Canyon 
Reservoir during a 25-year period of 
water supply such as 1930-54, would re
duce the average annual Hoover power 
production by about 245 million kilo
watt-hours of firm and 561 million kilo
watt-hours of secondary power, in ad
dition to reducing the water supply for 
the lower basin and Mexico about 1,500,-
000 acre-! eet a year. 

Study No. 6, Mead and Glen. 
Start: Mead half full; Glen empty. 
Priorities: First, Mead to 500 feet 

head; second, Hoovei: firm power; third, 
fill Glen. 

In the sixth study Lake Mead's water 
surface elevation at the start of the pe
riod was assumed the same as the actual 
elevation on January 1, 1955, corres
ponding to a usable storage of 12,760,000 
acre-feet. Starting with this level in 
Lake Mead and with Glen Canyon Reser
voir empty, Lake Mead usable storage 
would be increased as soon as possible to 
17,480,000 acre-feet, corresponding to an 
effective head of 500 feet on the Hoover 
plant. The study indicated that this 
head probably could be maintained to 
the end of the period. Hoover firm
power requirements would be given pri
ority over storage in Glen Canyon Res
ervoir. It was assumed possible to pass 
flows through Glen Canyon Reservoir 
without detention for dead storage. 

Study No. 6 indicates that if, starting 
with Lake Mead at its present level, the 
lake were operated to attain as quickly as 
possible a satisfactory power head on 
Hoover plant, to maintain such head and 
meet firm power and downstream water 
requirements, little retention of storage 
could be accomplished in upper basin 
reservoirs during a water supply period 
like 1930 to 1954. The study indicates 
that under the above assumptions and 
criteria firm power production could be 
attained at Hoover in all years after the 
head had been built up to the 500-f cot 
point. Deficits probably would occur 
while that head was being attained. In
.dicated average yearly release from 
Hoover would be enough for downstream 
requirements. Storage in Glen Canyon 
probably could be brought to nearly two
thirds capacity in about the 23d year, ac
cording to the study, but would have to 
be drawn down nearly to dead storage 
level at the end of the period. 

Final storage, acre-feet: Mead, 17,-
480,000 usable; Glen, 6,200,000 total. 

Average storage, acre-feet: Mead, 17,-
120,000 usable; Glen, none. 

Average annual release, acre-feet: 
·Mead, 9,550,000; Glen, 9,920,000. 

Average annual firm power deficit, 
Mead, 186 million kilowatt-hours. 

Secondary power, Mead, none. 
Study No. 7, Mead and Glen. 
Start: Mead full to spillway; Glen full . 
Priorities: First, Hoover firm power; 

.second, hold Mead full; third, hold Glen 
full; fourth, secondary power. 
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· At the beginning of -the seventh oper

ation study; -Glen Canyon Reservoir was · 
assumed at full capacity and·Lake·Mead · 
filled to spillway crest. It was at
tempted -first, to generate contract firm 
power at Hoover Dam; second, to keep 
Lake Mead full to spillway level; third, 
to keep Glen Canyon Reservoir full; · and 
fourth, to generate secondary Hoover 
Power. 

Study No. 7 indicates that if Glen Can
yon Reservoir were full to capacity at 
the start of a water supply period like · 
1"930 to 1954, and Lake Mead were at spill.- . 
way crest, the two could be so operated . 
that Hoover firm power commitments , 
and downstream water requirements · 
could be met, and some secondary power . 
generated, at the cost of some drawdown 
in storage. If Lake Mead were held full . 
to spillway level, as in the study, the 
drawdown at Glen would be about 9 mil
lion acre-feet. 
· Final storage, acre-feet: Mead, 24,-
750,000 usable; Glen, 16,730,000 total. 

Average storage, acre-feet: Mead, 24,-
750,000 usable; Glen, 23,840,000 total. 

Average annual release, acre-feet: 
Mead, 9,700,000; Glen, 10,120,000. · 
· Firm power deficit, Mead none; Glen, 
none. 

Average annual secondary power; 
Mead, 340 million kilowatt-hours; Olen, 
none .. 

Comparison of. this analysis with s.tudy· 
No. ·1 shows that operation of Glen Can- . 
yon Res.ervoir would reduce the average, 
annual ft.ow past Hoover Dam by 700,000 
acre-feet, and diminish Hoover second
ary power genera ti on by an average of 
221,000,000 kilowatt-hours per year. In 
both studies, firm power requirements· 
are met. 

Study No. 8, Mead and Glen. 
Start: Mead full to spillway; Glen 

empty. . 
Priorities: First, Glen release, 7,500,000· 

acre-feet/year; second, fill Glen; third, 
Hoover firm power; fourth, fill Mead; 
fifth, secondary power. 

At the start of the eighth operation 
study, Lake Mead was assumed full ta 
spillway crest elevation and Glen Canyon· 
Reservoir empty. The release from Glen 
Canyon. R.eservoir was never allowed to 
be less than 7,500,000 acre-feet per year~ 
After meeting this requirement, pref er
ence was given to filling Glen Canyon. 
Reservoir and keeping it full. From the 
water available at Lake Mead, priority, 
was given first, to supplying · firm con
tract power; second, to filling Lake 
Mead; and third, . to generating second
ary power. The. study is like. study No: 
5 except for the requirement in No. 8. 
that Glen Canyon release should not be 
less than 7,500,000 acre-feet in any year. 
As would be expected, the results of 
study No. 8 are similar to those of No. 
5, and reaffirm the conclusion that, even 
with Lake Mead full to spillway crest 
at the start of a water supply period 
like 1930-54, Glen Canyon could not be 
filled without curtailment of Hoover 
power production and downstream water 
uses. Average . annual water release 
from Hoover.Dam indicated in Study No. 
8 would be insufficient for downstream 
requirements, and Hoover firm output 
would be less than contract requirements. 

However; some secondary power would was calculated that· the ·average annual · 
be produced , in - the · years when both · modified ·ft.ow at I.res ·Ferry in a period,.. 
reservoirs would be full-Mead at spill- such as-1930 to 1954 would be ·only about · 
way crest-and release of excess waters · 10,400,000 acre-feet. The average an- , 
would be necessary. nual ft.ow required at Lees Ferry to in- · 
- F'inal· storage, acre-feet: M~ad, 20,- sure, with the tributary inflow between 

300,000 usable. ·Glen, ·20;620,000- -total. , Lees -Ferry and Hoover Dam; a supply · 
· Average storage, acre-feet: Mead, 2.1,- sufficient for lower basin consumptive 

230,000 usable. Glen, 19,640,000 total. uses from the main stream and for de-· 
Average annual release, - acre-feet: livery to Mexico is estimated at 9,600,000 

Mead, 9,200,000; Glen, 9,030,000. acre-feet. Average annual flows re-
- Average annual firm power. deficit. quired at Lees. Ferry tg insure, with the 

Mead,. 334 million kilowatt-hours; Glen, tributary inflow .. amounts sufficient for 
none. Hoover firm pcwer production during 
- Average annual secondary power, the period 1955 to i.9,79 range from 10,

Mead, 135 million kilowatt-hours; Glen, 10().,000 acre-feet with- a 500-foot head 
none. on the plant to 11,100,000 acre-feet with 

Comparison of study No. 8 with study a 450-foot head. Obviously if in a period 
No. 1 shows that operation of Glen Can- of water supply like that of 1930 to 1954 
yon Reservoir on this basis would reduce these needs of the lower basin and Mex
the average annual flow past Hoover ·ico were to be satisfied there would be 
Dam by 1,200,000 acre-feet and reduce ·little if any wateL left foL accumulation · 
Hoover firm and secondary power an- - of holdover storage in the upper basin. 
nual averages by 334 million ancl426 mil- The studies I have described indicate 
lion kilowatt-hours, respectively. that in a runoff period such as .193.0. to · 
• Study No. 9, Glen alone. · 1954 the proposed Glen Canyon Reservoir · 

Start: Empty. · could not be filled without reducing the · 
Priorities: First, inflow to Mead, 10,- . average annual Glen Canyon release -be- · 

200,000 acre-feet per year; second, fill · low the· 9,600,000 acre-feet-studies-Nos. " 
Glen. 4 and 9; and that accumulation of stor-

As discussed previously it was esti- - age in Glen Canyon in excess · of about 
mated that within the next 10 years res- _ 10 million acre-feet at the end of the 25-
ervoir and channel losses and net bene- year study period would cause deficien- . 
ficial consumptive uses of main-stream cies in firm pcwer production at Hoover 
water in the lower basin of the Colorado : Dam, even if Lake Mead w:ere f-ull -at the
River plus requirements for delivery to start-study No. · 4. 
Mexico, may tota:l 10,200,000 acre-feet . The studies I have described further · 
per year-see table I. In study No. 9, - show that if the upper basin is to-develop 
an attempt was made to maintain this . adcilitional consumptive uses of water . 
amount as annual inflow to Lake Mead. approximately at the rate estimated -by' 
Second preference was given to filling the Reclamation Bureau, and if at the 
Glen Canyon Reservoir, starting with · same time reasonable assurance ·is to be 
this reservoir emp.ty. given of a main stream supply adequate--

Study No. 9 indicates that if Glen for lower basin requirements and Mexico, 
Canyon was to be so operated as to main- some limitation must be placed upon the 
tain, whenever possible, as annual -inflow retention of water in the proposed upper 
to Lake Mead, including tributary inflow basin holdover reservoirs. One such cri
between Glen Canyon and Hoover Dam, terion would -be to limit the increase in 
at least equal to the 10,200,000 acre-feet- holdover storage in the upper basin in· 
required for lower basin consumptive · any calendar year to the amount by· 
uses and d~livery to Mexicq, the Glen which the actual flow at Lees Ferry would' 
Canyon reservoir could not be filled dur- exceed a specified quantity if there were 
ing a period of water supply like that in no holdover reservoirs upstream; with 
the 25 years 19~0-54. According to the the specified quantity so calculated that· 
study r Gl~n Canyon if it started empty the annual average of the residual flow 
would :Je only about half filled at the end at Lees Ferry, plus tributary inflow, would
of the 'period .. despite the indication that be adequate for lower basin require
-With the 1930-54 sequence of annual meilts and Mexico. 
flows there would be in two of the years Studies were-made which show that in 
deficits in the required inflow to Lake order to minimize damage -to the lower 
Mead amounting to about 7 .5 percent. basin, legislation authorizing construe-
each. Furthermore, with such operation tion and operation of large holdover 
of Glen, the contract firm pcwer require-, storage reservoirs in the upper basin 
ments at Hoover Dam could not be met should include provision that the reduc
unless Lake Mead were at or near spill-· tion in river flow due to ,storage incre~ 
way level at the start of the period. ·If ment and evaporation in any calendar· 
Lake Mead were at the 1955 level at the year be limited to the amount by which 
beginning of suclJ,.. a period, even with the actual fiow at Lees Ferry would ex-
10,200,000 acre-feet of inflow every year ceed 12 million acre-feet if there were no 
there would be a continuous and consid- hold.-over storage in the upper basin. 
erable shortage of firm power at the Informal discussions with my colleagues 
Hoover plant. on the Interior Committee indicated it 

Final storage, acre-feet, Glen, 13,580,- would be fruitless to propose such 
000 total.. amendments . . 

Average storage, acre-feet, Glen, 11,- Table VI shows the possible effects of 
450,00Q. total. such a limitation upon the residual flow· 
- Average annual release, acre-feet. at Lees Ferry and upon the operation of 
Glen, 9,510,00~ total. - · Glen Canyon Reservoir, during a period 

In summary, after allowance for the- like 1930 to 19'54. It indicates that 
assumed rate of-increase of 80,000 acre- under the · limitation the· accumulated 
feet a year in upper basin depletions it storage in Glen Canyon at the end of 
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such. a pel'.iod . would -be only about 12 
million a_cre-:feet,-and. that the resultant 
flow at Lees Ferry would average .about_ 
9,700,000 acre-feet .a year. That A.Verage 
flow would be -sufficient, with tributary 
foflow between Lees Ferry and Hoover 
Dam, to supply lower basin consumptive 

use. requir:ements and the .. Mexican . The procedings whereby the bi.II H. R. 
treaty obligation . . It would. be short of 3383 :was passed were vacated and that-. 
tne flow required for Hoover firm power bill was laid_ on the table. 
production, by about 4 percent if the . 
average head on the Hoover plant were - · 
500 feet and by about 13 percent if the GENERAL .GOVE;:RNMENT MATTERS 
average head were 450 feet. APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 

TABLE VI.~Flow at Lees Ferry if an amount equal to the modified historical flow (neglecting 
· holdover storqge) ~n excess of 12 million acre-feet annually were stored in th~ upper basin 

for holdover purposes 
[Units in thousands of acre-feet] 

Modified Glen Canyon ~E;IBervoir 
historical Resulting .. fiowat 

Lees Ferry Modified flow at Lees 

minus historical Ferry if Cumulative 
Calendar Historical annual flow in excess over excess over 

year flow at increase excess of 12 million 12 million Average Evapora· - Gross 
Lees Ferry of 80,000 12million acre-feet acre-feet 

gross· 
tion at storage 

acre-feet in acre-feet at · is stored storage 4.7 feet at end·Of--

µpper basin Lees Ferry in upper for rear year 

consump· basin 
... ., 

tive use 

1930 .• : ___ :: ___ . - 12, 410 :12, 330 330 
193lc _.; ___ _. ___ 6, 2-30 -· . 6,070 - 0 
1932 .. ~- ------ · 15, 170 14, 930 2, 930 1933 _________ _ 9, 750 9,430 0 
1934. - ------- - 3, 970 3, 570 0 
1935. --------- 10, 290 9,810 0 1936 __________ 12, 150 11, 590 0 
1937 _ - ------- - 12, 010 11, 370 0 
1938 __________ 15, 670 14, 950 2, 950 1939 __________ 8,870 8, 070 0 
1940. - ____ '..; _~ .: - ' 7, 620 6, 740 0 
1941._ " ---- -=~ - 17, 890 · 16, 930 4, 930 
1942. - -------- 14, 800 13, 760 1, 760 
1943 __ : _: : ____ ·11, 430 10,310 0 
1!)44 __ -__ ; __ . .., __ 13,030 11, 830 0 
1945. - · ------- 11, 790 10, 510 0 
1946_ - - ------- 8, 770 7,410 0 
1947 .: _____ ___ 14, 070 12, 630 630 
1948. - ------- - 12, 900 11, 380 0 1949 ___________ 14, 620 13,020 1,020 
1950. - ______ :~ 10, 810 9, 130 .. - . 0 
.l\l.51. ---~----- 9,920 8, l(j() 0 1952 __________ 17, 920 16,080 4,080 
1953_ - -------- 8, 750 6,830 0 
195-L ~ -------- " 6, 180 4,180 0 

TotaL _____ 287;020 261, 020 . 18, 630 
'A ve1'll.ge ____ 11, 480 10, 440 740 

, Studies previously discussed .herein 
and summarized on table V show that 
in order to maintain full production ef 
firm power at Hoover Dam in a -future 
25-year period like 1930-54, little or 
no storage could be accumulated at Glen 
Canyon unless Lake Mead were full to 
spillway level or nearly so at the begin
ning. Witl;l Lake Mead at its present 
level, the only legislative means of pro
viding reasonable assurance of meeting 
·firm power commitments at Hoover 
would. be a proJ::i-ibition .of-any accumu
lation of holdover storage in the upper
basin in such a period, or at least until 
Lake Mead could be filled to spillway 
I.eve!. 

REFERENCES 

First. Uniteq ~tates Geological Survey 
Water Supply Papers and provisional· 
records were· used to obtain historical 
flows. 

Second. House Document No. 364, 83d 
Congress,. 2d session, "Colorado River 
Storage Project," was used for basic data 
on-Glen. Canyon Dam and Reservoir. 
- Thfrd. For Lake Mead data, use was 
made of Revised Tables, Lake Mead Sur
face Area and Usable Capacity, Based on 
Survey of March 1948 to March 1949, 
prepared by Geological Survey, October 
1949. 

Fourth . . Central Arizona project, ap
pendixes to report, 1947, United States 
Bureau of ~clamation, was referred to 
in estimating channel and reservoir 
losses. 

12, 000 330 160 10 . 320 
6, 070 ' 330 310 .. 20 · 300 

12,000 3, 260 1, 720 80 3, 150 
9,430 3, 260 3,080 130 3,020 
3,570 3,260 2, 960 130 2,890 
9, 810 3,260 2,830 120 2, 770 

11, 590 3,260 2, 710 120 2,650 
11,-370 3, 260 2, 600 110 2, 540 
12, 000 6, 210 3, 940 160 5, 330 
8,070 6, 210 5, 230 200 5, 130 
6, 740 6, 210 5, 030 200 . 4, 930 

12,000 11, 140 7, 260 270 9, 590 
12, 000 12, 900 10, 300 350 - 11, 000 
10, 310 12, 900 10, 820 370 10, 630 
11, 830 12, 900 10, 450 360 . 10, 270 
10, 510 12, 900 10, 100 350 9, 920 

7, 410 12, 900 9, 750 340 9,580 
12,- 000 13, 530 9, 720 340 9,870 
11, 380 13, 530 9, 700 330 9,540 
12, 000 14, 550 9,880 340 10, ~20 
9, 130 14, 550 10, 050 340 9,880 
8, 160 14, 550 9, 710 . 340 9,540 

12, 000 18, 630 11,390 380 13, 240 
6,' 830- 18, 630 13,020 430 12, 810 
4, 180 18, 630 12,600 420 12,390 

242, 390 ------------ - ----------- 6,240 ------------9, 700 ------------ ------------ - 250 
--- ~--------

. Fifth. United States Bureau of Recla~ 
mation 1953 memorandum ,.supplement 
to Report on Water·supply of the Lower 
Colorado· River Basin, dated November 
i952, was source of and basis of est(. 
mates for upper basin depletions. 

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE 
PROJECT 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to· take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill s : 500, strike out 
all after the enacting clause, and substi
tute the language of the bill just passed: 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
~ornia? · · 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill. 

. Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendmen~. 

·· · The Clerk read a:s follows : 
Amendment offered by Mr. ENGLE: Strike 

out all after the enacting clause of the bilf 
S. 500 and insert in lieu thereof the provi
sions of the bill H. R. _3383, _as passed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
· The bill was ordered to be read a third 

time, was read the · third time, and 
passed.· 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. ANDREWS . . 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. 9536) making appropri
ations for the Executive omce of the 
President -and sundry general Govern- · 
ment agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1957, and for other purposes; 
and pending that motion, I ask unani
mous consent that general debate on 
the bill be limited to one-half hour, one
half ·the time to be controlled by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FEN
TON] and one-half by me. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to -the request -of the gentle
man from Alabama? 
. There was no objection. 

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. 9536, with Mr. 
PRICE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill . 
By unanimous -- consent, · the first 

- reading of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, - I 

yield myself 14 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, this is an appropria

tion bill containing appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1957 for 14 Government 
agencies. . The total amount appropri
ated in this bill is $14,849,275. 

This bill contains an appropriation 
for the salary of the President· of the' 
United States which is, by law, fixed at 
$150,000; for expenses necessary for the· 
White House omce, the amount of 
$1,875,000; for expe·nses necessary to pr.o
vide staff · assistance for the President 
in connection with special projects the 
amount of $1,500,000. 
· This fund is used by the President for 

staff assistance on special problems 
which arise from time to time but cannot · 
be considered the responsibility of an 
existing agency. Examples · of the type 
of staff assistance provided during the 
current year are projects on disarma~ 
ment, coordination of public works plan
ning, and the coordination of foreign 
economic policy. 

For the care, maintenance, repair and 
alteration, refurnishing, improvement, 
heating and lighting, inclu'ding electric·· 
power and- fixtures, of the Executive 
Mansion· and the Executive Mansion 
grounds; the subcommittee has allowed 
$383,775. These -funds provide for the 
<;are, maintenance, and operation of the. 
Executive Mansion and the surrounding·. 
grounds. 

It might be of interest to the commtt
tee to know that the electric bill for 
power used in the White House is 
$30,890 per year; that there are 72 per- · 
manent employees at the White House; 
that last year there were · over· 600,000 
visitors in the .White House, . and during 
last year the White House was closed 
for a period of · 6 weeks; that in 1954-
there were 826,843 visitors and that the 

•. \ 
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White House. is · now· open to· visitors 5 
days a week from 10 a~ m., to 12 noon. 
Tuesdays through Saturdays, and that 
approximately 8,000 vi:;;itors per day pass 
through the White House. 

we have appropriations in thi.S bili oi 
$3,550,000 for the Bureau of the Budget, 
which is a slight decrease· of $9,000 from 
the budget request. The Bureau assists 
the President in the discharge of his 
budgetary, management, and other ex
ecutive responsibilities. The appropri
ation requested for 1957, together with 
estimated reimbursements, will support 
a total of 419 positions. This is 4 less 
than the number estimated for 1956, 16 
less than for 1955. We were told during 
the current fiscar year. the Bureau has 
continued to carry a heavy workload, 
which . if:l not expected to grow lighter 
in the coming fiscal year. 

For the Council of Economic Advisers 
the committee has allowed $350,000, 
which is $15,700 less than the budget 
request. The Council of Economic Ad
visers analyzes the national economy 
and its various segments; advises the 
President on economic developments; . 
recommends policies for economic 
growth and stability; appraises economic: 
programs and policies of the Federal 
Government; and assists in preparation 
of the annual economic report of the 
President to Congress. 

In the opinion of this committee the 
National Security Council is one of the 
most important agencies of the Govern
ment. The- Council advises the Presi
dent with respect to the integration of 
domestic, .foreign, and military policies 
relating to the national. security. The 
Central Intelligence Agency is unde:r: the 
direction of the Council The Council 
includes the President, tlte Vice Fresi-. 
dent, the Secretary of State, the Sec ... 
retary of Defense, and . the Director 
of the Office . of Defense .Mobiiization~ 
Other high officials . attend meetings or 
participate in Council actions as direc,ted 
by the President. 
· The . Council staff performs analysis, 
review functions for the Council and 
otherwise assists the Council in bringing
about policy .coordination. For this 
agency this committee has appropriated 
the fUll budget request of $248,000, which 
is $8,000 above the amount appropriated 
for 195G. 

Appropriations fo:r the Office . of De ... 
fense Mobil-ization are ,included in this 
bill. The Office of Defense Mobilization 
directs and plans the nonmilitary mo
bilization effort and coord~nates all mo
bilization activities of the executive 
branch of the Government. These ac
tivities include production, manpower, 
stabilization, transportation, telecommu ... 
nications, and the stockpiling of strn
tegic materials. It was comforting to 
the members of our . subcommittee to 
learn that our stockpile program is in 
excellent condition from an overall 
standpoint, and that only a few items 
remain on the critical .list. For this 
agency the committee has appropriated 
$2,200,000, which is $25,000 more than 
the 1956 appropriation but $83,000 less 
than the budget request. 
· For fhe President's Advisory Commit
tee on Government Organization, the 
committee has allowed the sum ·of $57,-

500, which is $2,500 less than the 1956 Armed ·Forces in World War ll. Con
appropriations and $2,500 less than the struction covers . the development of 15 
budget request· for 1957, The President's locations in foreign countries and in
Advisory Committee on Government Or- eludes permanent headstones, erection 
ganization advises the President and the of a memorial structure at each location, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget and other features such as landscaping, 
in the identification of major organiza- roads and paths, drainage, water supply, 
tional and management problems and caretakers' houses, and yisitors' and 
the development of proposed corrective utility buildings required for operating 
actions by means of reorganization plans purposes. In 1957 . construction · of a 
for submission to Congress, Executive memorial in the national cemetery in 
orders, and other administrative actions. Hawaii, and memorials on the east and 

For the Emergency Fund for the Pres- west coast of the United States will be 
ident, we have provided $1 million, which initiated. 
is the amount that was appropriated for . Again, let me say in my opinion the 
this fund in i'956. These funds are to American Battle Monuments Commis--
enable the President to provide for sion, under the able leadership of Gen
emergencies affecting the national inter- eral North, has done an outstanding job. 
est, security, or defense. As of February It was my pleasure to visit many of the 
15, 1956, when the Director of th~ Bu- cemeteries in Europe last August and 
reau of the Budget appeared before our September, and the beauty of these cem
committee to justify this request, no eteries is indescribable. The relatives of 
part of the fund appropriated for 1956 · those who lie buried in our cemeteries 
had been expended by the President. overseas can rest assured that no expense 

For expenses necessary to assist the has been spared in making these ceme
President in-improving the management teries as attractive as possible. 
of executive agencies and in obtaining For the Foreign Claims Settlement 
greater economy and _efficiency through_ Commission the committee has allowed 
the establishment of more efficient busi- $695,000, which is a reduction of $11,::-. 
ness methods in Government operations, 905 from the 1956 bill and $5,000 less 
the committee has allowed $350,000, than the budget request. The Foreign 
which is a reduction of $50,000 below the Claims Settlement Commission is re
budget request. These funds enable the sponsible for the settlement of claims 
President to have studies conducted of authorized by the War Claims Act of 1943 
the organization and operations of the and such other . foreign claims as , as-. 
executive branch and to develop and in... signed. With the practical conclusion of 
stall improvements therein_ · settlement of World War II claims_;_the 
. The committee allowed the;full budget statutory deadline 1s .August 31, 1956.
request of $2,140,000 for -the American the greater portion of administrative ex..;· 
Battle .Monuments Commission. One penses must be met by appropriation; 
million one hundred [orty thousand dol~ since the programs remaining do not 
lars _of ·this two million one hundred provide for the financing. of administra- · . 
forty thousand dollars is for salartes tive expense from assets. The -Chair
and e~penses and the other $1 million is man of the Commission indicated thaw 
for construction of memorials and ceme- barring the passage of legislation . au
teries. It was the · unanimous opinion of thorizing additional . claims programs, 
the subcommitte that · this Commissiol} the work of the Commission should be 
has done an outstandi:ag job-. -U:ader the completed-by September 30, 1959. . . 
able leadership of Brig. Gen. Thomas For the Subversive Activities Control 
North, who has served as Secretary to the Board the Committee has allowed 
Am:ericari Battle Monuments Commis"." $350,000, which is $51,400 more than the 
sion, the construction program is near- . appropriation for this .agency during 
ing completion at about 2 or .3 million 1956. The volume of' the workldad o:ll 
dollars less than the cost originally esti- this Board is.. dependent upon the num..; 
mated. General North has .done a fine ber of petitions filed by the Attorney 
job. In my opinion he is one of our fin.. General's office with the Board. Upon 
~st public .servants, and .I certainly hope petitions being filed, the Board holds for
he remains with the Commission .until mal- hearings and determines · whether~ 
the job .has been completed. · First . organizations are Communist
- 'rhe Commiss!on is responsible for the action organizations, Communist-front 
maintenance and operation of all perma... organizations, or Communist-infiltrated 
nent United States military cemeteries organizations; second, individuals are 
and memorials located in foreign coun- officers or· members · of a Communist
' tries. These inclµde 8 World War I action organization or officers of a Com
cemeteries, a memorial chapel in each munist-front organization and required 
cemetery, 11 World War I memorials to register as such; third, the registra
outside the cemeteries, 14 World War II tion of particular Communist-action or
cemeteries, and the United States Na- ganizations or Communist-front organi
tional Cemetery, Mexico City, Mexico. zations or of particular individuals 
The higher estimate in 1957 for mainte- should be canceled; and fourth, a par
nance and operation reflects increasing ticular organization has ceased to be a 
requirements due to completion of vari- Communist-ihfiltrated organization. In 
ous features of t_he construction program each case the - Board issues a report 
in World War II cemeteries and require- setting-forth its ruling and findings as to 
ments for major repairs to be under:: the facts, and issues an appropriate 
taken in the World War· I cemeteries. order. The appeal by the Communist 

The estimate covers the ·eighth year's Party of the. United States, from the 
program ·requirements for construction Board's order that the party register as 
of .United States military cemeteries in a' Communist-action organization is be
foreign countries and ,memorials to com- fore the Supreme Court. Two Commu
memorate the services of the American nist-front cases are before the United 
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states Court· of Appeals. It -is expected · Mr. ANDREWS. That is known as million of' such assets has been deposited 
that hearings in about 10 front · and in- his emergency fund. in the War Claims fund to date. ' 
filtrated cases will- be completed by the Mr. GARY. If the gentleman will On the completion of this program it 
end of fiscal year 1956, and ah additional yield, I thought that the gentleman from is estimated that there will remain in the· 
12 or more will be completed by the end Alabama had misunderstood· the ques- War Claims fund $15 million or more. 
of fiscal year 1957. Since the committee tion. The gentleman asked about dis- oFFicE oF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 
hearings of the previous year, ·the rate aster relief. This is for national de- The Office of Defense Mobilization 
of referral cases has increased, and it is f ense emergencies There is another under the directorship of Dr. Arthur S. 
apparent that the present smau · staff fund covering disaster relief. Flemming, is to my mind doing a splen-
cannot maintain a desirable rate of prog- Mr: ANDREWS. That is right. tj.id job. This office was created June 12, 
ress. The amount provided will allow for Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman,. will 1953, by Reorganization Plan No. 3 which 
a modest number of additional personnel the gentleman yield? put in 1 central agency what had previ-
and will thus enable the Board to pro- Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gentle- ously been 3 separate agencies and parts 
ceed more effectively. man from California. of 2 others. Thus was created for the 

In ·conClusion, the total amount car- Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise first time in our history a single Presi-
ried in this bill for the 14 agencies of only to congratulate the gentleman from dential Staff Agency responsible for as-
6-overnment is $14,849,275, which is Alabama and the ranking minority mem- · sisting the President in carrying out cen
$13,067,025 less · than the amount car- ber of the subcommittee the gentleman tral leadership, direction, and coordina
ried in the 1956 appropriation bill for from Pennsylvania [Mr. FENTON] and the · tion of the Nation's current defense mo-· 
these same agencies, or an appropriation other members of the committee for bilization program, defense readiness 
decrease of nearly 50 percent. The what I consider to be an excellent job measures such as stockpiling of strategic 
amount included in this l;>ill is $165,200 and to tell the gentleman from Alabama and critical materials and development 
less than the amount . recommended by that we miss him on the independent of- · of those programs and actions that would. 
the Bureau of .the Budget for · these . fices subcommittee. be needed in event of full mobilization 
agencies. Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the gentle- such as distribution controls for critical 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the man. materials and stabilization measures. 
gentleman · yield? - Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield · In addition to being the Director of· 

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gentle- myself , such time as I may require. Defense Mobilization, the Director [Dr. 
man from Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the General Govern- Flemming], is by law a member of the 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman may ment Matters Appropriations Subcom- National Security Council and partici
have answered this question. I should mittee, as you know, considers requests pates in cabinet meetings on invit~tion 
like to ask the question, however, and 1 for appropriations for the Executive Of- of the President. 
propose to ask the chairman of every ftce of the President and other agencies · As Chairman of the Defense Mobiliza
appropriation committee that comes in or commissions having direct bearing on tion Board which consists of the Secre
here from now on the same question. the Office of the President. taries of state, Treasury, Defense; Inte-
Under the terms of this bill has employ- In addition, it also considers the re- rior, Agriculture, Commerce, Labor; 
ment increased? quests of the American Battle Monu- Chairman of the Board of Governors 

Mr. ANDREWS. No. The increases ments Commission, the Foreign Claims of the Federal Reserve System and Ad
under this bill where there are increases Commission, and the Subversive Activi- ministrator of the Federal Civil Defense 
are due to the salary increase bill that ties Control Board. Administration. This Board provides 
the Congress passed last year. · the means for coordinating the policies 

M. r. GROSS. ·Ar'e' there· an.Y s· uper The total amount sanctioned by the 
and activities of the principal depart-grade positions made available under Bureau of the Budget for all the agen- . . th 

this bill? · · · . cies for fiscal 1957 was $15,014,475. ments and agencies participating m e 
'tt 1 defense program. Mr. ANDREWS. ~ Not under this bill. The Appropriations Commi ee a - The Office of Defense Mobilization also 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, will the ~owed $14,849,275, a reduction of $165,- requires the knowledge, cooperation, 
gentleman yield? ' 200. . and active participation of all elements 

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gen- ' ~ This reduction of $165,200 is· a modest of our national life-industry, business, 
tleman from Virginia. decrease and will in no way affect the labor, agriculture, State and local gov-

Mr. GARY. In discussing the Ameri- functioning of the agencies involved, in ernments and the professions for effec-
can Battle Monuments Commission, this the opinion of the committee. tive mobilization readiness. 
bill provides for that commission $2,140,- As a matter of fact, $133,000 of the The importance of this agency be-
000. Is it not true that a large part of $165,200 was taken from 2 of the agen- comes very apparent to those of us who 
that amount will be counterpart funds? cies: $83,000 from. the Office of Defense are privileged to hear off-the-record 

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes. Mobilization and $50,000 from the item discussions by various members of our 
Mr. GARY. · Under our present ar- "Expenses of Management Improve- State and Defense Departments. 

rangement, a year or two ago the Con- ment" in funds appropriated to the Pres- There is no way of estimating all of 
gress directed that those funds should ident. the fine work done by this agency. 
go through the Treasury so that th.ey FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT Mr. Chairman, the many functions of 
could be properly accounted for. We With the conclusion of settlement of the Director of Mobilization necessarily 
now appropriate the dollars for the World War II claims-the deadline is call for sufficient funds for the office 
counterpart funds and those funds are August 31, 1956-the greater portion of to be effective. We trust that the $2,
purchased from the Treasury; therefore administrative expenses must be met by 200,000 allotted in this appropriation for 
a part of these expenditures will tie. paid appropriation: since the programs re~ · fiscal 1957 will suffice. 
with counterpart .funds which have beeri maining do not provide for the financing Mi~. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, we 

, purchased from the United States Treas- · of administrative expenses · from assets. have rio further requests for time. 
ury with the dollars we have provided 'To· wind up the work of this Commis- The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
here? - sion-barring any further legislation for tbe ,bill for amendment. . ' 

Mr. ANDREWS. The ·gentleman is additional claims· programs-the Chair- Mr'. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
correct.. . · · . . . man of the Commission estimates 'it will unanimous consent that the bill be con-

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will take 3 more years-about Septemb~r 30, sidered as read. 
the gentleman yield? - 1959. · The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

Mr.: ANDREWS. I yield to the gentle- ··Approximately $156 million in German to the request of the gentleman from 
man from Massachusetts. ~ · · and Japanese World War II assets was Alabama? 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Did I understand used in administering and paying World There was no objection. 
the gentleman to say·that there is a mil- War II claims authorized under the War Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
lion dollars appropriated for disaster re- Claims· Ac't of 1948__..:Public Law 744, 83d move that the Committee do .not rise 
lief in the President's budget and that Congress, authorized compensation of and repor:t the bill back to the House 
nothing has been spent? And there is additional World War II claims which with the recommendation that ~e bill 
an appropriation of a miilion dollars· are· also being paid out of'these German do pass. 
there ·this year? and Japanese assets. A total of $225 The motion was agreed to. 
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. Accordingly the . Committee rose; and 

the · Speaker . pro tempore <Mr. · Mc':" 
CORMACK) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. PRIGE, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, · reported tha~ th.at Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R. 9536) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office of the President and 
sundry general Government agencies for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and 
for other purposes, had directed him· to 
report the bill back to the House with 
the recommendation that the bill ·do 
pass. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the bill to final 
passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The · SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on tlie engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. . 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. · 

GENERAL LEAVE TO .EXTEND 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed. . _ 

The SPEAKER pi::o tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. ARENDS: Mr. Speaker, l ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

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

There was no objection." 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I do this 

for the purpose of asking the acting ma
jority leader if he will please inform us 
of the program for tomorrow, Friday._ 

Mr. ALBERT . . Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman for calling 
this matter to our attention. On tomor
row, we have three matters before the 
House, to be considered in the following 
order. 

House Resolution 356, Government 
Operations Committee-operating fund~. 

H. R. 9428, Armed Forces, Army-Navy, 
Public Health Services, medical o:tficers, 
procurement. 

H. R. 9429, Armed Forces, ·medical care 
for dependents. · · 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker,· I thank 
the gentleman very much. 

.THE LATE HONORABLE JOHN 
JENNINGS, JR. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman froni T·en~ 
nessee? · ' 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, ·it is with . public- schools and American Temper,.. 
a spirit of deep sadness and humility ance University, Harriman, Tenn. He 
that I rise today to pay homage to a was graduated from the.U. S. Grant Uni· 
great American statesman who preceded versity, Harriman, Tenn., in 1906, stud
me here for 11 years. ied law, and was admitted to the bar ot 

He was Congressman John Jennings, Tennessee in 1903. He began his prac
Jr., who passed away Monday, February tice of law in Jellico, Campbell County, 
27, at 8:10 p. m. at the Baptist Hospital, Tenn. . 
Knoxville, Tenn. Congressman Jennings was a distin-

Many of you here served with him in guished lawyer, public .· servant and. 
the House of Representatives and you statesman . . 
knew, loved, and respected him. On this occasion I should like to ex-

You remember him for his great cru- tend my genuine sympathy to his de
sade for the Republican Party, for his voted wife and daughters, other mem
outstanding work on the Judiciary Com- bers of his family, and to his thousands 
mittee, and for his unusual ability as an of friends, in their bereavement. 
orator and for his love of telling enter- Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
taining stories. from Massachusetts [Mr. McCORMACK]. 

The "judge" as he is referred to by Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
the majority of the citizens of the Sec- am very sorry to learn of the death of 
ond Congressional District of Tennessee, John Jenn'ings. During his period of 
was, indeed, a colorful figure. He was service he and I developed a . very close 
forceful in his support of an issue or of feeling of friendship, a friendship that 
a candidate in an election ~nd he was I .valued very much. 
just as vigorous in his opposition. · John Jennings was one of the hardest-:-

! know whereof I speak. working Members of the House, sincere 
I fitted into both categories. in his devotion to his people, a man with 
Judge Jennings and I, on occasions in a great love for our Government and 

Tennessee politics, supported each other its ideals and what it stands for. Dur
for public offices and then we were op- ing his lifetime he made marked con
ponents in a Republican primary elec- tributions toward the progress · of 
ti on. I always respected him for his America. 
strong a:nd zealous fight f?r the princi- I shall miss him very much . . He pos
ples .which he f~lt were right. . I . shall sessed one of the most dynamic, attrac
contmue to admire and.respect his mem- tive personalities of any person I have 
ory. He was a man with an abundance ever met, a personality which impressed 
of ener~y and who woul~ not let up. itself upon everyone who contacted him 

.The Judge and I ag.am. beca:n;ie good or knew him. I join my friends ftom 
friends, and .to ·show his disposit10n and Tennessee in expressing my deep sym
rare express10n, ~ quote to ~ou from a pathy to Mrs. Jennings and her loved 
recent note I received from him: 
· ,Thanks for all you've done ~nd for your 
good telegram t>f the 13th; You had your 
fences pig-tight, mule-high, and bull-strong. 

Those ·words a re symbolic of John 
Jennings' exuberant mariner and of say
ing what he had to say. · · 

Last summer, he .sent to my wife .and 
me a bushel of the finest tomatoes I had 
ever seen which he raised . on his farm. 

Deriving the title of "judge" from his 
office as chancellor of the second chan
cery division of Tennessee, Judge Jen
nings began his public career in Jellico, 
Campbell County, Tenn., in 1903. His 
first office was superintendent of the 
county schools there. He was Campbell 
County attorney from 1911 to 1918 and 
he was a delegate to 3 Republican na
. tional conventions---1912, 1936, and 1944. 
He was special assistant to the attorney 
general of the United States in 1918-19, 
and he made his first race for-Congress 
'in 1922 against the late. t?elQveq J. WiU 
Ta:Ylor. Cong:i;essman Taylpr won th~ 
Republican .nomination and Judge Jen
nings resigned as chancellor and moved 
to Knoxville to practice law with the l~te 
T. Asbury Wright. The' law firm was 
eminently successful. For many years, 
Judge Jennings had been the senior 
member of the law firm, Jennings, O'Neil 
and Jarvis. Congressman Taylor died 
November 14, 1939. Judge.Jen:nings was 
chosen the Republican nominee and was 
elected to serve out the unexpired term 
of the 76th. Congress, and was reelected. 
to the 77th and to the 4 succeeding Con.;. 
gresses arid.served until January 3, 1951. 

Born in · Jacksboro, Campbell · County, 
Tenn· .• on June 6, 1880, .he attended th~ 

ones. 
Mr. BAKER. I thank the. gentleman. 

' Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. CooPERL 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker~ it was 
with very deep regret and profound sor
row that I heard of the death of my warm 
friend and former distinguished col
league from Tennessee, John Jennings. · 
It was my privilege to serve with him 
throughout his period of serv.ice here 
and to admire and respect him and cher
ish a warm friendship with him. He 
was a man of outstanding ability, a man 
of the very highest character and dem
onstrated devotion to public service. I 
am sure he will be greatly missed by his 
great host of friends. I join my col
leagues in conveying my deepest sym
pathy to the members of his bereaved 
family. . 

Mr.- BAKER. I thank the gentleman. 
. Mr. Spe~ker, I yield to the gentleman 
fro~. Iliinoi~ [¥r. ARENDS]. . · . " 

,Mr .. ARE~ps. Mr. SP,~aker, I, . too, 
was very saddened the other day on 
reading in the press of the death of our 
former colleag·ue, John Jennings. I 
served with John Jennings the many 
years he was in Congress. He was a 
very outstanding and able representative 
of the people of Tenne,ssee. 

John Jennings was an individual you 
could not help but like. He was gen
uine, he was real; I particularly liked 
the many times on social occasions when 
we could sit down with him and he would 
relate as only he could in his own fash
ion the many incide_nts of interest that 
took place during his life. I rec~ll the 
many firie sfories, which were ·actually 
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true stories, that depleted the ·character 
of this man and .the kind of life he had 
led up to the time he came to Congress. 

He was outstanding in many respects. 
His was a life of value and service to 
his community and Nation. Along with 
his many other . friends .still remaining 
in the Congress, I express my deep sym
pathy to those loved ones who remain. 

Mr.· BAKER . . I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from Tennessee [Mr. REECE]. 
Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak

er, in all my experience here I do not 
think I have seen a Member of Congress 
who was admired and respected more 
greatly than John Jennings! Jr. John 
Jennings came from an old pioneer fam
ily of cast Tennessee. His sisters and 
his brothers have attained positions ~f 
high respectability in Tennessee. His 
brother has rendered eminent service in 
the· Department of the Interior. 

John Jennings started his career early. 
His rise was steady and rapid. He had a 
great capacity for love-no one enjoyed 
and loved people more than John Jen
nings. He derived a great deal of satis
faction out of his associations with peo
ple. I think aside from his .achieve
ments and his contributions to good 
government, which he made during . his 
.Public life and while he was a.. Member 
of the Congress, the high satisfaction 
he got was out of his association with 
friends and fellow Members here on the 
floor. He had the qualities of heart 
and mind that appealed to the confidence 
of people. He ·was, I think, universally 
loved and certainly as universally re
spected as any man who has served in 
public life from Tennessee during my ex
·perience. The position which he 
achieved .and the fine qualities of heart 
and mind which he exhibited will long 
stand as a monument. to all who knew 
him. My deepest sympathy goes out to 
the members of his family arid those who 
were dear to him back home in his 
State of Tennessee. We are fortunate, 
Mr. Speaker, that John Jennings lived 
a full life and made such fine contribu
tions to good government and to society. 
The world is a.. better place because John 
'Jennings passed this way. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
'FRAZIER] . . . 
· Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. Speaker, it was 
"my privilege many years ago to know 
Judge Jennings before I came to .the 
House. He was recognized as one of our 
great lawyers in Tennessee. Afte~ com
ing to the House, I served with him as a 
member of the Committee on the Judi
ciary and no member of that great com
mittee ever had greater respect from 
other members than did Judge Jennings. 
During his service here in the House, he 
made many, many friends on both sides 
of the aisle. Although, as has been 
stated, he was a stanch Republican, 
·yet he could always see the point of view 
of Members who sat on the other side 
of the aisle. I wish to join with my col
leagues in paying tribute to . our former 
~olleague, and to express to the members 
of his family my deep sympathy for the 
great loss they have sustained. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
·the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
.SADLAK]. 

Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Speaker, I was 
very sorcy to hear of the death of Judge 
Jennings. rrecall when he served. here 
in the House with us; able, astute, a fine 
lawyer. I recall mor.e vividlY,- his sharp 
humor and, specifically, I am mindful of 
the occasion that must be recorded in 
the RECORD, when Judge Jennings asked 
to strike out the necessary number of 
words which automatically gave him 5 
minutes on an amendment then under 
<liscussion. The judge was endeavoring 
to put forth, as he could in his very 
able and rapid manner, all of the sound 
arguments and reasons why that partic
ular amendment should be adopted. But 
when a Member asked him to yield, he 
said without hesitation, "I am sorry I 
can{iot yield now since I am like a mum
my, pressed for time." John Jennings 
-continued his argument amid laughter 
and applause when the House caught on 
to his reply which impressed me fur
ther with this fine Tennessee gentleman. 
Others will remember this and other 
incidents that exemplified the ready wit, 
the great humor and human under.; 
'Standing and vast experience which he 
brought to his colleagues here in the 
House of Representatives. At times the 
debate becomes very serious and very 
·heated, yet there is always one, like 
Judge Jennings, who could by his gentle 
humor, restored the necessary coolness 
so necessary .to the proper deliberations 
of this body. Mr. Speaker, I join with 
my colleagues and espe_cially our col
leagues from the State of Tennessee in 
extending condolences to the family of 
Judge Jennings. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

.that all Members may extend their re·
marks at this point in the RECORD on the 
life, character, and public service of our 
departed colleague. 

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

There was no o·bjection. 

MISSISSIPPI INTERPOSES 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute, to re
.vise and extend my remarks, and to in
clude a resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, on yesterday, by a vote of 136 
to none in the House and 49 to none in 
the Senate, the Legislature of the State 
'Of Mississippi joined those of her sister 
States of Virginia, South Carolina, Ala
bama, and Georgia, in interposing her 
sovereignty between the illegal black 
Monday decisions of the United States 
Supreme Court and the people of her 
States. This resolution, in effect states 
that Mississippi will .not abide by these 
decisions, and declares them invalid and 
of no· force and effect within the terri.:. 
torial jurisdiction of Mississippi. We 'do 

not intend to submit to the tyranny of 
·a political Supreme Court. I am pleased 
to insert 'in the RECORD at this point a 
copy of this resolution, and I comi:µend 
it to the reading of the House. The reso
lution is self-explanatory, and reaqs as 
follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 125· · · 
Concurrent .resolution condemning and pro

, testing the usurpation and encroachment 
on the reserved powers of the States by 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
and declaring that its decisions of May 
17, 1954, and May .31, 1955, and all similar 
decisions are in violation of the Constitu:
tions of the United States and the State of 
Mississippi, and are therefore unconstitu
tional and of no lawful effect within the 
territorial limits of tb.e State of Missis
sippi; declaring that a contest of powers 
has arisen between the State of Missis
sippi and said Supreme Court and invok
ing the historic doctrine of interposition 
to protect the sovereignty of this and the 
other States of the ,Union; and calling 
on our sister States and the Congress for 
redress of grievances as provided by law; 
and for other purposes 
Be it resolved by the Senate of the State 

of Mississippi (the House of Representatives 
concurring therein), That the Legislature of 
Mississippi unequivocally expresses a firm 
determination to maintain and defend the 
Constitution of the United States, and the 
constitution of this State, against every at
tempt, whether foreign or domestic, to un
dermine and destroy the fundamental prin
ciples embodied in our basic law by which 
this Government was established, and by 
which the liberty of the people and .the sov
ereignty of the States, in their proper 
spheres, have been long protected and guar
anteed; 

That the Legislature of Mississippi explic
itly and preemptorily declares and maintains 
that the po~ers of the Federal Government 
emanate solely from the compact, to which 
the States are principals, as limited by the 
plain sense and long-recognized intention of 
the instrument creating that compact; 

That the Legislature of Mississippi firmly 
asserts that the powers of the Federal Gov
ernment ·are limited, and valid only to the 
exte:q.t that.these powers have been conferred 
as enumerated in the compact to which the 
various States assented originally and to 
which the States have consented in subse
quent amendments validly ratified; 

That the inherent nature of this basic 
compact, apparent upon its face, is that the 
ratifying States, parties thereto, have agreed 
voluntarily to confer certain of their sover
eign rights, but only specific sovereign rights, 
to a Federal Government thus constituted; 
and that all powers not delegated to the 
United States by the Constitution, nor pro
hibited by it- to the States, have peen re._ 
served to the States respectively, or ·to the 
people; 

That the State of Mississippi has at no 
time, through the 14th amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, or in any 
manner whatsoever delegated , to the Federal. 
Government its right to educate and nurture 
lts youth and its power and right -0f control 
over its schools, colleges, educational and 
other public institutions and facilities, and 
to prescribe the rules, regulations, and con
ditions under which they shall .be conducted; 

That the aggrandizement of powers by the 
Federal Government has grown far beyond 
that ever conceived by the authors of our 
Constitution~ 'that the seizure and concentra
tion therein of powers not granted by the 
compact under which the several States en
tered this Union, and particularly that by 
which Mississippi ~ntered the Union on De
cember · 10, 1817, threaten to reduce these 
sovereign States to mere .satellites, and to 



195'6· CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ·- · ~HOUSE . ~ 3767 
·subject- us ·to the tyranny pf centralized gov
ernment, .so rightfully abhorred by the 
founders, and for the prevention of which 
they exercised their finest genius; 

That in late years the encroachment upon 
the reserved rights of the States and of the 
people has grown apace, and the proponents 
of the acts of encroachment have grown so 
emboldened that not one of the sister States 
and its people have escaped the oppressive 
hand thereof: In the destruction of their 
vested property rights; abridgements of their 
liberties; control of their institutions, habits, 
manners, and morals by centralized bureau
cratic instrumentalities; and in fact by vari
ous wrongfUl and obtrusive acts, too numer
ous to be here documented, but so consist
ently characterized by an oppressive course 
of action so as to seriously threaten to com
pletely destroy our constitutional processes 
and substitute in lieu thereof ideologies for
eign to the soil of our beloved land; 

That one of the noblest characteristics of 
our people is the reverent respect for and 
obedience to the courts of law and justice, 
and· that ·which more than any other has 
enabled our institutions of gov.ernment, and 
ought to be challenged only with the most 
dreadful reluctance, still it should be sol
emnly and firmly declared that the hand of 
tyranny ought to be stayed from whatsoever 
source it might strike; · 

That we profess an undying attachment 
to and a warm regard and respect for the 
sister States, and for this Union, which, 
through unwarranted and unconstitutional 
action of the Supreme Court, ls fastly being 
dissolved by usurpation of p0wers reserved 
to the States and transferring them to an 
all-powerful centralized government which, 
unless halted, will reduce the States to im
potent vassals, sheared of all rights and pow
ers except those received at the sufferance 
of the Federal Government; 

That a question of contested power has 
arisen; the Supreme Court of the United 

·States asserts, for its part, ' that the St·atElS 
did in fact prohibit unto themselves the 
power to maintain racially separate public 
instit11tions, _and the State of Mississippi for 
its part asserts that it and its sister States 
have never delegated such rights; 

That the flagrant assertion upon the part 
of the Supreme Court of the United States, 
accompanied by threats of coercion and com
pulsion against the sovereign States of this 
Union, constitutes a deliberate, palpable, and 
dangerous attempt by the Court to usurp the 
exercise of powers not granted to it; 

That the Legislature of Mississippi asserts 
that whenever the Federal Government at
temps to engage in the deliberate, palpable, 
and dangerous exercise of powers not granted 
to it, the States who are parties to the com
pact have the right, and are in duty bound 
to interpose for arresting the progress of the 
evil, and for maintaining, within their re
spective limits, the authorities, rights, and 
liberties appertaining to them; 

· That failure on the part of this State thus 
to assert its clear rights would be construed 
as acquiescence· in the surrender. thereof, and 
that such submissive acquiescence to the 
. seizure of one right would in the end lead 
to the surrender of all rights, and inevitably 
to the consolidation of the States into one 
sovereignty, . contrary to the sacred compact 
by which this Union of States was created; 

That the question of contested power as
serted in this resolution is not within the 
province of the Court to determine because 
the Court itself seeks to usurp the powers 
which have been reserved to the States, and, 
therefore, under these circumstances, the 
judgment of all of the parties to the compact 
must be sought to resolve the question; that 
the Supreme Court is not a party to this 
compact, but a creature of the compact, and 
the question of contested power cannot be 
settled by the creature seeking to usurp the 

power, but by the -parties to the compact -who 
are the people . of the respective States in 
whom ultimate sovereignty finally reposes; · 
be it further 

Resolved, That in order that relief be ob
tained and the wrongs and injuries inflicted 
be alleviated we invite all of our sister States 
to join in taking such steps as are necessary 
to settle the grave question of contested sov
ereignty herein raised; the State of Missis
sippi declares that the Congress has the duty 
and authority to protect the rights of the 
States from · the unwarranted encroachment 
upon their reserved powers to govern the in
ternal and domestic affairs of the States; the 
State of Mississippi further asserts that the 
Congress has, on many occasions in the past, 
curbed the attempted encroachment by the 
judiciary upon the legislative and executive 

. branches of government, and it is the respon
sibility_ of the Congress likewise to protect· 
the States when their constitutional rights 
and privileges are endangered; 

The State of Mississippi geclares emphati
cally that the sovereign States of the Nation 
have never surrendered their rights and pow
ers to control. their . public schools, colleges, 
and other public institutions; therefore, 
y.rhen an attempt is made to usurp these pow
ers, the people of Mississippi object and re
fuse to be so deprived, reminding the Con
gress that the preservat~on of this Union of 
States, as the compact intended it to be, de
pends upon the preservation of the sover
eignty of the States; 

The compact intended ours to be a govern
ment of the people, for the people and, above 
all, a government by· the people; if the right 
to govern and control the local affairs to 
decide questions of public health, morals, 

· eµucation and safety are taken from the 
· States, then a fatal blow has been dealt 
State sovereignty and the States are nothing 
more than vassal provinces, subject to a 
central government; 

The State of Mississippi declares that it is 
· the duty ~nd privilege of a State to objec~ to 
the aforesaid invasion of its rights and does 
hereby interpose its sovereignty to protect 
these rights; it is the duty ·of the Congress to 
halt such practices and save these rights; and 
if such cannot be obtained other than by 
amendment to the Federal Constitution, we 
appeal to the Congress, in the exercise of the 
power granted under Article 5 of the Consti
tution, to initiate and submit an appropriate 
amendment direct to the 48 States for ratifi
cation by three-fourths of the legislatures 
thereof, declaring that the States have never 
surrendered their rights and powers to con
trol their public schools, colleges, and other 
public institutions and facilities to the Fed-

. eral GovernJUent, or any department or 
agency thereof, but such powers are reserved 
to the States; and until such time as these 
wrongs are righted, we do hereby declare the 
decisions and orders of the Supreme Court of 
the United States of May 17, 1954, and May 
31, 1955, to be a usurpation of power reserved 
to the several States and do declare, as a 
matter of right, that said decisions are in 
violation of the Constitution of the United 
States and the State of Mississippi, and 
therefore, are considered unconstitutional, 
invalid, and of no lawful effect within the 
confines of the State .of Mississippi; . 

We declare, further, our firm intention 
to take all appropriate measures ho_norably 
and constitutionally available to us, to void 
this illegal encroachment upon our. rights, 
and we do hereby urge our sister States to 
take prompt and deliberate action to check 
further encroachment by the Federal Gov
ernment, through judicial legislation, upon 
the reserved powers of all States. 

The Governor of Mississippi is respect
fully requested to transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States, the Governor of each of the other 
States, and to the Members of Congress and 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 

•, ·Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. 'Speakei:", I -ask 
unanimous consent· to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I doubt 

. that any of the Members of the House 
of Representatives is surprised at the 
interposition resolution of our Missis-
sippi Legislature. . .. 

I would like to say to the membership 
of the House that this resolution repre
sents tqe deep feelings of our people in 
Mississippi. We feel very strongly that 
the Supreme Court in the school deci- · 
sions warped the meaning of the consti
tution. We believe that the Court, in 
effect, amended the Constitution. 

We know that in our State, where the 
two races have lived together in harmony 
for many, many years, that the over
whelming majority of both races believe 
in segregation. 

We know; Mr. Speaker, the Supreme 
Court has made the situation worse for 
all parties . concerned. 

I am glad to note that the Legislature 
of Mississippi, by unanimous vote, has 
let the Supreme Court and the people of 
the Nation know just how we feel about 
this act of the Supreme Court which 
strikes at the very foundation of our 
Government. 

If the Supreme Court can usurp this 
right of the States, then there is no other 
right that would be beyond its reach. 

THE SOIL BANK PLAN 
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr·. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include a statement of 
Melvin P. Gehlbach. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the ·request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

inserting with my remarks the state
ment of Melvin P. Gehlbach, chairman 
of the Soil Bank Association of Lincoln, 
Ill., before the House Committee on 
Agriculture Tuesday, February 28, 1956. 

Melvin Gehlbach was the originator of 
the soil bank plan and is a resident of 
my congressional district. He has been 
one of the most careful thinkers on agri
cultural problems of anyone in America. 

I have been disturbed by the so-called 
soil bank provisions of S. 3183, which is 

. far from the real soil bank plan as origi

. nated some years ago by Mr. Gehlbach . 
Many of my colleagues have asked me 
about Mr. Gehlbach and his plan. May 
I recommend to all of you a careful read
ing of the s.tatement which Mr. Gehlbach 
made before . the House Committee -0n 
Agriculture on Tuesday. It is a com
plete and careful analysis of the real 
soil bank plan. Unless the Senate bill 
is amended to comply substantially with· 
the Gehlbach plan, the soil bank plan 
will not be able to work substantially as 
it was planned. 

I realize that the bill which will come 
to this House for a vote will be written 
in the conference between the House and 
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the other body on the bill passed last 
year by the House and the bill that will 
be enacted by the other body this week. 

To the conferees I am recommending 
-that they . most carefully. consider Mr. 
Gehlbach's testimony and a true under
standing had .of his plan. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that Mr. Gehlbach's statement be in
serted in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing these remarks. 
STATEMENT OF MELVIN P ,' GEHLBACH, CHAIR• 

:MAN, SOIL-BANK ASSOCIATION, LINCOLN, ILL., 
BEF-ORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRI• 
CULTURE, FEBRUARY 28, 1956 
On behalf of the Soil-Bank ·Association ·I 

-would like to express our appreciation for 
having this opportunity to reappear before 
your committee. My first testimoµy con
cerning the soil-bank approach w'as at the 
public hearing of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, at Bloomington, Ill., on October 
17, 1953. At this time we outlined an ag
ricultural program based on conservation 
incentives and unrestricted acreages of basic 
crops. We presented the so.11-bank plan for 
American agriculture to this committee on 
April 15, 1954. 

I am representing the Soil-Bank Associa
tion which was incorported to promote the 
original soil-bank plan. I am not repre
senting any State or National Farm Bureau 
organization. 

In recent months proposals of many va
rieties have been echoed across the country 
under the name of soil bank. With so many 
different proposals under the same name it 
ts only natural that farmers and the general 
public are confused. We didn't copyright 
the name-maybe we should have. We were 
more interested in developing ·a workable 
plan. And, JNe still believe that the original 
proposal . is . a more workable plan. 

In our opinion, the real solution to OUl" 
agricultural problem does not hinge on the 
much debated issue of price support level. 

. In our testimony before this committee on 
April 15, 1954, we stated, "Lowering farm 
support prices is not the solution to our 
agricultural problem. Lower prices require 
greater acreage to maintain net earnings. 
Farmers must be assured fair earnings in 
relation to other segments of the .economy. 
This is vital. We feel that the soundest 
solution to the agricultural problem is to 
financially encourage ·an increased acreage 
of soil-building crops so that farmers will 
voluntarily adjust production in relation to 
demand." 

The farm problem is more than Govern
ment-held farm surpluses. It is primarily 
that of protecting the net earnings of in
dividual farmers throughout all areas of the 
country. Not to guarantee them a profl.t
but only to give them an opportunity to 
share fairly In the prosperity enjoyed by 

· other segments of the economy. 
Farm prices go down, you know, when we 

produce more than current market needs. 
The sad story is that farm prices go down 
faster than production increases. It is gen
erally accepted that a 10 percent increase in 
the supply of grain is associated with a 20 
percent decline in price. For livestock, a 10 
percent increase in supply is associated with 
a 25 percent decline in price. The soil-bank 

. plan is founded on the principle that farm

. ers in all areas lllUSt realize that they cannot 
continue to overproduce market needs, de
press farm prices lower and lower, and ex
pect to end up with a fair net earning. This 
is especially true when farm operating costs 
remain high. 

Allow me to again quote from my previous 
statement before this committee: "By prop
erly placing 1ncent1ve payments on soil
building crops we could encourage farmers 
to produce what is needed for current con-

--sumption, maintain farm earnings at full 
. parity, and store fertility in the soil to be a 
..ready reserve of proauctive capacity for food 
and fiber in any emergency. In this way we 

-would protect our agricultural "resources for 
future generations as well as our current 
farm earnings. The adjustment of our acres 
between soil-building and soil-depletive uses 

·on each and every farm is the ultimate an
swer to our agricultural problem. More and 
more people are seeing the soundness of this 
approach." 

Farmers of all agriculture areas need to 
·cooperate in an overall adjustment of pro
duction. To give all farmers the benefit of 
a sound agricultural program we must adjust 
the diverted acres as wen as the acres of our 
basic crops. Reducing the acreage ·of a crop 
in one agricultural region and having the 

·acreage for that same crop expanded in an
other region is mere nonsense. Reducing the 
acreage of an individual crop in all areas 
merely to have it replaced by a substitute 
crop-a crop second best for the region-is 
also nonsense. 

We must think beyond the production of 
crops in the development of a program. We 
must also include the livestock producer in 
order to protect his net income. An over
supply of feed or the untimely release of 
Government-held surplus at a low price could 
spell disaster to the livestock farmer since a 
10 percent increase in supply brings a 25 
percent decline in his prices. 

THE SOIL-BANK ASSOCIATION PROPOSAL 

The implementation of a farm program to 
adjust production in keeping with the soil
bank principles must be direct, simple, and 
extensive. We feel it should have a positive 
approach and should offer to farmers the op
portunity to earn an incentive payment to ex
pai;id his soil-building acres over and above a 
normal minimum base. This base should 
relate to the level of soil resources in the 
area. The incentive payment should out
weigh the difference between the fertility 
value of such additional acres and the farm
er's sacrifice of current income which he 
would forego by making this adjustment. 
Our proposal was never intended to unload 
Government-held surpluses onto the farmer 
or onto the marlcet, but instead, to effectively 
adjust production below current needs to 
make use of present held surpluses at their 
full value. Surpluses are a result of over-

. production in relation -to market needs and 
their cure, if not forthcoming through mar
kets, must come from the production side. 

EXPANDED SOIL BUILDING CAN ADJUST ALL 
PRODUCTION 

The adjustment of agricultural production 
would be accomplished by our being con
cerned with the acreage of only one class 
of crops-the soil-building crops. As these 
crops are expanded, the acreages of cash 
crops in surplus are reduced. An effective 
soil-bank plan can be just this simple. This 
approach could then successfully handle the 
diverted acres problem. It would prevent 
the substitution of similar crops competing 
with price-supported crops. 

If we are going to face the issue squarely, 
the Corn Belt will need to adjust the pro
duction of all feed grains instead of only 
corn; a portion of the diverted wheat acreage 
now planted tc:i feed grains will need to be 
in soil building; and, in the Cotton Belt a 
portion of the corn and soybean acres will 
need to be in soil building. Corn farmers 
need to realize that planting soybeans in lieu 
of earn is not an effective production ad
justment program. If we choose not to face 
this issue squarely, the American farmer 
guided by the economics of his individuai 

· farm business, may continue to overproduce 
only to receive lower and lower prices. 

In the United States we have 142 million 
acres of cropland planted to hay and pasture. 
We also have about 30 million acres tem-

])orarily idle or land in son improvement 
crops not harvested or pastured; in addition 

-there are 24 million acres of land summer 
fallow and not producing a crop. We doubt 

.'.the effectiveness of a program that would 
allow farmers to place into an acreage re
serve the 54 million acres that are already 
retired from crop production. Are we going 
to reduce surplus if we merely pay farmers 
to place acres they are not now using for 
·crops into an acreage or conservation reserve? 

We are hopeful that title II, Soil Bank 
Act, of Sena-te bill 3183 can be amended to 
prevent normal summer fallow land from be
coming the acreage reserve while the under
planted wheat acreage might still be diverted 

-to the production of feed grains. We also 
hope that the underplanted allotted acreage 
of corn placed in the acreage reserve will 
not have as its soil conserving crop any of 

-the present acreage now in soil improvement 
crops not harvested or pastured. If this 
w.ere true, the reduced corn acreage may be 
d1 verted to soybeans. The farmer in non
compliance would increase corn and reduce 
soybeans. We believe that the acreage re
serve as proposed will be ineffective in ad
justing production in the Corn Belt. Only a 

. small portion of farmers in this area would 
be eligible under the acreage reserve pro
gram since 60 percent ·of corn farmers are 
not in compliance with acreage allotments. 
A lower ·support price on corn together with 
a reduced allotment for corn, is not inducive 
to greater participation for cornbelt farmers. 

Our hope is that the hour is not too late 
to get a changed approach in the imple
~entation of the Soil Bank Act, with par
ticular reference to subtitle A, acreage re
serve program. Instead of the acreage re
serve being limited to the underplanting of 
allotment crops, farmers should be given 
oppor.tunity to expand the acreage of soil
build1ng crops in excess of a minimum base. 

The soil-bank plan as proposed by the Soil 
Bank Association would- . 

1. Establish a . min~mum base for hay, 
pas~ure, and soil-building crops for the 
var10us agricultural regions . 

2. Offer incentive payments, for soil-build
ing acres iI?- excess of this minimum base. 

3: Establlsh the soil-building base for an 
~nd1vidual farm in relation to soil class, and 
it would not be tied to an individual farmer's 
historical acreage. 

4. Give all individual farms on compara
ble land classes a comparable proportion
ate base and give opportunity to earn soil
bank incentive payments for an .additional 
acreage of soil-building crops. 

5. Provide incentive payments, that re
late to the value of crops harvested per acre 

· of cropland, to outweigh net profits and not 
gross profits per acre. 

6 .. Allow level, highly productive land to 
· receive higher incentive payments on fewer 

acres, while rolling and less productive land 
would receive somewhat lower per acre pay
ments, but on more acres. 

7. Provide commodity loans at levels ad
ju~ted to the degree of soil-building com
pllance on individual farms. 

APPLICATION TO A FARM 

The degree of success of any farm pro
gram, will depend, to a large extent, upon 
how it will operate on an individual farm. 
Let us compare the proposed acreage reserve 

. and our soil-bank plan on a typical farm in 
the Corn Belt. In order to properly evalu
ate the application of a program, one must 
start with the crops grown during the year 
previo~s to the application of the plan. The 
following is a list of the fields and crops 
grown in 1955: 

1. Fifty acres: Alfalfa. · 
2. Fifty acres: Small grain (legume seed

ing). 
3. Fifty acres: Corn. 
4. Fifty acres: 30 acres corn, 20 acres 

soybeans. 
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Land use summary 

Acres 

Corn---------------------------------- ~o 
Soybeans------------------------------ 20 
Small grain---:---------:-:---:- --~------- 50 

Total grain----------------------· 150 Hay and pasture ___ ;.. ____ :______________ 50 

Total crop acres----------------- 200 

THE ACREAGE RESERVE PROGRAM 

If we apply the proposed acreage reserve 
program to this 200-acre farm, I think we 
could expect the 1956 farm map to show 
as large a grain acreage as the 1955 produc
tion. In the Senate bill 3183 we do not see 
any provision to prevent a farmer from plac
ing some of his present hay and pasture 
acreage into the acreage reserve to equal 
the underplanted corn acreage. After d-0ing 
this he can plant the 30 acres formerly in 
corn into soybeans and the result is merely 
a shifting of crops. His continuing to have 
150 acres in grain together with certificates 
to secure additional feed grains out of CCC 
stocks for the 30 acres of underplanted corn 
will result in a greater supply available for 
feed or market. The result of this can only 
be further depressed livestock and grain 
prices. Acreage reserve payments received 

_by farmers would be offset by lower prices 
resulting from the failure of the program to 
adjust production and the untimely release 
of Government held surpluses. 

1. Fifty acres: Corn. 
2 . .Fifty acres: 20 acres alfalfa hay and 

pasture, 30 acres alfalfa acreage reserve. 
3. Fifty acres: Soybeans. 
4. Fifty acres: Small grain (legume seed

ing). 

Acreage reserve program-land use summary 
Acres 

· Corn---------------------------------- 50 
Soybeans------------------------------ -50 

- Small grain--------------------------- 50 

Total grain_. ___________________ . 150 
Hay and pasture______________________ 20 
Acreage reserve________________________ 30 

Total crop acres ________________ 200 

The soil-bank plan, designed to pay farm
ers to keep additional land in soil-bullding 
crops over and above a normal minimum 

• base of hay and pasture crops, would adjust 
the acreage of grain .crops downw_ard. The 
crops planted, as in the acreage reserve pro
gram, must follow a rather definite rotation 
sequence. Field 1 would normally be planted 
to corn. Field 2, which was in small grain 
in 1955, naturally will be the alfalfa hay and 
pasture in 1956. Field 3 might well be corn 
or soybeans. Field 4 would go into small 
grain wlth a seeding of alfalfa to be used 
the following year. 

1. Fifty acres: 20 acres corn, 30 acres al
falfa soil-bank. 

2. Fifty acres: Alfalfa hay and pasture. 
3. Fifty acres: 30 acres corn, 20 acres soy

beans. 
4. Fifty acres: Small grain (legume seed

ing). 
Our soil-bank plan-land use summary 

Acres 
Oorn---------------------------------- 50 
Soybeans------------------------------ 20 
Small grain--------------------------- 50 

Total grain ______________________ 120 

Hay and pasture-------~-------------- 50 
Soil-bank acres------------------------ 30 

Total crop acres _________________ 200 

Assuming a minimum hay and pasture base 
of 25 percent of the cropland, this particular 

CII-237 

farmer could. comply with the . soil bank by 
allowing possibly 30 acres of alfalfa to remain 
1n fteld 1 .and reduce his acreage of grain 
from 150 acres to 120 acres. He would not 

· upset his livestock operations by having re
. Btrictions placed. on his normal use of hay 

and pasture. 
Prior to the :application· of the soll-bank 

plan, the grain of this f.arm would be pro
duced on 150 acres of cropland. After 30 
acres are shifted from grain to soil-building 
uses, grain production will be limited to 120 
acres. Assuming a yield of 50 bushels of 
grain per acre we would have a total pro
duction of 7,500 bushels prior to the soil
bank program. 

The summary of production both before 
and after the soil-bank plan would be as 
follows: 
Normal production: Acres ___________________________ _ 

Yield (bushels per acre)---------
Production (bushels}-------------
Price ----------------------------Gross return ____________________ _ 

Probable reduction: 
Acres ---------------------------
Yield (bush'els per acre)----------
Production (bushels)------------

Adjusted production: 
Acres----------------------------
Yield (bushels per acre) _________ _ 
Production (bushels) ___________ :_ _ 
Price----------------------------Gross return ____________________ _ 

150 
50 

7,500 
$1. 00 

$7,500 

30 
40 

1,200 

120 
52.5 

6,300 
$1. 32 

$8,316 

Percent change, 20 percent fewer acres; 16 
percent adjustment in production. 

How doe·s th.e soil-1>ank plan affect the 
individual farmer's earning? 

1. By removing°"30 acres from production, 
the farmer can save the cost of plowing, 
planting, cultivating, harvesting, fertilizer, 
and seed for the soil-bank acres. 

2. He increases his average yield by taking 
out his lowest yielding acres. 

3. His 16-percent reduction in production 
is associated with a 32 percent increase in 
price, His gross _ earning would compare as 
follows: 
7,500 bushels at $1 per busheL __ . ____ $7, 500 
6,300 bushels at $1.32 per busheL ___ · 8, 316 
Increase in gross return under soil-

bank plan_______________________ 816 
Soil-bank payment (30 acres at $30 

per -acre)-·----------------------- 900 
Added gross. return for compliance with soil bank ___________________ 1,716 

THE LIVESTOCK FARMER IS PROTECTED 

Incentive payments should be designed so 
as to discou_rage overproduction of roughage
consuming livestock. For example, a farmer 

- expanding his acreage of soil-building crops 
and using these crops for feed would be given 
only a ftrst payment. If this acreage were 
used solely as fertility, he would be given a 
fertility reserve payment in .addition to the 
first payment. A most successful way to 
direct America is the use of the American 
dollar. 1'.'ou can legislate laws forbidding 
the use for forage acres for hay and pasture, 
but who will drive the cows out of the for
bidden area at midnight? It would seem 
much easier to pay for the shift in land use 
after the shift is made and finally make the 
fertility reserve payment only if the forage 
were not fed. 

The dairy cows. eating this extra-forage will 
have to show promise of a substantial profit 
or a farmer may send them to market and 
take his dollar incentive payment today 
rather than milk cows and hope for a profit 
tomorrow. Feeder cattle profits, as well as 
net returns from beef cow herds, will have 
to be attractive before farmers will forego 
their final fertllity .reserve payment. The 
soil-bank plan ls designated for livestock 
farms as well as gr·a1n farms. 

FEED""RESERVE FOR EMERGENCY 

The increased acres of soil-bulldlng crops 
are more than a fe11tility reserve-they are a 
forage reserve on each and every 'farm. In 

- case of drought or other ~mergeney, this re-
- serve can be brought into use if need <mt-

weighs incentive payment. The decision to 
release much needed feed to maintain cattle 
herds when drought, fiood, or insect hazards 
strike, should be left with the farmer. The 
forage reserve is designed to meet· the needs 
of the individual farm and have a degree of 

· flexibility to protect farm income as weir as 
a food supply for the Nation. 

SURPLUS RELEASE CREATES PRICE PROBLEM 

Now we would like to take up the handling 
of present surpluses. It is very important 
that these surpluses not be brought back onto 
farms or i,nto the market until we have an 
effective _production-adjustment program. 
If farmers are paid certificates that would 
release Government surpluses, while at the 
same time they merely shift crop acreages 
instead of reducing overall production, we 
might find farm market prices going to even 
lower levels. The quickest way to defeat the 
real operation of a soil bank ts to have these 
Government surpluses at reduced prices be
come the soil-bank payment for land shifted 
but not reducing production. 

TO HANDLE SURPLUS 

How must we handle our Government-heid 
surpluses? We believe we should-

1. Convert a portion of present farm sur
plus into a well-defined stockpile with provi
sion for periodic replacement. This shoutd 
be sp~lled out for national defense or emer
gency and not considered a surplus. 

2. Adjust production below current needs 
to absorb the balance of the surplus into the 
market for use as soon as possibl~. not at 
reduced price but at full price. We are in 
accord with the President's proposal to "rec
ommend legislation to permit, under proper 
safeguards, sales at not iess than support 
levels, plus carrying charges." 

3. Instead of taking a substantial loss on 
the billions of dollars of agricultural com
modities held by the Government, use a part 
of this money 'for an effective soil-bank pro
gram to adjust production below current 
needs. Nearly everyone agrees that it Js 
cheaper to pay a farmer an incentive to ex
pand soil..:building acres than to overproduce 
cash crops and have to wonder what to do 
with them. In addition, the farmer receives 
extra earning in that he saves the cost of 
producing the surplus. 

COMPLIANCE 

It may be dim.cult to obtain full voluntary 
compliance in the soil-bank or any other 
plan in the near future. Farmers' partici
pation would be determined largely by their 
.attitude toward past programs as well as 
present programs. As some farmers might 
find it advantageous not to cooperate, many 
farmers may wish to shift beyond their 
allotted soil-building acreage and receive the 
unused soil-bank funds available from those 
who think it would be better to forego pay
ment and not adjust production. In this 
way we may have only two-thirds of the 
farmers participating but acrewise could -at
tain effective compliance. Why not let those 

· farmers who need it most, adjust production 
and build fertility? 

In addition to the incentive payment in
ducing farmers to adjust production, we 
propose offering commodity loans at levels 
in relation to the compliance with soil
oank acres. Farmers in full compliance 
should be eligible for full loan value. Farm
ers planting all cash crops and no soil
oullding crops would be eligible for only 
50 percent loan value. The farmer deter
mines his own loan level by his degree of 
participation in production adjustment. 
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JMPLEMENTATION 

The proposed soil-bank plan must be 
r11ade effective beyond any normal program 
to protect price levels during the period of 
moving surplus stocks back into the mar
ket for consumption. An accelerated pro
gram to accomplish this would involve ·a 
vigorous approach for 2 or 3 years and 
then would be tempered, not ended, to keep 
agriculture in balance with the rest of the 
economy. 

The money spent for incentive payments 
to adjust production should not be con
sidered a direct cost to the Government, for 
these payments would yield returns; first, 
by raising the price level of Government
held stocks in addition to farm prices; and, 
second, reduce losses now inevitable on the 
vast holding of commodities deteriorating 
in value due to loss of quality, as well as 
save on the million-dollar-a-day storage 
cost. 

We would recommend that our soil-bank 
plan be implemented at an early date to -
halt the farm price decline, reduce the cost 
of storing unwanted surpluses, and move 
commodities now held, into the market at 
a much earlier date than would be accom
plished in a program involving only' 45 mil
lion ineffective acres, acres that are already 
out of crop production. 

Our soil-bank plan would be applied as 
follows: 

Approximate acres (millions) 
Total acres of cropland in the United 

States---------------------------- 478 
Soil-building base {large part of pres-

ent acreage in hay, pasture, etc.)-- 150 
Soil-bank acres (for which farmers 

can receive incentive payments)---- 150 

It can never be expected that all acreage 
eligible for payment will be shifted into soil
building, but we can expect near 100 million 
acres of land now producing cash crops at a 
low yield per acre and returning little· or no 
net profit per acre to come into the soil-bank 
program. When surpluses are reduced and 
product~on is brought into line with market 
needs, the higher price will automatically 
shift land back into cash crops thus relieving 
the Governemnt of providing as much incen
tive payment. This plan is designed to bal
ance agriculture with the level of the entire 
economy, protecting the consumer's food 
supply at reasonable prices; while, on the 
other hand, protecting the farmer against the 
plague of overproduction, unwanted sur
pluses and drastically low farm earnings. 

We would like to see soil-bank payments 
made in two parts-a first payment to shift 
land use from grain to forage on the expected 
100 million acres at an average payment of 
$8 per acre. This payment would be related 
to the level of production of the various agri
cultural regions ranging from $3 to $15 
per acre. There should be no restrictions on 
the use of forage for this first payment. A 
second payment would be offered those farm
ers who forego feeding the forage on these 
soil-bank acres. This payment too would 

. average around $8 per acre with a range 
similar ~o the first payment. A good guess is 
that we would have at least 75 million acres 
of the 100 million acres affected by the sec
ond incentive payment to place into a fer
tility reserve the forage grown and not har
vested or fed. These payments should be 
.enlarged for the first year or two in order 
to assure greater compliance. This is neces
sary to bring production into balance with 
market needs, use our accumulated surplus 
and protect the net earning of farmers dur
ing the period of adjustment. 

SOIL-BANK PLAN CAN EARN ITS OWN WAY 
By adjusting production beyond current 

needs, enabling the Government to move the 
surplus into the market earlier, and thereby 
saving the cost of commodity deterioration 
and storage, we should regain $600 million. 
This is based on a $6 billion storage holding, 

figuring a 10 percent annual reduction in 
value. 

By adjusting production to market needs, 
we might well halt the farm price decline 
and even regain a part of the 25-percent de
crease already experienced. A 10-percent re
duction in production is associated with a 
20-percent increase in grain prices and a 25-
percent increase in livestock prices. It is 
quite possible to gain this much in 1 year if 
present surpluses are properly handled. 

_A quite conservative estimate of price re
sponse to an effective program of production 
adjustment would be at least 10 percent. If 
this is applied to only $6 billion of present 
Government stockpile, the program could 
earn about $600 million without using the 
surplus itself. 

·These 2 factors alone, the gaining of price 
. and the prevention of part of the loss of 
commodity deterioration and storage costs, 
would provide $1.2 b11lion toward incentive 
payments proposed. · 

For the portion of farmers having earn
ings at levels subject to Federal income tax, 
the increase in earnings resulting from the 
program will pay all or at least a substantial 
part of the cost of administering the pro
gram. 

NET COST 
How much money will this program cost? 

If made effective it need not cost too much. 
Here are our estimates: 

Payments 
Million 
dollars 

First payment-100 million acres to 
forage at $8----------------------- 800 

Second payment-75 million acres 
(forage not fed) at $8-------------- 600 

Total incentive payments 
(spending-not cost)-------- 1, 400 

Soil-bank earnings 
Price recovery of CCC inventory and 

reduction of losses (deterioration)-- l, 200 

Net cost---------------------- 200 
We hope that legislation can provide farm

ers with the means to adjust production. 
When ·· this is accomplished we will have 
solved the farm surplus· problem. The ad
justment of production in all agricultural 
areas is the solution to the real farm prob
lem. An aggressive soil-bank program to 
adjust production to market needs and bring 
farm prices to full parity in the market will 
answer the much debated question of farm 
price support levels. 

Thank you. 

FEDERAL AIRPORT AID PROGRAM 
Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

happy to announce that yesterday the 
Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcommit
tee of the House Goverl1ment Operations 
Committee by unanimous action agreed 
to undertake an investigation of the Fed
eral airport aid program. I urged such 
an investigation in a letter to the Honor
able ROBERT H. MOLLOHAN, chairman of 
the subcommittee, which I inserted in 
my remarks concerning Federal airport 
aid on the floor of the House last Thurs
day appearing on page 3266 and follow
ing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

In announcing the committee's action 
the chairman issued a brief statement 
indicating the purpose and scope of the 
committee's inquiry, which I insert at 
this point in my remarks. 
[From the office of Representative ROBERT 

MOLLOHAN, February 29, 1956} 
Representative ROBERT H. MOLLOHAN, 

Democrat, of West Virginia, disclosed today 
a subcommittee he heads will investigate 
Federal airport-aid allocations administered 
by the Commerce Department. 

MOLLOHAN, chairman of the Legal and 
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of the House 
Government Operations Committee, said his 
inquiry stemmed from charges of waste in 
allocations to Detroit-Wayne Major Airport 
at Romulus, Mich . 

The inquiry was asked by Representative 
GEORGE MEADER, · Republican, of Michigan, a 
member of MOLLOHAN's subcommittee. 

MOLLOHAN said the current Federal Air
port Aid Act granting broad powers and huge 
amounts of money to the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration made it -imperative that Con
gress maintain a check to see that it is 
spent economicatly and efficiently. 

MOLLOHAN's subcommittee monitors exec
utive expenditures in the Commerce De
partment as well as the Treasury and Jus
tice Departments and the Interstate Com
merce Commission. 

The West Virginia lawmaker said a new 
airport-aid act, passed last year, binds Con
gress to appropriate more than $250 million 
for the next 4 years for United States air
port development. He said his panel will 
try to determine whether the Commerce 
Department and the Civil Aeronautics Ad
ministration are building airports for the 
horse and buggy reciprocal-engine era, or 
for the vast new turbo-prop and jet age. 

MOLLOHAN said he also wants to deter
mine the extent to which the armed services, 

"through their niembersh!p o,n the Air Coor
din_!tting Committee and its panels, domi
nates determination of civil-aviation policy. 

Mr. Speaker, this prospective investi
gation of the Federal airport-aid pro
gram, and particularly expenditures of 
funds . at the Detroit-: Wayne Major Air
port, have aroused a great deal of in
terest in the State of Michigan. The 
Ann Arbor News on February 27 com
nented favorably on the proposed in
quiry in an editorial which reads as fol
lows: 
FROM OUR POINT OF VIEW-MEADER SEEKS 

SHOWDOWN ON WILLOW RUN DISPUTE 
Representative GEORGE MEADER, vigorous 

champion of Willow Run in the airport 
fracas, has suggested a full-scale investiga
tion in the Federal airport air program. 

And the developments in the past 6 months 
seem to warrant one. MEADER cited the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration's recent allot
ment of $975,000 to the Wayne Major Airport 
as a "prime eJ!;ample of unconscionable waste 
of public funds." 
. The _CAA made the allotment on the basis 
of a recommendation made by the airport 
use panel that the commercial airlines lo
c~ted at .Willow Run move to Wayne Major 
Airport and that military air operations be 
concentrated at Willow Run. The appro
priation by · the CAA is understandable, 
therefore, but the air panel's recommenda
tion in the fall has stumped almost every
one. 

It is perfectly apparent even to the strong
est partisans of Willow Run or Wayne Major 
that neither port fulfills the air require
ments of the Detroit metropolitan area. A 
new airport to the northeast of Detroit is 
the ultimate answer to problems of ex
panded air usage. To spend huge sums of 
money on either other airport would be a 
manifest mistake. And Wayne Major can 
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be made acc.epta;ble for the airlines now· lo
cated at Willow Run pnly at the expenditure 
of many millions 0f dollars. One of the air
lines now located at Willow Run has indi
cated a willingness to move, but the spokes
man for an the others has said it would be 
"bad business judgment" for them to con
sider such a thing and they will not move 
unless forced to. 

The air panel has no power to enforce its 
mysterious recommendation, but the Gov
ernment has requested that the university, 
to which the airport is leased, try the panel 
recommendations. President Hatcher's re
ply delivered to the Navy Department last 
week stated, however, that the university 
did not consider the recommendation any 
reason for "rescinding existing commitments 
to the airlines.'' 

Last fall's panel report contains plenty of 
ammunition for Representative MEADER in 
his call for an investigation. The report 
shows that less than half a million dollars 
have been spent for improvements on Willow 
Run Airport--Of which about $70,000 is Fed
eral money-in recent years. Wayne Major 
on the other hand has received $4 million of 
Federal money and $13 million of county 
money. All this has been poured into what 
at best would be a stop-gap airport and isn't 
even that at present. 

Improvements are necessary at Willow 
Run, but the airlines say they can finance 
them without any Federal aid. 

MEADER .has made renewed appeals for re
consideration to Louis S. Rothschild, Assist
ant Secretary ·or Commerce for Transporta
ti-0n, and Charles G. Lowen, CAA Admin
istrator, neither of whom held office when 
the air use recommendation was made last 
fall. To date, he has received no assurance 
from them that the CAA allocation will be 
held up, or that the ·total situation will be 
reviewed; 

If he receives no satisfaction on his re
quests for a new assessment, MEADER will have 
every reason to suspect that such misuse of 
Government money is not uncommon. A 
full-scale investigation is certainly indicated 
if the Government persists in its determi
nation to send good money after bad. 

The Detroit Free Press has exhibited 
a sustained interest in Detroit's airport 
problems and ran a series of 13 articles 
by their aviation writer~ .Jean Pearson, 
which I inserted in the remarks I made 
last Thursday. 

On February 25 the Detroit Free Press 
also endorsed the objectives of the in
vestigation I have requested in an edi
torial which reads as follows: 
MEADER'S WISH To LOOK AT AIRPORT SPENDING 

Since World War II, Willow Run has .been 
Detroit's commercial airport. 

Except from local politicians, there has 
been no pressure to move the airlines to 
Detroit-Wayne Major Airport. In the main 
the lines have rejected invitations to go 
there. 

While air travelers think gloomily of the 
miles and minutes they must travel after 
passing Wayne Major to reach Willow Run, 
there has been no ground swell of public 
effort toward moving commercial operations. 
We certainly have heard of no petitions 
urging it. 

Yet Federal money has continued to go 
into Wayne Major. What the county and 
State elect to do with their money is another 
matter. "But when Federal money is spent 
for airport development it is supposed to be 
done in accordance with certain rules and 
to meet particular needs. 

For that reason we think that there is 
point to Representative MEADER's call for a 
congressional investigation of what he calls 
an unconscionable waste of public funds. 
Unless it can explain its actions on a basis 
of .military desirability, we're of the opinion 

that the 'Civil Aeronautics Authority mti:y 
have some difficulty justifying its Wayne
Major outlays. 

Fortifying this opinion are matters dealt 
with in the 13 airport articles by our avta
tion writer. Jean Pearson, which the Free 
Press published. These articles, indeed, 
sparked MEADER's request for investigatioh 
and were inserted by him in the CoNGRES· 
SIONAL RECOltD. 

Mayor Cobo, while welcoming Meader's 
proposed inquiry, says he thinks Congress 
should have a look at Willow Run's books, 
too. If there is any ground for thinking 
that the University of Michigan has indulged 
in chicanery in its handling of Willow Run, 
his recommendation certainly should be 
pursued. 

Fr-om surface indications, however, we 
would say that there is more that is ques
tionable to be discovered at Wayne Major 
than at Willow .Run. We don't believe it ls 
good public policy for the CAA to have 
spent money on developing a field only a 
few miles from a going commercial airport 
when we so badly need an air terminal 
better situated than either Willow Run or 
Wayne Major to serve Detroit and a great 
many of the communities with which it is 
ringed about. 

I also insert at this point the fo11ow
ing telegram from William E. Brown, 
Jr., mayor of the city of Ann Arbor, 
Mich.: 

ANN AMOR, MICH., March 1, 1956. 
Con~ressman GEORGE MEADER, 

House of Repr.esentatives, 
Washing.ton, D. C.: 

Commend you highly for your vigorous 
investigation of airport expenditures. There 
is no sound reason, in my opinion, why 
Wayne Airport should be developed in view 
of the fact that Northeast Airport in city 
of Detroit is almost assured. Our district, 
I am sure, appreciates your active interest 
in our behalf. 

WILLIAM E. BROWN, Jr., 
Mayor, City of Ann Arbor. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
chairman of our Legal and Mone
tory Affairs Subcommittee. my cc :league, 
the gentleman from West Virginia, Rep
resentative MOLLOHAN, and my other col
leagues on the committee for the. forth .. 
right manner .in which they have under
taken this very important inquiry. · I 
want to commend especially the commit
tee's intention to look into the airport aid 
program from the point of view of the 
national interest in the future of avia
tion. 

The committee's inquiry is not limited 
to the controversy over airports in the 
Detroit area but seeks to assess the com
petence of decisions made in fostering 
and developing airports in the light of 
the rapid expansion of aviation and the 
prospective employment of improved 
planes and aviation techniques and their 
relationship to the location and design 
of airports. 

I also commend the chairman's state
ment that he seeks to -appraise the part 
the military have played in the deci
sions in the executive branch of the Gov
ernment on aviation problems and 
whether that participation has been ·in 
the national interest. 

Mr. Speaker, I have high hopes that 
the Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcom
mittee of the House Government Opera
tions Committee can make a real con
tribution to the future of aviation 
through the inquiry it has today under
taken. 

NEW ENGLAND BUSINESS GROUP 
ASKS F0R TAX RELIEF- IN THE 
PATMAN BILL 
Mr. · PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 

House Small Business Committee met 
this morning with the Smaller Business 
Association of New England and heard a 
group of New England accounting and 
tax experts ana.lyze several tax measures 
now pending in Congress. At the con
clusion of its presentation, the New 
England business group, through its 
president, went on record as favoring 
the provisions of H. R. 9067, introduced 
by me, although other Members are co
authors, and pledged to support. its 
passage. 

Mr. Daniel F. Viles, president of thf 
association, in an opening statement 
said: 

We are prepared to show you by the ac
tual 5-year balance sheets of 7 different com
panies that tax relief for small concerns is 
urgently needed. Many bills for small busi
ness tax relief have been introduced. How
ever the Patman bill, H. R. 9067, seems to 
be the best thought out, to be supported by 
the most intensive research, and to offer the 
best relief. We favor its provisions, as those 
which are adequate to insure the health and 
growth of small business, which is so neces
sary to maximum employment. The alarm
ing number of mergers of small concerns with 
large firms is already a matter of deep con
ce.rn to Congress, as indicated by the many 
bills introduced to regulate and restrict such 
mergers. 

Mr. Viles also said: 
The chairman of this Committee, Rep

resentative WRIGHT PATMAN, has earned 
again the high esteem in which he is held 
by small and independent businessmen in 
all parts of the United States. The in
vestigations and studies of the House Small 
Business _committee during the past year, 
and particularly those which have led to 
the drafting of the Patman tax bill, show 
a profound understanding of the economic 
infiuences which are bringing about a 
changing status of small business. I am 
grateful that the work of this Committee is 
awakening the Congress and the Nation to 
the steps which must be taken to preserve 
an opportunity for small business, and an 
opportunity fGr the growth of small busi
ness, in our free enterprise economy. 

I was glad to praise the aggressive 
leadership of . the Smaller Business As
sociation of New England under Mr. 
Viles and said: 

I am frank to say that wllile we had 
heard complaints about small business 
taxes, it was the New England Smaller Busi
ness Association that first dramatized to 
the Committee, more than a yeal" ago, the 
necessity for adjusting the business taxes 
to give small and medium size firms more 
equitable treatment. The drafting of H. R. 
9067 resulted from the request which your 
splendid association put before this Com
mittee last year. It is generally agreed that 
it would be unwise to reduce Federal reve
nues at this time and I have therefore in
troduced a bill which will retain the present 
level of revenues but graduate the tax rate 
so that small and medium size firms will 
receive a substantial tax cut, while the 
largest firms-those most able to pay-will 
pay somewhat higher rates. Such a measure 
as this is immediately needed to encourage 
a general expansion of business, not only 
to provide .attractive jobs for children .now 
growing up on: the farm, but to Increase 
production of those · goods and eervices 
which are relatively scarce and high priced. 
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You may be sure that I will do everything 
possible _to _ help pass_ this. bill. 

Mr. Henry F. Griswold, a lawyer and 
certified public accountant of Boston, 
gave screen slide demonstrations . an
alyzing the effects of present tax rates 
on the growth prospects of a number of 
smaller firms among his clients. 

Mr. Archibald Peisch, a certified pub
lic accountant from Vermont, and for
mer professor at the Amos Tuck Busi
ness School of Dartmouth College, testi
fied that "among his smaller business 
clients, the application of the surtax 
after $25,000, of earnings has brought 
over 30 concerns to the brink of dis
aster." 

ITALY 

the Western European Union. Italy's 
allies· are confident of full Italian co-
operation in perfecting this organization 
and promoting its growth. 

As President Gronchi made clear in 
his speech, few countries in Europe are 
more aware than Italy of the need for 
integration-both ecQnomic.ally and 
militarily. At the same time, few coun
tries have had to struggle against the 
enormous internal problems with which 
this country has been constantly faced. 
Certainly not the least of these problems 
has been the alarming strength of the 
Communist and leftist parties. Italy's 
leaders have been vigorous in their fight 
against this menace; and in recent years, 

· with a substantial improvement. in the 
economic picture, there has been no 
great gain made by the Communists. 

Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask Italy's large population has presented 
unanimous consent to address the House · that country with a serious problem of 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend unemployment. Since the end of World 
my remarks. War II, the Government has worked 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to unceasingly toward the solution of this 
the request of the gentleman from New problem. Special attention is now being 
Jersey? given to three categories of activities, 

There was no objection. designed to alleviate unemployment. 
Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, it was The first of these is agriculture, where 

an honor to welcome into our midst yes- modern scientific methods are being en
terday the President of Italy, Giovanni couraged; the second is the deve}opment 
Gronchi. I know the membership was of public utility services; and the third 
highly impressed with the fine speech is public works and here extensive work 
delivered by the President. A fltlent is now being carried on. 
speaker, he is clearly a man of intellect The favorable results of this program 
and integrity. He is eager to maintain are already reflected in the land reform 
the friendly spirit and cooperation be- program. Italy's economy is fundamen
tween our two countries, and is proving tally bound up with agriculture. out of 
himself an able representative of the a working population of about 19 million, 

. great Republic of Italy. . 8% million are employed in agriculture. 
Events in the past few years have · So that Italy's plan for· development of 

proved in . the most convincing manner the land through reclamation and irriga
that the friendship between Italy ·and tion works has resulted in considerable 
the United States is one of the most vital improvement in living conditions and re
partnerships in the free world. The percussions ·are being felt directly or in
cornerstone of Italy's foreign policy is directly in all branches of the national 
the Atlantic Alliance. Her leaders, by economy. Our own country is gratified 
signing the Atlantic Pact on April 4, that through the Marshall plan we have 
1949, pledged their country to place all had a 'part in helping Italy to make a new 
her moral and material resources at the start. Yet the main effort has come 
service of the common cause of the from the ingenious and hard-working 

· Western democracies. This decision people of Italy and their Jeaders. The 
was not an easy one for Italy, for she ·millions of Americans of Italian origin 
was still facing a long uphill fight both have given us all an awareness of the ' 
for material reconstruction and for admirable qualities of these people from 
moral recovery from the destruction of southern Europe. The Government of 
the war. Italy has made tremendous Italy will continue to have the encour
progress since that time-the Govern- agement and help of our country as it 
ment is now devoting increasing atten- moves to extend land reform and other 
tion to all aspects of the country's de- measures to promote economic well
f ense. Her army is w.ell equipped, well being. President Gronchi pointed out 
organized and trained, .and has an ex- that "freedom becomes a sham and a 
tremely high morale. The military task privilege· for those . who are alr~ady 
of Italy's forces is carried out .within the . strong, unless it means to every man and 
framework of the· Atlantic Alliance' and woman freedom from the hardships of 
Western European Union. Her partici- poverty and starvation." · 
pation is of paramount importance as it . The United States hopes to extend its 
represents a strong territorial support for partnership with Italy in many ways as 
the West European group and at the it becomes more and more imperative for 
same time provides · essential air and the Western democracies to draw to
naval action in the Mediterranean. gether. There is certainly a promising 

The same spirit of cooperation with outlook in the whole realm of economic 
the West which led Italy to join the and cultural cooperation between our 
North Atlantic Treaty countries, has also two countries. As the President de
made her a vigorous and active leader clared, "Italy can be trusted, because of 
in the programs for European coopera- the capacity and willingness to work · of 
tion and integration. A stropg member their managers, technicians and labor, 
of the OEEC, the Council of Europe and and also because of her faithfulness to 
the Coal and Steel Community, Italy was democratic ideals and her firm determi
one of the first signatories to ratify the . nation · to def end and expand their 
recent Paris Agreements, . establishing accomplishments." 

I know that yesterday .as we in this 
body extended our warmest welcome to 
President Gronchi, we joined with the 
people of the United States in an affec
tionate regard and high esteem for this 
man and his. country. _ 

FOREIGN TRADE 
Mr. DINGELL. 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 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. · 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Spea~er, it has 

become increasingly apparent that tJ:le 
Soviet bloc has undertaken a campaign 
of economic subversion of the free world. 
This Communist strategy is aimed at 
breaking down the ties· of mutual eco
nomic interest that bind the United 
States and its partners in the free world 
community. Its technique is to use the 
lure of .trade offers to woo away com
merce _that is presently directed to the 
free world trading system. By so doing, 
the Soviets hope to break down the eco
nomic interdependence and, hence, _the 
political interdependence of the com
munity of democratic nations. 

One clear and obvious solution presents 
itself: We must reaffirm our own tradi-

. tional policy of lowering the barriers to 
trade among the free nations. By doing 
so, we would off er a dm:ab~e and lasting 
solution to .the fly-by-night, politically 
inspired trade threats and .entreaties of 
the Soviet. 
· But; Mr. Speaker, have we responded 
with· vigor? Have we drawn our inspira
tion from . our traditional policies and 
forged ahead? Absolutely not. All 
about us are raised the timorous voices
of fear and isolation. These voices are 
loud in the administration itself. The 
counsels that are proclaimed: the loud
est are those of men who shout that we 
are weak, that we are vulnerable, that 
we must shun our allies and confine our 
minds and activities to the ever-narrow
ing shell of our own continent. Indeed, 
the Tariff Commission is now packed 
with high tariff advocates. 

Mr. Speaker, such an attitude ill-be
comes a great and powerful nation that 
is the recognized' leader of the free world. 
We are"in the middle of the 20th century. 
And try as they may, the trade restric
tionists will never be able to drag us back 
into the 18th century. The responsibili
ties of the 20th century call for the ex- · 
pansion of trade and not for its contrao- · 
tion; for increased trade cooperation, not 
isolation and trade warfare; for initia
tive, not feet-clragging in freeing trade. 
These are our responsibilities. But the 
proper exercise of our responsibilities 
will offer, as in the past, the promise of 
great rewards. For no other country in 
the world .has as much to gain as the 

· United States. 
I submit, Mr. Speaker, the United 

. States can, therefore, adopt no other 
course than to reaffirm and reinvigorate 
its traditional policy that is embodied in _ 
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements pro
gram and in the proposed Organization 
for Trade Cooperation ... For, it was with 
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enduring wisdom that Cordell Hull con
ceived the idea of the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Program. As a former mem
ber of this House, Cordell Hull had vast 
experience with congressional writing of 
detailed tariff laws. He witnessed the 
legislative nightmare of 1929-30 that 
produced the Smoot-Hawley tariff. 
When he became Secretary of State un
der Franklin D. Roosevelt, Cordell Hull 
conceived tlie ldea of entering into trade 
agreements with friendly countries for 
the purpose of engaging in reciprocal 
tariff reductions to the mutual benefit of 
both countries concerned. 

First enacted in 1934, the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act has been extended 
10 times by the Congress, a fact which 
is itself testimony to the durable values 
of expanding world trade by lowering 
the barriers to such trade. 

The reciprocal trade idea was, and is, 
based on the enduring and irrefutable 
logic that "trade is . a two-way street." 
This familiar metaphor expresses two 
truths: First, the gains and benefits from 
world .. trade are reciprocal; we gain in 
exports and in the supply of needed im
ports as other countries · benefit from 
their trade with us. Second, we cannot 
continue to export unless we continue to 
import, and our exports will not grow 
unless our imports are permitted to 
expand. 

This is the essence of the mutual eco
nomic interest in expanded international 
trade. In the 22 ~·ears since the trade 
agreements program was initiated, these 
truths have been put to work to bring 
great and enduring economic benefits to 
every sector of our economy. For wher
ever the genius of American production 
flourishes-and it has flourished in agri
culture no less than in industry, in the 
South as well as in the North, and from 
the Atlantic to the Pacific-there you 
will find Americans emplqyed in the pro
duction of goods for export. Correspond
ingly, we have availed ourselves, in re
turn, of the products produced b.y .the 
genius of foreign artisans and we have 
become richer because of it. 

No better example of this relationship 
exists than in the historic trade relations 
between ourselves and Switzerland. It 
was in recognition of this trade with our 
sister democracy of Switzerland, that one 
of our first trade agreements made after 
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act 
went into effect was concluded with 
Switzerland in 1936. 
· Spurred by that momentous agree
ment, our trade with Switzerland has 
expanded greatly. In 1936, our exports 
to Switzerland were valued at $7.5 mil
lion. That export trade has· grown 
twentyfold in the years since 1936. Our 
exports to Switzerland are now valued 
at over $150 million. 

It is a matter of record that Switzer
land has been our best cash customer in 
Europe. We send her a wide variety of 
products,- ranging from foodstuffs like 
meat products, grains, fruits, fats and 
oils, and cotton to .. manufactured goods 
such as iron and steel-mill products, 
electrical machinery, transportation 
equipment, and chemicals . . 

In return, Switzerland's most . impor
tant exports to the United States are her 
fine jeweled watch movements which 

have a deserved reputation of excellence 
throughout the world. Indeed, Switzer
land's watch ·exports to the United 
States account for 40 percent of her total 
export sales to us. One can readily see 
how vital these sales are to Switzerland's 
earning power and her ability to buy 
from the United States. Any decline in 
these sales, such as we experienced re
cently and which I will describe shortly, 
can only have a direct and adverse effect 
on our export sales to Switzerland, Such 
an unfortunate set of circumstances is 
certain to impair American production, 
employment, and incomes. 

Like many regions in the United 
States, my native city of Detroit produces 
significantly for the export market. The 
Detroit Board of Commerce has esti
mated that 1 out of every 7 persons em
ployed in manufacturing in the Detroit 
area owes his livelihood to export trade. 
In addition, many jobs depend on the 
import-export business which moves 
through the great port of Detroit which 
has grown to be the second most impor
tant in the Nation in terms of the dollar· 
value of the trade handled. One can 
readily see how important foreign traae 
is in keeping people working and main
taining payrolls at high levels. The 
automobile industry alone, through its 
export markets, helps employment and 
payrolls in a myriad of other industries, 
such as rubber, steel, glass, and chemi
cals that are located throughout the 
United States. , 

Indeed, the maintenance ·and growth 
of our exports is vital to the well-being 
not only of Detroit's industries, but of 
other industries spread over the vast ex-
tent of our country. · 

Now, Switzerland alone offers a most 
important export market for the prod
ucts of Detroit industry. Let me cite, for 
example, the value of our exports to 
Switzerland for 3 categories of prod
ucts alone: automobiles, office machines, 
and pharmaceuticals. From Department 
of Commerce data;·! learned that in 1955, 
the United States exported to Switzer-
· land $10 million worth of automobiles, 
$3.5 million worth of office machines 
and $4 million worth of medicinal and 
pharmaceutical preparations. Thus, in 
export sales to Switzerland alone, these 
3 industries that are so prominent in the 
economy of the Detroit region, have a 
market of $17 .5 million, in 1955. Be
hind these dollar export figures are jobs, 
payrolls, taxes, and profits vital to the 
welfare of the American economy. 

That is the nature of the benefits of 
reciprocity. To give one further illustra
tion, I read a news report the other day 
which cited the · fact that in January, 
Swissair, the Swiss airlines, announced 
the purchase of 2 Douglas DC-8 inter
continental jet airliners at a cost of 
$16.3 million. ·This purchase is a con
tinuation of Swissair's long-established 
policy of buying American-made equip
ment which was begun in 1932. Reflect 
for a moment what the impact on our 
American aircraft industry and all its 
suppliers would ;be .if the Swiss were to 
reverse this traditional policy and de
cided, say for reasons of national se
curity, that all its airplanes had to be 
manufactured at home. 

I fear that we do not often enough stop 
to consider the real meaning of these 
facts. We are all concerned about grow
ing unemployment. There have been re
ports recently that unemployment in the 
automobile industry is approaching the 
50,000 mark, and Harlow Curtice, the 
president of General Motors, has pre
dicted a 14 percent decline in automobile 
production for 1956. But we all have the 
unfortunate tendency of not paying ade
quate attention to the strategic im
portance which our export trade has to 
high levels of employment and produc
tion at home. In particular, there is a 
tendency to think of exports as some
thing separate from imports-as if the1;e 
were no relation between the two-as if 
we could limit imports of certain prod
ucts without that having an effect on 
exports. 

But, of course, that is not true and it 
is very unrealistic to think that way. 
Our exports have a direct and vital de- · 
pendence on our imports. In the case of 
Swiss-American trade, if we see that 
watch imports are imperiled, then we 
must at the very same time see that our 
exports of automobiles; phamaceuticals, 
office · machines, aircraft-and indeed, 
cotton, tobacco, and textiles-that all 
these · are likewise imperiled. And· the 
American economy sells over $150 million 
worth of goods to Switzerland which fall 
into this category. 

It is for these reasons that I wish to 
point out, Mr. Speaker, that United 
States imports of watches from Switzer
land have suffered a-serious decline over 
the past two years, due in no small part 
to actions, either taken or threatened, 
by this administration. In 1953, we im
ported $71 million worth of watches and 
watch movements from Switzerland; in 
1954, $54 million; and in 1955, these im
ports were running at $42 million. It is 
clear that this serious falloff in our im
ports of Swiss watches has already af
fected some of our exports to Switzerland 
and, unless some improvement takes 
place, our entfre export trade with 
Switzerland will be placed in jeopardy. 
Yet what has happened? Has this ad
ministration taken the positive steps nec
essary to restore to watch imports their 
rightful share in the American market. 
The answer is "No." We all are too fa
miliar with the action taken in July 1954, 
by the President to increase the tariffs on 
watch imports by 50 percent under the 
escape clause. 

But ·as if this were not enough, there 
have ensued a whole series of actions and 

· threats of actions designed further to re
strict- the importation of Swiss watches. 
At this very moment, there are grave 
threats overhanging our trade relations 
with Switzerland that cast, like a for bid
ding cloud, gray doubt and uncertainty 
before it. This is, I submit, a most un
seemly way to treat a good friend and 
customer. · 
: Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that rather 
than move backward, the administra
tion should reverse its direction and 
begin to do something constructive to 
stem the precipitous decline in our watch 
imports. The first thing that should be 
done is to review and reverse the escape
clause decision of July 1954 as provided 
for by law. In offering this suggestion, 
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I am doing no more than repeating the 
recommendation made by the distin
guished Governor of Maryland, T. R. 
McKeldin, a Republican himself, who ).s 
much concerned with our foreign..:trade· 
relations. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a proposal which 
should commend itself to all Democrats 
and Republicans alike. Indeed, a trade 
policy that seeks the freeing and expan
sion of world trade, that seeks the en
hanced use of our own economic re
sources. that seeks a firmer binding of 
the ties of mutual interest between the 
nations of the free world-such a for
eign-trade policy must be bipartisan in 
scope. Through the instrumentality of 
the proposed Organization for Trade Co-· 
operation and by following our now tra
ditional guidelines, our foreign-trade 
policy must become an increasingly im
portant part of our total foreign policy. 
Through it we can achieve a stronger 

·community of free nations and greater 
economic prosperity at home. 

I close, Mr. Speaker. with a plea for 
following with determination the en
lightened· course charted in the early· 
1930's by Cordell Hull. No less can be 
expected of us and, truly. we could' 
choose no better path today. 

HONORING SURVIVING VETERANS 
OF. THE WAR BETWEEN THE· 
STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the previous order of the House the gen-· 
tleman from Florida [Mr. SIKES] is rec
ognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. SIKES. l\1r. Speaker, today · I 
offer a resolution to provide for a joint 
session of the Congress to honor the sur
viving veterans of the War Between the 
States, and to provide for a medal to be
struck and presented to each of them. 
. Almost 91 years have passed since that· 
war ended on April 9, 1865, and it is al-· 
together remarkable that there are stm 
a few living survivors both-in the South· 
ftnd in the North. In their earliest youth 
these men knew from first-hand experi-· 
ence tl].e price that had to be paid for· 
division. But they saw the end of the 
conflict, and the days of reconstruction. 
They witnessed the healing of the 
wounds of war and- the resurgence of a 
nation united in common accord. Two 
world wars have come and gone, and yet 
we remember these men who are a link 
with our past and a reminder of that 
psalm: 
. Behold, how good and how pleasant it is 
for brethren to dwell together in unity. 
(Psalm cxxxlli : 1.) 

It has been the practice of the Con
gress to commemorate special occasions 
by awarding medals as a symbol of a 
belief in an ideal. A medal is something 
more than a gold medallion. It is the 
recognition of an event, an award to a 
deserving person who personifies . that 
event, and a concept of a nation's values. 

To honor this handful of survivors of 
all those men who played a part in tl:)'e 
Confederate and Federal armies would 
be to pay tribute not only to them but 
also to the tradition of unity that ·exists 
among our 48 States. · 

What I propose is a joint session of· 
the Congress of the United States in 
which the veterans of the War Between 
the States will be the center of a cere
mony symbolizing the oneness and the 
indivisibility of this country. I propose 
that the remaining survivors be cor
dially and wholeheartedly invited to 
come here for this ceremony at Govern
ment expense-both the confederate 
and the Federal survivors-and that 
they be honored with all due courtesy. 
I ask, further, that the Secretary of the 
Treasury be authorized and directed to 
strike off a medallion suitable for the. 
event, and that this medal serve as a 
decoration on the occasion for each of 
the survivors. 

Recognizing that age brings infirmity 
and that ill health may prevent actual 
attendance at the ceremony for one or 
more of the surviving veterans, my reso
lution also provides that the presenta
tion may be made at the home of any 
surviving veteran or veterans who can
not come to the Capitol at Washington 
for the presentation ceremonies and the 
joint session. 

The bestowal of this honor at such a 
ceremony is both timely and appropri
ate. It is timely because life is running 
out for the men on both sic;ies who of
fered their last full measure of devotion 
to the cause in which they believed. It 
is timely, also. because our country is 
currently living in the phenomenon of 
a remarkable public interest in the per-· 
sonalities and the circumstances of the 
War Between the States. This may be 
because of that extraordinary novel. 
Gone With the Wind, and the wealth 
of American literature-fiction, biogra
phy, and history-that followed in its 
wake. It may, again be the result of 
the depth of feeling Americans recog
nize about a war' that had such leaders 
in the South as Robert E. Lee and in the 
North as Abraham Lincoln. 

It is to be expected that among sov
ereign and dynamic States, and among 
groups of Americans living in varying cli
mates of opinion, there will be diversity 
amidst unity. This is · similar to that· 
concept in literature which we call unity 
in variety, "the principle that beauty in 
art, depends on the fusion of a variety 
of elements into an organic whole which 
produces a single impression... It is to 
be expected that in the vast continental 
expanse of our Nation there will be dif
ferences of opinion and that they may; 
from time to time, excite strong feels as 
various issues are debated. But we have 
a way of settling such matters by major
ity vote. and by passing laws which 
have-as Mr. Justice Holmes so aptly 
phrased it-the support of a "prepon
derant public opinion ... 

Over and above these measures, should 
we not emphasize the constructive forces 
bf our society-emphasize ·the essential 
unity and oneness of the North and the 
South-one Nation, indivisible with lib-· 
erty and justice for all? 

The ceremony I propose. tlie awards; 
the very presence together, side by side, 
of the soldiers who still survive from the 
armies of the North and the armies of 
the South, will, under the roof of this 
Capitol. provide the living proof of the 

prophetic aims for which, l;n the end. 
both Robert K Lee and Abraham Lincoln 
strove so mightily. For as we all know, 
General Lee and President Lincoln saw 
eye to eye on the future of this Nation 
once the guns of war had been stilled. 

For decades the line of survivors has 
been thinning and is now threatening to 
disappear altogether. The opportunity 
is, as of this moment. held out to us, to 
translate a kind of final encampment of 
the Confederate and Federal armies into 
a gesture that will give us all a reborn 
faith in the valor and the toughness that · 
make this country great. 
· For rne it seems an event upon which 

we can all unite. It is an event we must ' 
provide for now for it cannot wait. It 
will give the Nation the dramatic and 
arresting spectacle of a force that once 
divided the country now uniting it. The 
very character of the scene will ·carry 
with it all the meaning and emphasis of 
history, the history that in the light of 
developments, binds a nation together. · 
It. will be the living testimony of a proph
ecy come true. The Nation will have af
forded it the ultimate proof that there 
was, indeed. malice toward none and· 
charity for all. 

And I know of no place, more hallowed, 
more precisely fitting, 'more awe-inspir
ing for a ceremony ·symbolizing ultimate· 
and consummated reconciliation than, 
the Halls of' the Congress of the United 
States. 

STANDBY WHILE THEY CLOSE 
THE SKIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the previous order of the House -the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HOLI
FIELD] is recognized for 60 minutes. 
_ Mr. _HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
have asked for this hour's time in order 
that some of my colleagues and myself . 
may speak on a subject which is very. 
important to the. N~tion and important: 
to the people of California. 

Mr. Speaker, growing numbers of 
~mericans who use air transportation.' 
are all familiar with the word "standby." 

Those of us who have tried to reserve 
~eats in a hurry out of Washington know. 
these words very well. 
. The last remaining independent air .. 
line of any size-the ·California airline. 
group of war veterans- that introduced 
the first coast-to-coast aircoach flights 
10 years. ago is still standing by. North 
American Airlines of Burbank, is stand
ing by wondering whether it is going to 
be allowed to enter the United States 
trunkline air carrier. family. 

The plight of North American is im
portant to us in California. This pio
neering aircoach service brings over 125,
ooo people to and from California every 
year. Its innovation of transcontinen
tal aircoach fares sets the pace for simi
lar economy aircoach flights to our 
State. 

North American's management, devel
oped the first aircoach service idea in 
1945 and flew the first low-cost Cali
fornia-New York aircoach flights in 1946. 
Other · airlines. who said at first, "it 
could not be done,'' did not g·enerally offer 
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their passengers air.coach .economy until' year to· passengers in and out of these 
1952. . cities was buried. . 

North American gave the public the All Americans and Europeans who 
first $99 transcontinental coach fares have long hoped for the day when they 
and saw this economy copied by other could fiy the Atlantic .at fares within 
airlines in 1952. Still operating with- their means had a rude jolt last month 
out subsidy, as they did · from the very when the CAB turned down North 
first, North American in 1952 reduced its American's application to provide low
coast-to-coast round-trip fare to $160, cost air-coach . service between the 
a rate that was not matched by the big United States and Europe at fares about 

·airlines until September .1955. half the lowest off-season tourist rates 
But now-having led the way in giving charged. The CAB had previously 

the public the first real economies in pointed with some pride to the fact that 
air travel and having led the industry domestic coach fares· of 3.2 cents per 
reluctantly to adopt the very economy mile are now in effect between New York 
flights that have given the big carriers and ·California. But, under pressure 
their greatest mass passenger market, again from those who said lower fares 
North American is told to stand by. were "impossible" across the Atlantic, 

new.carriers have been certified for ma
jor route competition, to see why fares. 
have not been brought down as they 
could and should be on both domestic 
and overs.eas routes. . 
. It is· our Civil Aeronautics Act: And 
the Board ·should be called to account 
when its enforcement of· the act runs 
contrary to the intent of Congress. · · 

In the public interest we cannot stand 
by forevez while they close the sky. 

Shannon ~ · -·--- -
London . •. ~ -- ---· 
Paris _---- --- · --- 
Frankfor t_ __ ~- -- -
R ome .• •.••• ____ _ 

All year. 
round 

1st class 

$371 
400 
420 
438 
487 

Present 
coach rate 

$261 
290 
310 
328 
360 

Proposed 
North 

American 
Airline 

fare 

$125. 00 
140. 00 
146. 50 
156. 00 
175. 00 

· While celebrating the 10th anniversary the Board turned . down Nor.th Ameri
of their idea .that has revolutionized air can's application for true low-fare over
travel, North American has been snarled seas-coach service. As .a final blow to 
in administrative redtape. It has been· air travelers-after rejecting the North 
singled out on. economic grounds alone, American idea-the CAB under pressure 
for special technical "treatment" by the has approved · a first~class-fare increase . . ,Mr: UTT. Mr.' Speaker, will the gen
Civil Aeronautics Board. · ·And if the across the Atlantic. ·As a sop to public .t~eman yield? · 
"treatment'' works, North American opinion, however, the Board still apolo- Mr. HOLIFIELD. · I yield to the gen
would be grounded and forever forbidden getically states that air-tourist fares tleman from California. 
by Government edict to offer any more. across the ocean are too high.: Mr. UTT.. Mr. Speaker, we from Cali
new ideas, new economies, new "firsts" to The faGt is that the public now pays fornia take special pride today in the· 
the public and to air transportation in more than double to fiy over salt water.. fact that a~n:~oach was launched by Cal
the yea:rs ahead. It pays twice as much to :tly across the , ifornia veterans 10 years ago this morith. 

The potency and impact of the North ocean in the same planes as it does to· Our State has not only contributed 
American economy-idea-has already been- fiy air coach to and from -Cali-fornia. much, but has gained much from low
:firmly established in its very first 10 Why does it cost twice ·as much to :ijy · cost aircoach-an idea which was first 
years. over salt water? The reason is elemen- ventqred by North American Airline's 

But how about the 10 years ahead? tary. _Completely controlled by an inter- present management. North American 
Well it is clear that if the first 10 years national cartel there is no independent flies some 60,000 passengers into Cali
of struggle to implant new economy ideas competition over the ocean to ·p_rovide fornia each year, and, of course, addi
in air transportation have been this dif- . the price .yardstick which North Amer- tional tens of t.housands of coach pas
:ficult for North American, the next 10 ican has done over land. · , sengers are. brought by other air carriers 
years without . the kind of competitive- So ·these b:lg ideas .for future economy · which fopowed the footsteps of the pio
spur this ·kind of airline · operation pro- fo. air travel have · been summarily. neer independent company. 
vides, are. going .to be . equally difficult brushed off by the CAB. All the ideas Ten years ago the first coach flight, a 
unless the CAB starts administering t4e came f.rom North American just as did DC-3, took off with 22 passengers. This 
act as Congress. intended. . · . the iclea of low-:cost domestic air coach, year . almost half of the total- air-pas- . 

Because the skies-by ·CAB edict- the idea·we.just celebrated.· · · · senger traffic will travel aircoach. 
have been all but closed to new airline. · Tuesday was a milestone in air trans-. What will we be celebrating some 10 
competition on major passenger trunk portation progress, the 10th birthday of· years hence? : Will it be · the 20th· anni~ 
routes. More . recently . they've been the first coast-to-coast air coach econ- versary of aircoach and an age of popu.J 
closed for all practical purposes on the omy :flights. It would be tragic for the lar air transportation, comparable with 
high-cost, to-luxury overseas routes. public and the industry if tliis milestone the automotive age? 

Let us look at the recent CAB record of became a tombstone. or will it be an · entirely opposite sit..; 
saying . "no" to new competitive ~deas The sound a.iternative, it seems to me, uation? Today· North American's con
offered ·by North .American to save the is for Congress to take a new doo.k at tinued existence hangs on the thread of 
public money and to increase air t ravel the fortifications which have been built a court stay, preventing temporarily the. 
for the whole industry. by Government regulation to protect· execution of the CAB's order grounding 

My New York colleagues, who fly to and preserve the skies -from · encroach- the carrier. Ten years hence it is en.: 
and from Washington, now pay $30.14 ment from any new major trunk line tirely possible that there will be no inde
for a first-class round trip, which, of air competition. Congress wrote the pendent competitor, and that, to judge 
course, usually involves trying your luck Civil Aeronautics Act in 1938 and incor- by the past· decade, even the present 
with .weekend standbys. A New York- porated in the act the legislative intent number of 12 certificated carriers will be 
Washington coach fare of a straight $20 that there should be competition in air. reduced, so that there may be only 8 or 
would now be in effect if the CAB had . transportation. There has been no new. ev,en fewer domestic carr iers. 
approved North- American's application competition · allowed · by the CAB on Why should we be wary of such a de-· 
of 2 years ·ago to provide a continuous major passenger routes for l8 long years. 
low-cost shuttle · service between New There has never been a comprehensive. vel.opment and do all in our power- to 

prevent this happening? I make no spe-
York and Washington. Congressional investigation of trunk line cial case fo.r any one company, nor do I. 

My colleagues-and their constitu- air passenger rates.- This seems ·more hold any· company to blame.. It is in the 
. ents-from New York, Boston, Philadel- than passing strange, because "Whe~ever. . nature of our · economic system, that 
phia, Detroit, Pittsburgh, Cleveland, St; there has been vigorous new independent where there fs independent competitfon: 
Louis, Atlanta, Miami, -Dallas, Tulsa, air coach competition-such as betwee~ 
Oklahoma City, Chicago, Detroit, Kansas New . York and California-air coach the public, the cons_umer, profits. Where 
City, Denver, and other cities in a 21- mtes have been forced down. Wherever ev~ry_thip.g is_ closed. to c.ompeti.tion, and 
city network would now be paying about the CAB has not permitted new com- the industry is regulated by the Govern-
33 percent less for air-coach ·travel in petition to enter route s~rvice, air coach ment or regulates itself, you have a-mo.: 
and out of these cities if the CAB had fares of the big carriers stay at higher nopoly situation, . and scarcity breeds 
approved North American's application levels. · high prices and ~enerally _poor service, 
to introduce true low-fare air coach of So ~t see~ to be · up to Congress to Any reasonable person _familiar with 
3.2 cents a mile. But the CAB said "No" take a good careful look at this develop- the facts knows that the elimination of 
and a possible saving of $100 million a ment of a sky monopoly, to see why no North American will spell an increase 
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in-prices for all "Rir· travelers. Here are 
the facts: · 

· North American adopted $160 trans- 
continental round-trip fares - in 1953. 
Three major airlines, American, TWA,, 
and United, adopted their rate in Sep
tember 1955, to run for a 6-month pe
riod, expiring on March 15 of this year. 

It was expected that North American 
would be out of business by March· 15. 
But, with the CAB's decision being stayed 
pending appeal in the r,ourts, the major
carriers-have now announced that they 
will extend the low rates, TWA and 
United for 6 months, and American Air
lines for 60 days. 

I quote· from Aviation Daily ·ot ·Feb-
ruary 15, 1956: 
AA ASKS 60-DAY EXTENSION OF . EX-CURSION 

, FARE 

American Airlines, in contrast to 6-month. 
proposals of competing lines, has asked CAB. 
for lit 60-day extension of the $160 round-trip 
transcontinental coach excursion fare. Tar
iffs of American, TWA, and United, filed last 
September,~ are ·currently scheduled to ex
pire March 15. TWA and United have pro
posed extensions until September 15. 

American's revised tariff would expire May 
18. Spokesman for the airltµe said the 
limited extension is prop_osed so that a more. 
complete picture may be obtained on which 
to decide whether the special low fares should 
apply during the peak summer travel season. 
The fare is available only when round trip: 
tickets are purchased and travel, limited to 
Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday, each week, 
is completed within 30 · days. Normal one-: 
way transcontinental coach fare is $99. 

· Interestingly enough, in the same issue 
of Aviation Daily appears this item, re-· 
garding the -fate of North American be
fore the courts: 
COURT CONSIDERS NORTH AMERICAN'S APPEAL 

FROM CAB DECISION 

United States Court of Appeals, District of· 
Columbia Circuit, has taken under advise
ment the appeal of North American Airlines 
seeking reversal of CAB's decision revoking 
its nonscheduled airline operating authority. 
Final arguments were heard Monday by 
Judges Edgerton, Washington, and Danaher. 
The CAB decision · has been stayed p~mding 
outcome of the appeal. There are no indi
cations as to when the Court might be ex
pected to act, although it previously served 
notice on the parties that it desired an ex
pedited proceeding." 

It is .ob'vious that the major airlines 
plan to maintain this $160 fare .only so 
long as North American continues in 
business. 

And it is also obvious that as soon as 
transcontinental fares go up, all fares 
will be upgraded. 

For these reasons, I feel it is imperative 
that the appropriate Congressional com
mittees go to the heart of this matter 
immediately. Whatever the solution, it 
must come now, while North American 
is still in the air. There is nothing 
deader than a small business that is not 
operating unless it is an airline that is 
not flying. 

Mr. HOJ:,,IFIELD. Mr. Speaker-, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Dor.NJ, and the 
gentlemen from California [Mr. UTT and 
Mr. HosMER] may extend their remarks 
at this point in the _- RECORD. 

_The SPEAKER. -Is .there objection to: 
the request of. the gentleman from Cali-.. 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, on this 

occasion, when we are saluting the first, 
decade of air-coach flights, a construc
tive advance in air transportation, my. 
home city of Long Beach, Calif, has his
toric importance and significance. 

Ten years age. a youthful California 
combat flier named Stanley Weiss, not 
long. discharged from service as a pilot 
over the hazardous Hump, piloted from • 
the Long Beach airport . the first trans
continental air coach .flight in · this, 
country. Like other ex-Gl's, Weiss and, 
bis associate, James Fischgrund, a for
mer Navy lieutenant commander in the · 
Pacific, had been encouraged by our Gov
ernment to get into.aviation. They read 
official Government booklets telling them 
how to enter the air transp.ortation busi
ness. These booklets were called, I be
lieve, War Wings. for Peace. 
· They .also read Government literature . 
instructing them how to obtain Federal 
loans, in order to buy Government trans-
port aircraft for conversion into civilian 
service. 
'. With their owr .. savings and an RFC· 
loan for $30,000, these two California 
veterans purchased a DC-3 aircraft. It 
was in this plane, converted and adapted 
for passenger service, that they flew that 
first air-coach flight from Long Beach 
to New York, in 18 hours, with 4 stops· 
en route, carrying 22 passengers. 
- The two veterans did not make the 
newspapers with that flight. They were
too busy handling all details of their 
ground and air operations to be very 
conscious of the fact that they were mak
ing air transportation history. But his
tory they ·did make, as they were joined 
by two other California air-coach pio
neers, J .' B. Lewis and Ross R. Hart, in 
forming the present North American· 
Airlines group. 

So this pioneering of air coach was, 
in its first stages, a California develop
ment by California independent business 
men, who saw and met the need for a 
new kind of low-cost air transportation 
service. Later other independents
some 300 companies, in fac~joined in 
the mushrooming development of . air 
coach. The. North American group, 
which introduced the idea, has remained 
the largest survivor and has led the air
transportation industry to the present· 
almost universal adoption of air-coach 
service. 

The early Government loans have long 
since been paid back. For the North 
American idea, launched from Lcing 
Beach, has proved to be truly a billion
tlollar idea in this past decade. Air 
coach is largely responsible for the re
cent record peak earnings of our air
lines. Their profits, which air coach 
helped 'to swell, have helped our air
lines stand on their own feet financially, 
without recourse to Government sub
sidy. And thus both airline passengers 
and taxpayers have been saved hundreds 
of millions of dollars by this amazing 
10-year-old youngster~air coiK:h.-
. This is an American story, story of 
free enterprise, functioning vigorously 

and competiUvely -to~ bring. new- ideas, 
mass market economies and a greater
volume of profits to a great American 
industry. 
. Here we see demonstrated the princi

ple which has made the free enterprise. 
system great. By· reducing . unit costs 
the volume of business increased enor- . 
mously-so that fares were reduced and 
the. industry grew. Today, thanks to the 
North American idea which was first 
tested in that .historic flight from Long 
Beach in February 1946, aviation has 
become our fastest growing business . . 

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Speaker, . 
I am concerned about what has been said . 
here today about the importance of pre
serving and perhaps reaffirming the r~ht.. 
of entry into an American industry in 
which new competition has demon
strated it can make new .and valuable 
contributions in the public interest. 
. With your permission I should like to 
quote some excerpts from. a news dis-. 
patch published Sunday, January 22, in 
the New York Herald Tribune. This· 
article is headed "Travel By Air Coach 
Has Phenomenal Rise." 

It goes on to state: 
Scheduled air-coach travel is a relatively 

recent development, with the nonscheduled 
(independent) lines deserving a bow for 
literally forcing the low-cost travel issue. ·. 

- The article· then points out that there
was almost no air coach on the major· 
airlines in 1948, whereas today approxi-_ 
mately 33 percent or more of the sched
ule airlines' business is air coach. 
- "Why this spectacular growth?" the 
article asks. It goes further and states 
that our big ~ air lines "were, in the· 
opinion of many, slow to adopt air 
coach-but when they finally did, ex
pansion was fast." 

Careful investigation of the history of 
this phenomenal development shows. 
~hat these facts are substantially correct; 
.Air coach, launched 10 years ago this 
month, was the proud postwar baby o{ 
f-ormer GI fliers. They were encouraged 
by Government to get into the business: 
They nursed the baby along for 2 years 
with their own money and without 
Government subsidy payments. They 
met· a real ·public need by providing the 
first true low-cost air fares. 

But while they were trying to nurture 
this new mass air passenger market, the 
large subsidized passenger ·carriers 
looked askance at the infant. They 
preqicted air coach would never live 
because i~the whole idea of lower fares 
for more people-was impractical and 
impossible. So as a result of their early 
reluctance to give the American people 
air coach,. the independents had to go it 
alone in ord.er. to prove their point that 
what the United States airline industry 
really needed was passengers-not sub
sidies. 

The independents-such as North 
American-were right. Their pioneer
ing has helped the United States airline 
industry place itself in a better position 
to ·cope with a general-downturn than at 
any time in its history, according to a 
recent talk by Joseph H. Fitzgerald, di
rector of 'the · Civil Aeronautics Board's 
air operations bureau. · Mr. Fitzgerald 
stated. ·"improved reliability and speed, 
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accompanied by lower fares in relation 
to all other prices" has made air trave1 
-a primary means of travel between cities 
separated by any appreciable distance." 

It is quite clear, then, that new com
petition-the competition of the North 
American air coach idea-has been good 
for the public and good for the industry. 

Yet North American, the largest sur
viving independent airline of some 300 
hopefully started by war veterans a dec
ade ago, is still trying desperately on its 
10th birthday to secure from the Civil 
Aeronautics Board a certificate to fur
nish broader, low-cost air coach service 

·extending beyond its present New York
California, New York-Florida, and New 
York-Texas routes. 

The CAB has to date turned this com
petitive-minded airline group down by 
seeking to revoke its operating authority 
for flying "too regularly." No question 
of safety is ·involved and no question is 
raised concerning the fitness of North 
American to operate an airline reliably 
and efficiently, 

The CAB has denied all of this airline's 
applications to offer new low-fare air 

. coach competition on major routes. It 
also turned down this airline's plea to fiY 
from the United States to Europe at 
·fares 50 percent lower than the lowest 
tourist fares now charged overseas. 

This presents .the rather appalling pic
ture of a Government bureau valiantly 
determined to hold the line to protect 
the skies and the 12 major trunk airlines 
from a newcomer who only seeks to offer 

. the kind of low-fare competition that 
· builds mass traffic, increases profits for 
everyone, and saves the air traveler both 
travel and tax money. 

The CAB has not granted its required 
certificate of convenience and necessity 
to a single new trunk passenger airline 
since 1938, nearly 18 years ago. Since 
then the original 18 big trunk carriers 

· had shrunk to 12 through mergers and 
consolidations. 

We are all entitled to ask today the 
same questions that this airline has been 
asking the CAB: 

A'.re the skies permanently closed to all 
new competition, new ideas, new economy 
services on our major passenger routes? 
• • • Is it in the public interest for a single 
Federal regulatory bureau to use its powers, 
contrary to the intent of Congress, to bar 
entry of qualified new trunk carriers in air 
passenger transportation? 

EIGHTIETH BIRTHDAY OF HIS 
HOLINESS POPE PIUS XII 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MURRAY] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. MURRAY of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, tomorrow, March 2, in religious 
services the world over, Roman Catholics 
will present their spiritual leader, his 
holiness Pope Pius XII, a great spiritual 
bouquet for a happy 80th birthday. I 
think it fitting and proper that we, in 
this great Congress, wish his holiness a 
most happy birthday. -

Without a guided missile he has 
pierced the most formidable forces 
against truth and justi~e. Without a 

single atom bomb he has established an 
impregnable defense to ·the dignity of 
the -individual under God from the forces 
from an enemy who possesses every de
structive method to human dignity con
ceived by man's mind. 

I think it proper to recall briefly the 
history of this great· man. He was born 
on March 2, 1876, Eugenio Maria Joseph 
Pacelli, in an apartment .house in Rome, 
Italy, the son of a pious and God-fearing 
family. In 1899 he was ordained a Ro
man Catholic priest in Rome, Italy. 
In rno1, after several years of the type 
of parish work that is the duty of most 
ministers of God, he became · a member 
of the diplomatic corps of the Roman 
Catholic Church. 

In 1917 he became Titular Archbishop 
of Sardes. In 1929 he became a cardinal 
of the Roman Catholic Church, and in 
1930 the secretary of state of the Roman 
Catholic faith. 

On his birthday, March 2, 1939, he 
was selected the spiritual leader of Ro
man Catholics the world over. He is the 
first Catholic pope to have ever visited 
this country. He has an especial love for 
the people of the United States and its 
country. In his visit to the United States 
he made the following statement con
cerning his impression of our great men: 

I have seen some of the most striking 
natural beauties of the United States: the 
Grand Canyon, the Roc.ky Mountains, Niagara 
Fal~, and several other world-renowned 
places. 

I have seen also many of the sources of the 
inexhaustible natural wealth of this country, 
vast stretches of farming and grazing lands, 
lakes, rivers, oil lands, mine regions, and vast 
forests. 

Visiting industrial centers with their ex
tensive manufacturing plants, gazing on high 
buildings and from them seeing great bridges 
and vast projects for supplying power, light, 
and irrigation, like Boulder Dam, over which 
I fiew, have made a deep impression on me as 
eloquently indicative of the genius of the 
American people. 

During his life to date, Pope Pius the 
XII has been a priest, bishop, cardinal, 
apostle, a cosmopolitan, a teacher, shep
herd, heralder of peace, protector of law, 
def ender of the city of Rome, benefactor 
of mankind, an educator, and a social 
reformer. 

It is reputed among persons of the 
Catholic faith that St. Malachy, Arch
bishop of Armagh, in 1143 made proph
ecies concerning the various popes of the 
Roman Catholic faith. Although these 
prophecies have not always been consist
ent with the facts, in 1143 Pope Pius was 
identified as Pastor Angelicus, the An
gelic Shepherd. I think none could find 
a better description of the life and work 
of this great spiritual leader than the 
reputed prophecy. 

Most of his popely life has been de
voted to working toward the world peace 
that this century has sought with such 
suffering. 

I think it appropriate to recall to the 
Members of this House some of the state
ments this great spiritual leader has 

· made concerning internal and interna
tional affairs in the hope that they might 
give some guidance to us in our delibera
tions in years to come. 

On ·the question of domestic affairs, 
Pope Pius XII stated· on September 1, 
1944, that "a well-regulated -economic 
.and social order must rest on the solid 
.basis of the right to private property!' 
He said, in Quadragesimo Anno: 

Private property is in a particular way the 
natural fruit of labor, the product of the 
concentrated activity of man which he ac
quires by his determination to develop and 
insure his own existence and that of his 
family; to create for himself and for his loved 
ones a free and respectable life, not only 
economic, but political, cultural, and reli
gious. The Christian conscience, therefore, 
cannot admit as just a social order which 
either denies in principle or renders practi-

. cally impossible or useless the natural right 
of property not only to commodities but also 
to the means of production. 

Likewise, it cannot accept another system 
which recognizes, it is true, the natural right 
of property but conceives of it in an erro
neous way and which therefore is opposed to 
a just and healthy natural law that kind of 
capitalism which is based upon erroneous 
conceptions and unduly assigns unto itself 
an unlimited right to property without any 
subordination to the common good. 

With respect to employer-employee 
·. relations, he stated to Italian workmen 
on March 11~ 1945: 

We should aspire to a higher unity which 
will bridge the differences between manage
ment and labor; which will unite all :who 
participate in the production, and this soli
darity is based on the duty of all parties to 
work together for the interests and needs of 
society as a whole. This solidarity must em
brace all the branches of production; must 

.form the foundation of a better economic 
order, of a sound and just economy; it must 
open the roads for the working class to obtain 
its legitimate responsible part in the ma~
agement of the national economy. 

With respect to the farmer and his 
problems, be stated in August 1947: 

One of the main causes of the disturbance 
and confusion in the world economy is to be 
found in the lamentable disregard and even 
contempt which people show with regard to 
the agriculturists and ·their important work. 
Does history not teach us that such an atti
tude is the forerunner of the decline .of 
civilization? And is it not significant that 
precisely in the big cities the alarm is sounded 
to return to the land and raise a healthy, 
vigorous Christian peasantry, a farmer's stock 
which may form a strong dam against which 
will break the ever-higher rising tidal wave 
of physical and moral decay? 

With respect to immigration, Pope 
Pius XII stated: 

Causes of world tensions are, among other 
things, limited national territory and lack of 
primary materials. Some countries are really 
overcrowded and instead of forcing these 
countries to import food at great costs, why 
are emigration and immigration not made 
easier, why are families which so desire not 
allowed to go to countries where it will be 
much easie.r for them to make a living? 

In a letter to former President Tru
man, on August 26, 1947, he stated with 
respect to civil rights: 

Social injustices, racial injustices, and 
religious animosities exist today among men 
-and groups who boast of Christian civiliza
tion. And they are a very useful and often 
effective weapon in the hands of those who 
are bent on destroying all the good which 
that civilization has brought to men. It is 
for all sincere lovers of the great human 
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-have greater confidence in themselves: -They the quarrels between ·nations which might 

family to unite in wresting- those weapons should give proof to others of a more fl.rm lead to war. 
from hostile hands. courage in foiling the maneuvers of the . . ff t 

Many Members of Congress m e ec -
He has made many statements con- obscure forces which a.re still trying to ing their congressional responsibility 

cerning international relationships be- establish power hegemonies, and they should have visited Pope Pius and have been 
tween. natl·ons designed towards the at- also show more active wisdom in preserving 

th k f Of good will awed by his saintliness. tempt to Secure Peace a mong nations. and swelling e ran so men • k 
f b li i God who every On this, his 80th birthday, I would li e In the Unl'ted Nations Assembly, he especially o e evers n , -

where adhere in great numbers to the cause to add my prayers to those of Catholics 
said, in September 1948: of peace. everywhere, that the years ahead will be 

Shortly, as you know, the Assembly of the It would certai.nly be an erroneous unifi- joyous for His Holiness Pope Pius the XII, 
United Nations will resume its sessions, duly cation PQlicy-if not actually treachery-to and that he may in his lifetime observe 
authorized to grapple with problems of sacrifice in favor of nationalistic interests the the culmination of the hope he prayed 
world peace and security. Men of learning racial minorities who are without strength for when he was coronated Pope Pius the 
and experience, of high character and lofty to defend their supreme possessions; their XII: 
ideals, fully conscious of their momentous faith and their Christian culture. Whoever 
responsibility to civilization and culture, were to do this would not be worthy of con- Turning our eyes toward Him who is the 
will put forth their best efforts to reinsure fidence, nor would they be acting ho.norably Father of Light and the God of all consola
the family of nations, and, as we fondly if later in cases where their own interests tion, and placing ourselves under the pro
hope, not only save it from an unimaginable· demanded it, they were to invoke religious tection of the mother of good counsel, who 
cataclysm, but put 1t on the road tJ;lat lead.s , values and respect for law. was the patron of the conclave, we -assume 
to joy in justice to all, workingmen and em- There are many who volunteer to lay the the government of the bark of Pe.ter, in the 
ployer alike, to morality in national and in- bases of human unity. Since, however, hope of steering it as safely as possible 
dividual life that has found its only possible these bases, this bridge, must be of a spirit- throu~h floods and storms to the harbor of 
basis in religious faith in God. If ever an ual nature, those ·sceptics and cynics are peace. 
assembly of men, gathered at a critical cross- certainly not qualified for the task "'.'.ho, in Mr. MURRAY of Illinois. Mr. 
road in history, needed the help of prayer, accordance wit:Q. doctrines of a more or less Speaker, I ask 1.J.:ilanimqus c_onsent that 
it is this assembly of the United Nat~ons. ·disguised materialism, · reduce even the the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BOYLE] 

· t n loftiest truths and the highest spiritual may extend his remarks at this point in He said, in a Chris mas message 0 values to the level of physical reactions or 
December 24, 1948: . consider them mere ideologies. the RECORD. 

fl The SPEAKER. Is there objection to A convinced Christian cannot con ne Nor are those apt for the task who do not 
himself within an easy and egotistical iso- recognize absolute truths nor admit moral the request of the gentleman from Illi
lationism, when he witnesses the needs and obligations in the sphere of social life. nois? 
the misery of his brothers; when pleas for These latter have already in the past-often There was no objection. 
help come to him from those in economic unknowingly, by their abuse of freedom and Mr. BOYLE. Mr. Speaker, March 2, 
distress; when he knows the aspirations of by their destructive and unreasonable criti- 1956, ·marks the 80th birthday of His 
the working classes for more normal and cism-prepared an atmosphere favorable to Holiness Pope :rius XII. I am sure that 
just conditions of life; when he is aware of dictatorship and oppression; and now they all men of good will everywhere, repre
the abuses of an economic system which push forward again to obstruct the work of 
puts money above social obligations; when social and political pacification initiated un- senting all the religious faiths of man
he is not ignorant of the aberrations of an der Christian inspiration. kind, hope and pray that this great 
intransigent nationalism which denies or In some places it happens not rarely that leader will enjoy many more full, healthy 
spurns the common bonds linking the sep- they raise their voices against those who, years in the service of mankind. He be
arate nations together, and imposing on conscientiously, as Christians, take a rightful came a priest in t_he Basilica of Saint 
each one of them many and varied duties active interest in poiitical problems and in Mary Major .on April 2, 1899: In · 1904 
toward the great family of nations. public life in general. · he became a monsignor, and.soon an en-

The Catholic doctrine on the state and · Now and then likewise: they disparage the voy on many missions abroad. On Feb-
civil society has a.Iw11ys been based on the assuredness and strength Christians draw 1 

k · ·th the ill of ruary 7, 1930, he became Papa Secretary principle that in eepmg Wl w from the possession of absolute truth, and, 
God, the nations form together a community on the contrary, they ·spread abroad the of State, under Pope Pius XI. On March 
with a common aim and common dut ies. conviction that it is to modern man's honor, 2, 1939, Eugenio Cardinal Pacelli was 
Even when the proclamation of this princi- and redounds to the credit of his education, elected to ·P:eter's Chair. 
ple and its practical consequences gave rise that he should have no determined ideas or Even those who do not acknowledge 
to violent reactions, the church denied her tendencies, nor be bound to any spiritual the Pope's religious leadership recognize 
assent to the erroneous concept of an abso- world. Meanwhile, they forget that it was in him a world leader of great signift
lutely autonomous sovereignty divested of precisely from these principles that the pres- cance. In every quarter of the globe he 
all social obligations. ent confusion and disorder originated, nor is particularly respected for his efforts 

In a Christmas message given in 1954, ·wm they remember that it was those very in behalf of peace. In August, 1939, 
· t t' 1 Christian forces they now oppose that suc-

on the question of our m erna 10na re- ceeded in restoring, in many countries, the only a few months after his election as 
sponsibility, he urged the world to change freedom which they themselves had dis- Pope Pius XII, he said to the leaders of 
its principle of coexistence predicated sipated. nations and to their peoples, 
upon economic or military might or fear certainly it is not upon such men that "The danger is imminent, but there is 
of the destructiveness of modern weap- the common spiritual foundation can be laid yet time. Nothing is lost with peace; 
ons, to a coexistence predicated upon ·and the bridge of truth built. Indeed, it all may be lost with war. Let them begin 
divine truths. may well be expected that, as occasion de- negotiations anew, conferring with good 

He acknowledged coexistence predi- mands, they will not find it at all unseemly will and respect for reciprocal rights. 
cated upon fear would produce real peace to be partial to the false system of the other Then will they find that to sincere and 

f d shore, adapting themselves even to be over-
only if it developed into a fear o Go · _come by it in case it were momentarily to conscientious negotiations an honorable 

He stated, .particularly, to we Repre- triumph. · · solution is never precluded." · 
sentatives in our dealings with domestic In awaiting, therefor..e, with confidence in - Pope Pius XII, styled the "Pope of 
and international policy: the divine mercy, that spiritual and .Chris- Peace," persisted in his efforts to main-

In both camps .. there are mm~ons in whom tian bridge, already in some way existing be- . tain peace but the demon of war was not 
the imprint of Christ is preserved in a more tween the two shores, -to take on a greater to. be stopped ' and war broke out on Sep
or less active degree; they too, no less than and more effective consistency, we would tember l, 1939. Even then he appealed 
faithful and .fervent believers, should be exhort primarily the· Christians of the na- to the belligerents to observe the ethical 
called upon to collaborate toward a renewed tions where the divine gift of peace "is- still rules of combat and begged relief for the 
basis of unity for the human race. It is true enjoyed to do everything possible to hasten wounded and war prisoners. Mussolini 
that, in one of the two camps, the voice of the hour of its universal reestablishment. 
those who stand resolutely for truth, for defied papal pleas to keep Italy neutral 
love, and for the spirit, is forcibly suffocated In his most recent message given last and in June 1940 rushed to share in the 
by the public authorities, while in the other Christmas, he spoke upon the subject of spoils of fallen France. One year later 
people suffer from excessive timidity in pro- arms and armaments control, and made Hitler turned on his erstwhile Commu-
claiming aloud their worthy desires. It is, this warning: nist ally. On December 7 of the same 
however, the duty of a policy of unification · year the Un1'ted States was catapulted to k h d Efforts toward peace must consist not only 
to encourage the former and ma e ear into the war by the Japanese attack at the sentiments of the latter. in measures aimed at restricting the pos-

Particularly in that camp where it is not a sibility of waging war, but even more in pre- Pearl Harbor. The whole world was 
crime to oppose error, statesmen should venting, eliminating or lessening with time afiame. The holy father frequently 
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urged all men of .good will to ·pray -that 
humanity might see the folly of war and 
the necessity of forsaking injustice, im
morality and selfishness. 

Knowing communism as th.e enemy of 
peace Pope Pius XII was and is com
munism's first and foremost opponent. 
He knew that communism was the 
avowed enemy of Christianity and he 
recognized that communism was an 
ideology and that ideologies will never 
be defeated by wars, but only by sounqer 
ideas and programs more vigorously ad
vocated and put into practice. 

On one occasion the arch atheist and 
materialist, Stalin, snidely .asked, "How 
many divisions does the Pope have?" 
When asked what he thought about Sta.;. 
lin's inquiry, his holiness said: "You 
may tell my son Joseph he will meet my 
divisions in the hereafter." 

Despite the fact that cardinals, bish
ops, priests, and the heroic laity were 
imprisoned, exiled, and martyred, the 
pope never once called for a preventive 
war. Instead, he incessantly appealed 
for a revival of virtue and love of all 
men. The 1955 Christmas appeal for 
armament control in the nuclear age 
was a natural follow-through of the holy 
father's constant concern for peace with 
justice. 

On this anniversary of the pope's 
birthday the world should recall what 
he said at the address on the feast of 
St. Eu.gene, June 2, 1947: 

The future belongs to those who love, not 
to those who hate. 

To his holiness the hearts of human
ity everywhere extend its good wishes 
and congratulations. The people of the 
12th Congressional District of Illinois 
send to the pope our wishes and prayers 
for many years of continued service to 
God and further contributions toward 
world peace. 

Mr. MURRAY or Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanim.JUs consent that the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. TU
MULTY] may extend· his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. TUMULTY. Mr. Speaker, I join 

with my distinguished colleagues in 
wishing a happy birthday to his holi
ness, Pius XII. The world knows of 
his abilities as a diplomat, a teacher, ~ 
defender of freedom and a holy servant 
of God. If I may be permitted a small 
vanity, I would like to point out that 
March 2 is my own birthday and as a 
result I hav.e always felt a particular 
happiness that I share the day with one 
who is truly a saint, and who, in my opin
ion, is the greatest living man in the 
world today. You can imagine with 
what joy and humility I met him this 
past fall when members of the commit
tee with which I was traveling had the 
high honor of an audience with the holy 
father. It is gratifying to report from 
personal observation that the holy 
father appeared vigorous and alert. 
May I express the prayerful wish on 
behalf of the Catholics ili my district 
and of all men and women of good will 

therein that -the holy father- continues 
in good health. He is needed by the 
world in the fight against atheism. 

SPECIAJ., ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House f ollowing -tfie legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered was granted to: 

Mr. SIKES, for 20 minutes, on Thurs
day next. 

Mr. TUMULTY, for 1 hour, on Wed
nesday next. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey Cat the 
request of Mr. RoDINo), for 1 hour on 
Wednesday next. 

Mr. HoFFMAN of Michigan, on Tuesday 
next, for 20 minutes. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. CELLER. 
Mr.RODINO. 
Mr. PATMAN and to include certain ex

cerpts and statements at the end of to
day's proceedings. 

Mr. ASPINALL, his remarks in general 
debate today on H. R. 3383 and to include 
additional material. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska to revise and 
extend his remarks in Committee of the 
Whole and to include certain maps and 
extracts. 

Mr. FEIGHAN in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, the remarks 
t.J expects to make in Committee of the 
Whole and include newspaper articles 
and excerpts from committee hearings. 

Mr. PATTERSON and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. McMILLAN. -
Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois Cat the re

quest of Mr. SHEEHAN). 
Mr. ROBERTS. 
Mr. MACDONAI.D in two instances and to 

include extraneous matter. 
Mr. PELLY in five instances and to in

clude extraneous matter. 
Mr. WICKERSHAM Cat the request of Mr. 

ALBERT) and to include extraneous mat
ter. 

Mr. DONOHUE in two instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. -

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. GREGORY Cat the request of Mr. 

CHELF), for approximately 5 days, on 
account of business in home district in 
Kentucky. 

Mr. FouNTAiN Cat the request of Mr. 
DEANE), for today, on account of official 
business. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MURRAY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly Cat 5 o'clock and 37 minutes p. m.>, 
the Rous~ aqjourned un'til toll).orrow, 
Friday, March 2, 1~56, at 12 o'clock nooi;i;. 

· EXECUTIVE.-COMMUNICATIONS, · 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1586. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy (Material), transmitting -the 
Seventh Semiannual Report of contracts, in 
excess of $50,000 for research, development. 
and experimental purposes awarded by the 
Department of the Navy, for the perlod July 
1 through December 31, 1955, pursuant to 
section 4 of Public Law 557, 82d Congress; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

1587. A letter from the executive vice pres
ident, National Fund for Medical Education, 
transmitting a signed report of an audit of 
the .National Fund for Medical Education for 
the year ended December 31, 1955, made by 
Price Waterhouse & Co., New York City, in
dependent certified public accountants, pur• 
suant to section 14 (b) of Public Law 685, 
83d Congress; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

1588. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Defense Mobilization, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting a report on the share 
of defense procurement which small business 
has been receiving, together with recommen
dations for further action to increase its 
share, pursuant to section 5 of the Defense 
Production Act Amendments of 1955; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

1589. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1956 in the amount of $3 million 1'or 
the Department of the Interior and $250,000 
for the District of Columbia (H. Doc. No. 
352); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

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. FEIGHAN: Committee of Conference. 
H. R. 7588. A bill for the relief of Jane Edith 
Thomas (Rept. No. 1842). 0rdered to be 
printed. 

Mr. SPENCE: Cammi i(tee on Banking and 
Currency. H. R. 9285. A bill to amend sec
tion 14 (b) of the Federal Reserve Act, so 
as to extend for. 2 addii(ional years the · au
thority of Federal Reserve Banks to purchase 
United States obligations directly from the 
Treasury; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1843). · Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union . . 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee: Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. Report of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service 
on the United States Civil Service Commts·
sion (Rept. No. 1844). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 
H. R. 9677. A bill to amend the act en

titled "An act to authorize the coinage of 
50-cent pieces to cc;urullemorate the life and 
perpetuate the , ideals and teachings at 
Booker T. Washington" to authorize the coin· 
age of 50-cent pieces in connection with 
the celebration of the centennial anniversary 
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of the birth of- Booker T. Washington; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BARTLE'IT: 
H. R. 9678. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Agriculture to convey to the Terri
tory of Alaska certain lands in the city of 
Sitka, known as Baranof Castle site; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BROYHILL (by request) : 
H. R. 9679. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Army to dispose of a certain parcel 
of land, a part of Fort Belvoir Accotink Dam 
Site Military Reservation; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BURDICK: 
H. R. 9680. A bill to provide for accrued 

servicemen's indemnity payments in certain 
cases; to the Committee on Veteran's Af
fairs. 

By Mr. CARNAHAN: 
H. R. 9681. A bill to provide for the . con

veyance of certain real property of the United 
States to the State of Missouri for use of 
the Missouri Conservation Commission; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. COLMER: 
H. R. 9682. 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. DEMPSEY: 
H. R. 9683. A bill to repeal section 423.1 (1) 

of the Internal Revenue Code relating to tax 
on admissions; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
H. R. 9684. A bill to repeal the excise tax 

on the use of safe deposit boxes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H. R. 9685. A bill to amend the Railroa~ 

Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases 
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Fore~gn Com
merce. 

By Mr. GARMATZ: 
H. R. 9686. 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. KEOGH: 
H. R. 9687. A bill to provide an income · 

credit in the case of civil-service annuities 
received by nonresident alien individua.ls not 
engaged in trade or business within the 
United States; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr.LONG: 
H. R. 9688. A bill to increase the amount 

authorized for the erection and equipment 
of suitable and adequate buildings and 
facilities for the use of the National Insti
tute of Dental Research; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BATES: 
H. R. 9689. A bill to provide for an experi

mental national flood indemnity and re
insurance program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BENTLEY: ' 
H. R. 9690. A bill to amend the Labor Man

agement ;Relations Act so as to provide for 
elections by secret ballot of employees to 
determine whether to strike; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. CHUDOFF: 
H. R. 9691. A bill to increase the rate of 

pension of certain widows of World War I 
veterans and the annual income limitations 
governing the payment of pension to widows 
and children of such veterans; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

H. R. 9692. A bill to amend part III of 
Veterans• Regulation No. 1 (a) to liberalize 
the basts for, and increase the monthly rates 
of, disab111ty pension awards; to the Com
mittee on Veterans• Affairs. 

H. R. 9693. A bill to establish an -additional 
pension program for veterans of World War 
I; to. the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. GREGORY: 
H. R. 9694. 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. HAND: 
H. R. 9695. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that special 
equipment for disabled individuals shall not 
be subject to the tax on automobile parts 
and accessories; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MACDONALD: 
H; R. 9696. A bill to provide for the pro

motion and stre'ngthening of international 
relations through cultural ·and athletic ex
changes and participation in international 
fairs and festivals; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

H. R. 9697. 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. NATCHER: 
H. R. 9698. A bill to amend the Railroad 

Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases 
in benefits, an~ -for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. NORBLAD: 
H. R. 9699. A bill to provide for the convey

ance to the State of Oregon of the land and 
improvements known as the Clackamas Na
tional Guard Target Range, at Clackamas, 
Oreg., to be used for National Guard pur
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PELLY: 
H. R. 9700. A bill to establish a sound and 

comprehensive national policy with respect 
to the development, conservation for pres
ervation, management, and use of fisheries 
resources, to create and prescribe the func
tions of the United States Fisheries Com
mission, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. PRICE: 
H. R. 9701. A bill to protect members of · 

the public against uninsured liabilities aris
ing from hazards in peaceful utilization of 
atomic energy; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. SPENCE: 
H. R. 9702. 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. GRANT: 
H. R. 9703. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Agriculture to make payments to 
producers of cotton who have complied with 
acreage allotment programs for 1954, 1955, 
and 1956; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 
H. R. 9704. A bill to amend the Civil Serv

ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amend
ed, to eliminate reduction in annuity made 
for surviving spouse, if spouse does not sur
vive; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 
H.J. Res. 568. Joint resolution exercising 

the power granted to Congress by section 5 
of the 14th amendment to the Constitution 
through a declaration that both public 
schools which are desegregated as to race, 
and public schools fer the different races 
which are separate but equal, satisfy the 
requirements of such amendment; to the 
Committee on the· Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIKES: 
H.J. Res. 569. Joint resolution to provide 

for' a joint session of the Congress to honor 

the surviving veterans of the War Between 
the States, and to provide for a medal to be 
struck and presented to such veterans; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BROWN or: Georgia: 
H.J. Res. 570. Joint resolution to declare 

that the applicable requirements o~ the 14th 
amendment are satisfied in any State either 
by public schools which are desegregated as 
to race or by public schools for the different 
races which are separate but equal; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRANT: 
H.J. Res. 571. Joint resolution exercising 

the power granted to Congress by section 5 
of the 14th amendment to the Constitution 
through a declaration that both public 
schools which are desegregated as to race, 
and public schools for the different races 
which are separate but equal, satisfy the 
requirements of such amendment; to the 

· Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FASCELL: 

H.J. Res. 572. Joint resolution designating 
December 1, 1956, as Civil Air Patrol Day; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan: 
H. Res. 415. Resolution to appoint a spe

cial investigating committee; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. SADLAK: 
H. Res. 416. Resolution to authorize the 

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce to investigate and study railroad ac
cidents in the United States, giving par
ticular attention to the accidents which have 
recently occurred; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER : Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of Arizona, memorializ
ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to enact legislation for the 
purpose of permitting juveniles to engage in 
productive pursuits and thereby aid in solv
ing the problem of juvenile delinquency; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

_Also, a memorial of the Legislature of the 
'State of Arizona, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States 
relating to Federal old-age and survivors' 
insurance, and recommending that eligible 
age for retirement be reduced to 60 years; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Arizona, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of t;tie United States 
to amend the Social Security act so that 
total monthly benefit amounts will not be 
decreased upon the death of either spouse; 
to the Cammi ttee on Ways arid Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. AUCHINCLOSS: 
H. R. 9705. A bill for the relief of Lea 

Kummer O'Connell; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DAVIDSON: 
H. R. 9706. A bill for the relief of Elpidofor 

Sedljar; to the Committee on the JudiciarY'. 
H. R. 9707. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Rita 

Querard, nee Mayer; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 9708. A bill for the relief or° Chan Kim 
Tun; to 'the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. 'DINGELL: . 
H; R. 9709. A bill for the relief of Michael 

Monak; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. DORN of New :York: 

· H. R. 9710. A blll for the relief of Alvin 
Uriah Wellington an'd wife, Daphne; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. · 

By Mr. HIESTAND: 
H. R . 9711. A bill for the relief of Marianne 

Larson; .to the Committe~ on the Judiciary. 
. By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 

H. R. 9712. A bill for the relief of Diana 
Lightbourne; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. · 

By Mr. McCULLOCH: 
H. R. 9713. A bill for the relief of Grace 

Yu Ching Wang Li ·(nee Wang); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 
H. R . 9714. A bill for the relief of Isidor 

Goldfracht; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. POWELL: 
· H . R. 9715. A bill for the relief of Julian 

· Barber; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

. By·Mr. ROBESON of Virginia: 
H. R. 9716. ·A bill. for ·the reitef of Waltraud 

Wiehe; to the Comm~ttee on the ·Judiciary. 
By Mrs. ST . . GEORGE: 

H. R. 9717. A bill for the relief of Charlotte 
A. Ruffman; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. - · 

By Mr. SHEEHAN: 
1:. R. 9718. A bill for th:e relief of Moses 

Rosenberg; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary . . 

By Mr. THOMPSON. of New Jersey: 
H. R. 9719. A bill to amend the act of 

March 2, 1&91, as amended, to .insure that 
the Association of Oldest Inhabitants. of the 
District of Columbia will continue to have 
the exclusive right to occupy and use the old 
Union Engine House in the District of Co
lumbia; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. · 

.PETITIONS, ETC. 
. Under. clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
ana ref erred as ~ollows: 

. 602. By Mr. WILLIAMS of New York: Pe
tition of Miss Anna M. Sweet and other resi
dents of Herkimer, Mohawk., and Ilion, N. Y., 
in support of the Siler bill, H. R. 4627· to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreig~ com
merce. 

603. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the exec
utive secretary, Associated Equipment Dis
tributors, Chicago, Ill., urging. Congress to 
adopt the Hoover Commission report on the 
use and disposal of Federal surplus property 
and enact legislation-necessary to permit the 
executive agencies to use the normal chah: 
nels of distrib~tion in the disposal of surplus 
property; to the Committee on Government 
0perations. · 

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR .K~ 

Salute to President Gronchi and Italy 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF. 

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 1, 1956 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, in clos
ing his address before the joint meeting 
of the two Houses of the Congress, His 
Excellency the President of Italy, Gio
vanni Gronchi, used these words: 

This is the Italy which today is before 
you, as a member in good standing of the 
great family of the Western Democracies. 

These are significant words. Presi
dent Gronchi employed them wisely and 

. pointedly for he had placed before the 
American· people and the Congress the . 
case of the Republic of Italy. Who of 
us · 1ooking back oyer the postwar years 
can deny the great struggle for survival 

. of a people imbued with the spirit of 
democracy? Who of us can deny that 
against great odds-these people have 
reached a poir.t of amazing recovery. 
And who can deny their great and end
less gratitude to the people of America 
for their assistance, and the strong 
friendship which motivates them to feel 
almost a kinship with the American 
people. And basic iri all of this is the 
recognition by the people of Italy that 
"our destiny as individuals, in our fam
ily, sbcial or political life, is safe and 
free only in a democracy which draws 
its principles from the Christian tradi-

. tion." 
I am confident, Mr. Speaker, as must 

be many of our colleagues who saw the 
President o.f '.Italy e.d~r~ss the Congress; 
that he voiced the sentiments, aspira
tions, and hopes of the people of Italy 
who are dedicated to the ideals of de
mocracy. Mr. Speaker, I wish to salute 
Mr. Gronchi for his eloquent, stirring, 
and statesmanlike address. I am cer
tain that the case he presented and the. 
sincerity with which he laid it before 
the .Congress have left a lasting and 

favorable impact. And I am certain, 
Mr. Speaker, that whatever we, as lead-· 
ers of the free world, may continue to 
do to sustain the hopes; aims, and as
pirations of these people, that we shall 
not find them wanting, that Italy shall 
prove itself a member in good standing 
of the great family of Western Democra
cies . and a worthy friend and ally. 

One Great Hour of Sharing 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

· IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thursday, March 1, 1956 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. Pr~sident, ·on Sun-· 
.day, March 11, tens of thousands of 
churches throughout the United States 
will join in observing One Great Hour of 
Sharing in the 1956 United Appeal. Ma
jor ·p!'otestant denominations, working 
together for the eighth consecutive year 
through the Central · Department of 
Church World Service of the National 
Council of Churches of Christ in the · 
United States of America, are submitting 
their appeal for funds with which to 
carry on worldwide work of relief among 
the millions of homeless, hungry, and 
destitute in overseas areas of distress. 
Thirty-five major denomina~ions coop
erate ·through the Church World Service 
in humanitarian programs to aid the 
needy abroad. The individual and joint 
efforts of the churches, as projected for 
1956, will require nearly $11 million in 
cash, in· addition to .many millions of 
pounds of United States s.urplus com
modities and other contributed food, 
clothing, and medicine. 

The Easter season has rightly become 
a 'time of sharing with others. I am glad 
to note that most Catholic churches will 
also observe an overseas relief emphasis 
on Sunday, March 11, with their response· 
to the appeal of the Bishops' Fund, 
~oincident with the One Great Hour 

of Sharing obser~ance in Protestant 
churches. - Furthermore, most Jewish 
communities are engaged in their appeal 
for the Passover. Fund of the United Jew
ish Appeal. 

I previously have called attention to 
~his annual One Great Hour of Sharing, 
m an address I delivered at the First 
Methodist Church in Milwaukee Wis
consin, on February 4, 1956, and 'which 
appears in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
February 7. 
· I now ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
two splendid statements on the subject 
of the One Great Hour of Shai.-ing and· 
the 1956 United Appeal. . 

The first is an article entitled "Shar
ing: The Key to Peace," written by our 
tj.istinguished colleague the senior Seri
atc;>r: from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. As ·a~ . , 
member ·ef the Senate.Foreign Relations 
Committee, he has visited throughout 
the world, particularly ~he Far East, in 
~tu dying condi tion.s · among .the needy 
and underprivileged. This article merits 
the careful attention of all of us. 

The second article is by Arthur S. 
Flemming, Director of the Office of De
fe:ise Mobilization. Dr. Flemming is an 
eminent epitor ' and churchman and is 
ably serving the executive branch of the 
Government, while on leave as president 
of Ohio Wesleyan University. His ar-

. ticle, entitled "Sacrificing for Freedom" 
is an important contribution to o~r 
thinking on the important subject of the 

. sacr~c,es that we must make if freedom 
is to endure hi the world. · · · 

There being no objection,· the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: · 

SHARING: THE KEY TO PEACE 

(BY,. Ho.n. H. AJ.ExAND;ER SM1i~, of New · 
Jersey) ' · · 

When we consider the enormous abun
dance with which our country has been 
blessed, through the effectiveness of our 
American system of production, we are chal
li;lnged immediately with the thought that 
we could and should share with suffering 
people in other nations of the world. 

As a member of the Far Eastern Subcom
. mittee of the Foreign Relations Committee 
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