
Cltapter III

EVENTS INTER"ENING BETWEEN EXECUTION OF
THE COLORADO RIVER COMPACT AND EN;\.CT-
MENT OF THE BOULDER PROJECT
ACT

A. Issues
Six elapse.d after exeeutioll of the Colorado River Compact

before enactmellt of Federal legislation ratifying the compact and
autuorizing construction of the necessary storage and of tho
tlli-..A..merican en.na!. The project became a national issue. during
this interval. ,A.rizona. opposed it, and ,\\;o-as joined in that opposition
by the opponents of public po\ver development, by American O\VnerR
of lands in 11exico \vbo ,vere opposed primarily to the construction of
an .A..ll-American Canal, and by others ,vbo did not believ:e tbat the
project. could pay for itself. The very magnitude of the undertaking
constituted a source of inertia. Space does not permit a detailed
account of this interesting period of conflict, but representative
references nla.y be found in the footnotes. l

1 Committee hearings and reports on Colorado River bills during this period
(1922-28) include the follo"Ting:
1922.-Hearings, House Committee on Irrigation, "Protection and Develop-

ment, Lo\ver Colorado River Ba.sin," on H. R. 11449 (67th Cong., 2d sess.)
(June 15, 1922-February 21, 1923). .
1923.-Hearings, House Comnlitt.ee on Irrigation, "Protection and Develop-

ment of Lo\ver Colorado River Basin." on H. R. 2903 (68th Cong., 1st sess.)
(April-August 1923). In addition to the formal hearings, Arizona and California
each print.ed extracts, excerpts, and supplements.
1924.-Hearings, House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Protec-

tion and Development of Lo\ver Colorado River Basin/' on H. R. 2903 (68th
Cong., 1st sess.) (February 17, 1924). (A supplement, "Information by
Citizens of Arizona," "r&8 published.)
Hearings, Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Colorado River

Basin," on S. 727 (68th Cong., 1st sess.) (December 17, 1924-January 23, 1925).
1925.-Hearings, Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Colorado

River Basin," on S. Res. 320 (68th Cong., 2d sess.) (October 26-December 22,
1925) .
1926.-Hearings, House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Colorado

River Basin," on H. R. 6251 and H. R. 9826 (69th Cong., 1st sess.) (February 5-
17, 1926); same title, hearings on H. R. 9826.

Report of the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, on H. R. 9826
(69th Cong., 1st sess.; H. Rept. No. 1657 (1926»).
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(1) The }lTeymouth report.-On February 28, 1924, t.he results of 2
years of additional work under t.he Kinl\:aid Act were embodied in a,
report made by Chief Engineer F. E. Weymouth of the Bureau of
Reclamation to the Commissioner of Reclamation. The conclusions
of this report. (unpublished) ,vere:
(a) That there was immediate need of flood p'rotection in the

lo\\·er Colorado River Basin for the Imperial Valley, attention being
called to the immetiiate danger during each flood period t.}lat the
river might break into the valley and destroy it;

(b) That there was a shortage of water in the Imperial Valley in
each lo,v-water year, there being only 3,500 second-feet or less avail-
able for the entire valley at such times;

t Continued
Report of the Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation on S. 3331

(69th Cong., 1st sess.; S. Rept. No. 654 (.-\pril 19, 1926».
of the House Committee on Rules, "Hearings on Boulder

Dam," on H. R. ·9826 (69th Cong., 2d sess.) 20-22, 1927).
Report of the Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Estimates

for Irrigating Lands Under Colorado River Compact," on S. J. Res. 131 (69th
Cong., 2d sess.; S. Rept. No. 131 (January 17, 1927». .
Report of the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Protection

and Development, Lower Colorado River" (H. Rept. No. 2212, 69th Cong., 2d
sess.) (February 23, 1927).
1928.-Hearings of the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation,

"Regulating the Colorado River," on H. R. 5770 (70th Cong., 1st sass.) (January
7, 1928). •
Hearings of the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Protection

and Development of Lower Colorado River," 011 H. R. 5773 (70th Cong., 1st
sess.) (January 6-14, 1928).
Hearings of the Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Colorado

River Basin," on S. 728 and S. 1274 (70th Cong., 1st sess.) (January 17-21, 1928).
Report of the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation on H. R. 5773

(70th Cong., 1st sess.; H. Rept. No. 918) (:\tIarch 15-24, 1928).
of the Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation on S. 728 (70th

Cong., 1st sess.; S. Rept. No. 592) (l\Iarch 20, April 9, 1928).
Hearings of the House Committee on Rules, "Boulder Dam" (70th Cong., 1st

sess.) (April 2, 1928).
Report of the House Committee on Rules, on H. R. 5773 (70th Cong., 1st sess.)

(1\I&y 15, 1928).
Each State has also published reports stating its viewpoint:
Arizona.-"Official Report of the Proceedings of the Colorado River Conference

Between Delegates Representing California, and Arizona," August 17,
1925; "The Colorado River Question" (1928); "Proposals as to a Basis for a
Lower Basin Compact" (1929).
California.-"California Proposals 8.SI a Basis for a Lower Basin Compact"

(1929); "A.nalysis of Boulder Canyon Project A,ct" (1930); "The Boulder Canyon
Project" (1930); "Colorado River and the Boulder Canyon Project" (1931);
uCalifornia's Stake in the Colorado RiverlJ (1947) .
•Vevada.-"Reports of the Colorado River Commission of Nevada, 1927-35"

(1935): "Boulder Canyon-Lower Colorado River Power and Water Set-up" (1928),
by Goo. W. State engineer.
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(c) That it "Tas practicable to build reservoirs on tIle Colorado
Riyer sufficient in capacity to provide uniform flo,'" from
year to year;
(d) The results of investigation of eight dam sites· on the nlain

river indicated that the most advantageous site from tIle standpoint
of river regulation, flood control, storage for irrigation, and po'\\-er
development ,,"as that n.t Black Canyon;

(e) That tIle immediately urgent problems of river c.ontrol and
utilization of the Colorado River Basin could be (a) tIle
construction of Boulder Canyon Reservoir ,vitll a dam in BIacl\:
Canyon, raising the ,\\"ater 605 feet and forming a reservoir of 34,-
000,000 acre-feet capacity; (b) reservation of 8,000,000 acre-feet at
tIle top of the reservoir for flood control, "rith pronsion for a decrease
of 4,000,000 acre-feet, dcpe.ading upon upstream dev'eIopnlent; (c) pro-
vision for priority of use of remaining storage for irrigation o'v"er
po,ver; (d) construction of a po\verhouse with 1,200,000 horsepo,,-er
installed capacity; (e) construction of an .ill-American Canal frOln
Laguna Dam to Imperial Valley.
(2) Controversy over a. "h·igh dam."-For some tinle there was con-

troversy as to ,yhetller tIle storage dam sllould bfi a lligh, i. e:, "po,ver"
dam, or a lo\v dam built primarily for flood control. Senator Hiram
JohIlson and Represelltative PIli! D. S"ing led the fight for 8· lligh
power-producing dam.
In a statement on July 14, 1925; Hoover said:
The high dSln is urgently needed no\v and for the next 25 years in order to

accomplish the objectives at the earliest Inoment.
The nee(ts of the Imperial ,ralley and Los Angeles are imperative, and any delay

courts disaster.

Testifying before the Senate Committee on Irrigation and Recla-
mation, December 10, 1925, Hoover said: 2
. . . I believe the largest group of those ,,·ho have dealt with the problem, both

engineers and business folk, have come to the conclusion that there should be a
high danl erected somewhere in the ",jcinity of Black Canyon. That is known
usually as the Boulder Canyon site, but nevertheless it is actually Black Canyon.
The dam so erected is proposed to serve the triple purpose of po,ver, flood control,
and storage. Perhaps I should state them in a different order-flood control,
storage, and power, as po\ver is a bJ"Product of these other works.
There are theoretical engineering reasons why flood control and storage works

should be erected farther up the river and why storage works should be erected
farther down the river; and I have not any doubt that given another century of
development on the river all these things be done. The problem that we
have to consider, however, is what will.serve the next generation in the most
economical manner, and we must take capital expenditure and power markets
into consideration in determining this...

, Hearings, Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, "Colorado River
Basin," on S. Res. 320 (68th Cong., 2d sess.) (1925), p. 601; reprinted during
debate on the Boulder Canyon Project Act, Congressional Record, December 8,
1928, p. 266-; quoted in S. Rept. 592, 70th Cong. (1928), p. 10.

)
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B. Ratificatioll of the Colorado River Compact by All
States Except Arizona

The compact, as executed at Santa. Fe, November 24, 1922, ,vas
unconditionally approved by the legislatures of all States of the
basin except Arizona, at the 1923 sessions (appendixes 215 through
220, inclusive). In several of the States, ho,vever, tllere was local
opposition. Hoover made speeches in support of tIle compact
in San Francisco, December 1, 1922; Los ... December 6, 1922;
Phoenix, December 8, 1922; and on January 21, 1923, submitted
replies to a ql.lestionnaire of Congressman Hayden (appendL"t 205).
These efforts were successful, except in Arizona. The Sixth Arizona

Legislature (1923) considered measures ranging from unconditional
approval of the conlpact 3 to a declaration that the compact was in
direct conflict with the Arizona Constitution.4 The Senate passed a
bill 5 ratifying the compact \vith interpretations, by a vote of 10-9.
In the House, a resolution which, as introduced, would have ratified
the compact unconditionally,8 ,vas .amended by adding reservations,
(1) requiring payment to Arizona of a royalty of $5 per horsepower
per annum in perpetuity for the use of waters of the Colorado River
system; (2) limiting to 2,000,000 acre-feet per year; 7 t3) "that
the Gila River System, including the waters of said Gila River a.nd
streams tributary theret.o, be not included, considered or in,rolved in
any way with tile so-ca.lled Colorado River COlnpact," 8 and as
amended \vas passed February 15, 1923.9 ...-\ motioll to strike the reser-
vations ,,"as defeate(l, 23-22. 10 This nleasure died in tIle

S H. Con. Res. 9, Sixth .Arizona Legislature.
4 H. Con. Res. 5.
5 s. B. 136, Senate Journal, Sixth Arizona Legislature, p. 613. The conditions

or interpretations were as follows:
"That A.rticles IV and VI of 3uch 'Colorado River Compact,' as ratified and

approved by this A.ct, are understood to nlean, that the regulation and control
of the Colorado River Systeln, as in said compact defined, and lilnited only by
the diversion and apportionment of the use of the w'aters thereof, for agricultural
and dOlnestic purposes, shall, as to that portion of such System, located within
the ares of anyone of the signatory states, and including the full and unrestricted
right of taxation by way of the imposition of a royalty in perpetuity or other,vise,
upon electrical power generated froln any structure ,,·ithin the boundaries of
such State, be and -remain, in perpetuity, exclusively, in such State."

G H. Con. Res. 1 (House Journal, p. 71). -
7 Substitute H. Res. 15 (House Journal, pp. 210-212).
8 H. Res. 16 (House Journal, pp. 221; 222).
9 House Journal, pp. 299, 300.·
10 House .Journal, p. 299.
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Subsequently'. 011 8., 1923. 8 measure to ratify the eOlnpact
unconditionally 11 failed to pass the ..:\.rizona House by a tie Yote,
22-22. 12
By tllis narro\'· nlargin the Conlpact ,'''as subjected to a quarter

century' of conflict.
The compact ","as not finall}'" appro'\?ed Arizona until 1944

(appendix 230).

C. Negotiations Between ArizOlta alld California
After rejection of the compact in .. an inter,"31 of R year

or more elapsed, follo\ved by R· series of fruitless meetings between
representatives of Arizona and California, some of which are c.ited in
the margin. 13 By 1925 it had become apparent that no agreement
could be reached on which Arizona would ratify tIle Colorado Riyer
compact.

D. Ratificatioll as a Six-State Compact
During the interim between the 1923 and 1925 sessions of tIle

legislature, Delph Carpenter of Colorado initiated the proposal
that the compact be ratified as a six-State agreement "ithout a"Tait-
ing action by Arizona. He stated:
The fact that the river formed a boundary bet,veen Arizona, California, and

Nevada, and also the fact that the entire Colorado River Canyon in
Arizona is held hy the United States as a Federal po,ver reserve prompted me to
make the suggestion without the feeling of any hazard to any of the other States
in the event that the six or more State plan should be adopted.14

11 H. Can. Res. 9.
12 House Journal, p. 564.
13 In April and December 1925 conferences ,,,ere held bet,veen a committee

appointed by the California Legislature from its melllbership, and representatives
of Governor Hunt of Arizona. In the latter, representatives of Ne,·ada partici-
pated.
In December 1926 these conferences were resumed.
In January 1927 the California Legislature authorized a committee to meet

with Arizona, and meetings of representatives of California, Nevada, and Arizona
were held in Los .Angeles. These were continued in February and Ma:r.
On August 22, 1927, a conference of governors and commissioners of all the

basin States met at Denver, recessing September 5, reconvening Sept.ember 19,
and adjourning October 5.
In December 1927 a conference on power ,,"as held by representatives of the

three States in San Francisco.
In January and March 1928 conferences were resumed in Washington.
14 Communication to Mr. Charles A. Dobbel, 1933. See also testimony of !\lr.

Hoover, hearings of Senate Committee on and Reclamation, S. Res.
320 (68th Cong., 2d sess.), p. 600. See also Congressional Record, Senate (70th
Cong., 2d sess.), December 8, 1928, p. 266.
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In furtherance of this plan legislation was enacted approving the
compact as a six-State agreement, and waiving the requirement of
seven-State adherence, by Colorado (appendix 222), Nevada (appendix
223), New (appendix 224), and Wyoming (appendix 226).
Utah enacted a similar act (appendix 225) but it was repealed by the
act of January 19, 1927 (La,vs 1927, p. 1). That State's adherence
to the compact as a six-State document was not effected until enact-
ment of the act of 6, 1929 229).
Six-State ratification was recommended to California by 1.fr.

Hoover. resolution to tllat effect was introduced in the California
...-\ssembly 12, 1925. However, in its place the so-called
Finney Resolution \vas adopted by the legislatlITe April 8, 1925 (ap-
pendix 221), \vhich illCludcd a. stipulation that California's ratification
should not become effective until Congress should authorize the
eonstrtlction of a dam providing at least 20,000,000 acre-feet of
storage capacity. Tllis 11ad tIle effect of malting the compact inoper-
ative unt.il further legislation had been enacted by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Subsequent. efforts to modify or' repeal this condition
failed by large majorities.

Hoover, testify:ng on the third S\ying-Johnson on
3, 1926, reported the situation as follows: 14&

The compact was ratified by all of the States except Arizona, whose legislature
did ratify it subject to certain reservations, but approval was refused by the
governor. A subsequent attempt was made to ratify the compact on a six-
State basis and failed in California.
The failure to secure solution to this primary question and thus clear the road

for construction in the lower basin has been largely due to the desire of some
groups in different States to assure themselves as a condition of ratification that
their view8 as to the character of engineering works and their control should be
adopted.
Except for one group in Arizona, I do not believe there has been any serious

challenge to the equity established by the compact.
As a method for advancing solution of this problem it has been proposed t.hat

construction under authority of the act now before the committee should not be
undertaken until California unreservedly ratifies the compact on a six-State
basis, and that assurances should be given to the northern States that no water
rights would accrue to the citizens of any noncompact State from storage of

as the reswt of this dam.
If adopted, this method at least composes a very large part of the interstate

water conflict, leaving only the question of Arizona to be settled. It has been my
feeling that if Arizona could confine her discussions with the lovier States to the
water rights only, solution could be found. The difficulty is that her officials
have insisted upon injecting numbers of other questions as a condition for agree-
luent on water rights.

14& Hearings of the House Committee on:lrrigation and Reclalnation on H. R.
9826 and II. R. 6251, p. 45.



38 THE HOOVER DAM

E. Governors' COllference, 1927
In a.fter the failure of negotiations anl0ng Arizona, California,

and Ne,Tada, the Governors of the sevell Colorado Basin States met
at Denver, Colo., August 22 to September 1, and September 19 to
October 5, 1927, in an effort to devise means to bring about a seven-
State ratificatioll of the Santa Fe compact. This conference pro-
duced several resolutions, the most notable being a proposal for a
settlement among the States of the lower basin: 15
The governors of the States of the upper division of the Colorado. River System

suggest the following as a fair apportionment of water between the states of the
lov.·er division subject and subordinate to the provisions of the Colorado River
COlnpact in so far as such provisions affect the rights of the upper basin states:
1. Of the average annual delivery of v.Yater to be provided by the states of the

upper division at Lees Ferry, under the terms of the Colorado River Compact
(a) To the State of Nevada, 300,000 acre-feet.
(b) To the State of Arizona, 3,000,000 acre-feet.
(c) To the State of California, 4,200,000 acre-feet.

2. To Arizona, in addition to water apportioned in subdivision (b), 1,000,000
acre-feet of water to be supplied from the tributaries of the Colorado River fio,,·ing
in said State, and to be diverted froln said tributaries before the same empty into
the main stream: said 1,000,000 acre-feet shall not be subject to diminution by
reason of any treaty ,,-ith the United States of except in such proportion
as the said 1,000,000 acre-feet shall bear to the entire apportionment in 1 and 2 of
8,500,000 acre-feet.
3. As t.o all ,,·aters of the tributaries of the Colorado River empty;ing into the

river below Lees Ferry, not apportioned in paragraph 2, each of the states of the
lo,,·er basin shall have the exclusive beneficial consumptive use of such tributaries
w'ithill its boundaries before the same empty into the main stream, provided the
apportionment of the ,vaters of such tributaries flowing· in more than one state
shall be left to adjudication or apportionment between said states in such manner
as may be determined upon by the states affected thereby.
4. The several foregoing apportiolllnents to include all waters necessary for the

supply of any rights that no,,- exist, including water for Indian lands for each of
said states.
5. Arizona and California each may divert and use one-half of the unapportioned

water of the main Colorado River flowing below Lees Ferry, subject to further
equitable apportionment bet"reen the said states after the year 1963, and on this
specific condition, that the use of said waters between the states of the lower
basin shall be "Yithout prejudice to the rights of the States of the upper basin to
further apportionment of as provided by the Colorado River Compact.
This proposal was not accepted either by Arizona or by California. 16

F. A'ttempts at Federal Legislation., 1922-27
(1) The first Swin·g-Johnson biU. -On April 25, 1922, to carry out

the recomlnendations of the Fall-Davis report, 17 the first Swing-·
bill \\1'805 itltroduced,18 taking its name from Congressman

15 The recolnlnendations of the four upper-basin governors appear in 70 Con-
gressional Record 172, 70th Cong., 2d sess. (1928). •

11 See Congrcs..,ional Record, 70th Cong., 2d sess., December 7, p. 233,
hearings, House COlumittee on. Irrigation, "Protection and Development of the
Lo,ver Colorado River" on H. R. 5773 (70th Cong., 1st sess., 1928), p. 292; first
report of the Colorado River Commission of Arizona, hearings (supra), p. 29.

17 S. Doc. 142 (67th Cong., 2d sess.), "Problems of Ilnperial V'alley and 'iicinity'"
( 1922),

18 H. R. 1144Q (67th Cong., 2d sess.).

)
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Philip D. S,ving, and Senator Hiram W. Johnson, both of Califorllia.
This bill authorize{i constrllction of the ...UI-.\merican Canal and of a
dam at or near Boulder Canyon and an appropriation of $70,000 000
to carry out the construction ,vork. Hearings were held,19 but the
bill was not reported out.
(2) The second Swing-JohnsO'n b1:U 20 was introduced December 10,

1923. It was generally similar to the first Swing-Johnson bill, but
went into mOre detail with respect to power. It was not reported out.
(3) The third S1Uing-Johnson bill 21 was introduced in the House

December 21, 1925. This bill was submitted to Secretary of the In-
terior Hubert Work, and Secretary of Commerce Hoover, who sug-
gested revisions. It would have authorized a reservoir of 20,000,000
acre-feet, thereby satisfying the requirements of the California
Finney Resolution.
Following the conference with the Secretary of the Interior, the fore-

going bill was redrafted and reintroduced, on February 27, 1926.22 The
latter is commonly referred to as the third S\ving-Johnson bill, omitting
reference to the measure of December 21, 1925.23 The revised bill
increased the capacity of the proposed reservoir to 26,000,000 acre-feet,
and increased the authorization for appropriation to $125,000,000. It
directed the construction of a unified power plant by the Gov-
ernment in the place of allocation of power privileges by the Secretary
of the Interior, and authorized tIle issuance of bonds to finance
construction.
Secretary Hoover had proposed a similar plan.24 Testifyir g on

the third Swing-Johnson bill on :YIarch 3, 1926,25 ).·Ir. Hoover said:
There has been great conflict over the character and location of the first works

to be erected in the river. I believe the high dam should be erected in the vicinity
of· Boulder Canyon, which would serve a triple purpose of flood control, water
storage, and development of power 88 the best compromise in all these views.
There are theoretical engineering reasons for establishing storage works farther

up the riyer and flood-control works lower down the river. They will undoubtedly
both be built in time. The practical problem, however, is what we need to do for
the immediate generations, and it has always seemed to me that by one construc-
tion in this locality we can accomplish three purposes of storage, flood cont.rol,
II Hearings, House Committee on Irrig:l.tion of Arid Lands (67th Cong., 2d

sess.), on H. R. 1,1449; in five parts (1922-23).
20 H. R. 2903 (68th Cong. 1st sess.), hearings, House Committee on Arid

.-\pril-August 1923 and Februarj9-May 1924; S. 727 (68th Cong., 1st sess. 1,
hearings, Senate CODlmittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Decenlber 1924-
January 1925.

21 II. R. 6251. S. 1868 (69th Cong., 1st sess.).
Z2 H. R. 9826 (69th Cong., 1st sess.), hearings, House COLnnlittee on Irrigation

and Reclamation, 1926; S. 3331 (69th Cong., 1:5t sess.:'.
H. R. 6251 (69th Cong., 1st sess.).

24 Department of Commerce pre5S release, January 16, 1926.
l)f the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation on H. R.

9826, H. n.- 6251, pp. 45-46 3, 1926).
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and po"!'er of sufficient extent to cover the next 40 and being the nearest
point t.o market for po"-er \ye \,"ould have a larger ecollo!uic return fronl 'yorks
established there.
There has also been great conflict over the nlethod of financing the probleln.

* * • • • • *
* * * In an endeavor to compose this conflict Secretary Work, Dr. l\vIead,

head of the Reclanlation Service, and myself proposed a short and, I believe, a
sinlple plan by ,,-hich t.he Federal Government should lend its credit to the
issuance. of bonds that no construction "·ork or the use of this credit should be
undertaken until valid contracts had been entered upon for the sale of po'\ver, the
sale of domestic "Tater, the sale of irrigation ""ater in an anlount that ,,·ould cover
amortization and interest on the bond issue necessary to carry out the project.
There '\vould, therefore, be no charge upon the taxpayer in the country as a
,vhole. I anl glad to say that this proposal seems to have met almost universal
approva.l and has further cOlnposed a great line of conflicting interest.

* • • • • • •
By t.hese three proposals-that is, the six-State ratification of the conlpact as

a condition before any \\!'ork is undertaken, by the requirement that contracts
for the sale of water and po"-er shall amount to, a safe amortization and pay
interest, on any bond issue, and by the settlement of the initial rate-it ,,·ould
seeln to me that ,ve have three compromises on the question of conflict
tha.t would settle probably 90 percent of the differences of opinion have
existed in respect to the method of development.

The third Swing-Johnson bill was favorably reported aut of com-
mittees.2&
The bill was prevented from coming to a vote by a filibuster on

Febr1.1ary 22 and 23, 1927.27
(4) The fourth Swin,g-Johnson bill 28 ,vas introduced by :Nlr. S,ving

in the House on December 5, 192i,29 and by Senator Johnson in the
Senate on December 6, 1927.30
The House bill ,vas reported favorably by the House Committee

011 Irrigation and Reclamation ,,"ith amendments 31 on 15,
1928, after length)" hearings.32 TIle bill passed the House with fur-
ther amendments1-fay 25, 1928 33 and ,vent to the Senate.

28 Report of the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation (five parts),
December 22, 1926-January 28, 1927 (R. Rept. No. 1657, 69th Cong., 2d sess.);
report of the Senate Comnlittee on Irrigation and Reclamation (S. Rept. 654 on
S. 3331, April 19, 1926, 69th Cong., 1stsess.).

27 Congressional Record, 69th Cong., 2d sess., vol. 67, pt. 4: (1927), pp. 4396-
4453, 4495-4563.

28 H. R. 5773, S. 728 (70th Cong_, 1st sess.).
2i Congressional Record, 70th Cong., 1st p. 97.
30 Congressional Record, 70th Cong., 1st sess., p. 341.
31 Report of the Conlmittee on Irrigation and Reclamation on H. R. 5773, March

15, 1928 (H. Rept. No. 918, 7Qth Cohg., lstsess.).
32 Hearings of the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclarnatioll on H. R.

5773 (70th Cong., 1st sess.).
33 Congressional Record, 70th Cong., 1st sess., May 25, 1928, p. 9990.

)
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(

In the meantime the Senate had lleld hearings 3. on the companion
bill, S.728, and it had been reported favorably by the Committeo
on lITigation and Reclamation ,,\t;th amendments::iS
TIle committee report, presented by Senator Johnson, described

the purposes of the project as follo\vs 8):

PURPOSES OF PROJECT

The project \\';11 serve four main purposes:
(1) It will relieve a very serious and ever-present flood danger to the Inlperial

Valley as ,,"ell as other sections along the lo\\·er river both in A,rizona and Cali-
fornia. Ilnperial Valley occupies a sink or basin lying from 1QO to 350 feet below
the head of the river. It has no drainage outlet. Hence its flooding means its
permanent destruction.
(2) It will end an intolerable situation, under which the Imperial Valle)' now

secures its sole ,,"ater supply from a canal running for ulany miles through :V[etico,
as ,,"eil as make possible the recltnnation of public lands lying around the rim of
the present cultivated section of the valley.
(3) It will conserve flood,vaters of the river which in addition to providing for

irrigation development ,,;11 make it possible for cities of Southern to
contract for and secure a.domestic water supply from the water thus saved.
(4) It ",ill cre9.te a large amount of desirable hydroelectric po,,"er, making the

project a financially feasible one.

The first session of the Seventieth Congress adjourned in wIay 1928
after considerable debate in the Senate and an Arizona filibuster.3s
Before the Congress adjourned, however, it enacted a preliminary

measure, next referred to.

G. Creation of the "Sibert Board" (Appendix 301) and
Its First Report (Appendix 302)

During consideration of the fourth Swing-Johnson bill a joint
resolution was enacted a7 providing for a thorough investigation of the
economic and engineering features of the proposed project. Under
this authorization the Secretary of the Interior appointed the so-called
"Sibert board," consisting of Gen. William L. Sibert, chairman,
Charles B. Berkey, Warren J. Daniel w. :\Iead, alld Robert

The board rendered a report (appendix 302) on December
34 Hearings of the Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation on S. 728

(70th Cong., 1st sess.), commencing January 17, 1928.
3a Report of the Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, March 20,

1928 (8. Rept. No. 592, 70th Cong., 1st sess.).
38 Congressional Record, 70th Cong., 1st sess., p. 10668, et seq.
37 l\ct of :\-Iay 28, 1928 (45 Stat. 1011).
The full legislativ'e history of this measure ""as as foHows:
S. J. Res. 164..-:\1ay 28, introduced by Pittman, read twice, amended,

and passed Senate; :\1ay 29, taken from table and passed House; :\Iay 29, ap-
proved (Public Res. Xo. 65, 70th Cong., 1st sess.), 69 Congressional Record
(Senate), pp. 10200, 10257-10266, 10618, 10667, 10678; 69 Congressional Record
(Senate), pp. 10731-10733, 10751.
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3, 1928,35 which was favorable to the project. It recommended
certain changes which could be without significant
difficulty.
The creation of tllis board was preceded by the appointment by

Secretary of Interior Work in 1927 of a group of "special advisers/'
Hon. James R. Garfield, former Secretary of the Interior, Prof.
William F. Durand, of Stanford University, Hon. James G. Scrugham,
former Governor of Nevada, and Hon. Frank C. Emerson, Governor of
Wyoming, who were requested to report on 'v'arious legal
and economic phases of the project." The individual reports of these
advisers were rendered in January 1928.39

H. Passage of the Fourth Swin.g-Johnson Bill
Upon recollvening in December 1928 the Senate adopted the P81"-

liamentary device of first substituting H. R. 5773 for S. 728 on
December 5, 1928, and thereupon by consent amending H. R. 5773
by striking out all after the enacti.tlg clause and inserting in lieu
thereof the language of the Senate bill, SI 728.40 The effect was to
ma,ke the substance of the Senate bill tlle basic document for consider-
ation and amendmeIlt. The bill was a.mended during ,debate and
passed by the Senate on December 14, 1928..u ,
On Decenlber 18, 1928, tIle House agreed to tIle Senate amend-

ment, without going to conferenee.42
'['he bill ,,"as approved by President Coolidge on December 21, 1928.'3
The act (lid not become effecti'ie, llo,ve,er, until JUlle 25, 1929,

because of conditions precedent, hereinafter referred to. On the
la.tter date, President Herbert Hoover, by proclamatioll, declared the
act effective (appendix 503)."

See appendix 302: H. Doc. 446 (70th Cong., 2d sess.), "Report of the Colorado
River Board on the Boulder Dam Project." For a supplemental report, rendered
April 16, 1930, see appendix 303 berein.

ae These reports were printed in hearings of the House Committee on Irrigation
and Reclamation on H. R. 5773 (70th Cong., 1st sess., p. 469 et seq.).

40 Congressional Record, 70th Cong., 2d sess., p. 67.
ft Congressional Record, 70th Cong., 2d sess., p. 603.
42 Congression9.1 Record, 70th Cong., 2d sess., p. 837-838.
43 45 Stat. 1057.
44 46 Stat.. 3000. The hearings record the import.ant part played in the draft-
of this legislation by B. l\lathc,,-s and E. F. Scattergood of Los Angeles,

George ''\I. and Charles P. Squires of Nevada, GOY. George Dern of
Utah, Delph Carpenter and L. "Tard Bannister of Colorado. :\1. J. Do\yd and
Charles L. Childers of Imperial Valley, Franchi: C. lri1son of Ne,,- and
Gov. F. C. Emerson of 'V'yaming, &.lnOllQ: ot.hers, ,,-ho advised their respective

J
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The provisions of this act are discussed in the following chapter."
46 The complete legislative history of the Boulder Canyon Project Act was as

follows:
H. R. 5773.-December 5, 1927, introduced by Mr. 8wing, referred to the

Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation; January 6, 9, 11, 12, 13, and 14,
1928, hearings by committee; March 15, committee report (H. Rept. No. 918) j
March 21, minority views (H. Rept. No. 918, pt. 2); March 24, minority views
(H. Rept. No. 918, pt. 3); May 25, passed House; December 5, 1928, substituted
for S. 728; December 14, passed Senate as amended; passed House; December 21,
1928, approved (Public Law No. 642, 70th Cong.) (69 Congressional Record
(House), pp. 97, 4827, 4868, 9486-9513, 9622-9658, 9662-9664, 9759-9786, 9975,
9991, 10731-10733, 10786; 70 Congressional Record (Senate), pp. 56, 67-80,
161-176, 227-245, 264-269, 277-298, 301, 312, 314-340, 381-402, 445, 458-474,
503, 517-530, 565-603, 789, 990; 70 Congressional Record (House), pp. 203,
615-62i, 830-838, 862, 897, 1011, 1012-1015).
S. 72S.-December 6, 1927, introduced by Mr. Johnson, referred to Committee

on Irrigation and Reclamation; January 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21, 1928, hearings
by committee; March 20, committee report (8. Rept. No. 592; April 9, minority
views (8. Rept. No. 592, pt. 2); December 5, amended by substituting H. R. 5773
(69 Congressional Record (Senate), pp. 341, 5025, 5276-5277, 5378, 5415, 5665,
6060, 6283-6297, 6594-6595, 6806-6808, 7047, 7144; 7198, 7242-7243; 7245-
72p3, 7346, 7387--7397, 7432-7433, 7437, 7515-7544, 7591, 7622-7627, 7630-7638,
7696-7697,7704,8247-8249,8522-8524,8527,9058, 9144, 9223-9224, 9429, 9433-
9443, 9449-9464, 9880, 9886-9891, 10058, 10200-10202, 10206, 10257-10266,
10271-10282, 10287-10310, 10460, 10462, 10464, 10465-10513, 10516, 10545,
10555-10571, 10618, 10668).
For annotations showing the legislative history of each section of the project

act, see of Boulder Canyon Project Act," California Colorado River
Commission (1930), p. 17 et seq. For the text of amendments presented but
rejected or withdrawn, see id., p. 39 et seq.


