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THE PROJECT AND THE DEPARTMENT

1. THE COLORADO RIVER SYSTEM

The Colorado River system is roughly comparable to R,n hour,-
glass. The main stream is 1,293 miles long. Shortly belo\v Lee
Ferry, which is about 725 Iniles above the river's mouth, the stream
enters a bottleneck. For nearly 400 miles further it flows through a.
precipitous canyon country, then leaves it to enter the agriculturar
areas of the lower basin. Before it emerges it passes through
\\'"alls of Black Canyon, some 355 miles below Lee Ferry.
Lee Ferry constitutes the division point between the"upper basin""

lind the "lower basin." These two basins are separated physically
and climatically. The entire river system comprises about 240,000
square miles. This area is about equally divided between the upper
division, Col<?rado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, and the lower
division, Arizgna, California, and Ne.vada.
Iri litigation it has been assumed that the river and its tribu-

t,n.ries carry annually average of about 18,000,000- acre-feet of
"tltter, that about half of this has been put to beneficial consump-
t,ivc use, and that the balance is flood water for the use of which
to4t,ol'age facilities are necessary.
I t ,vas probably inevitable that on a river system of this size,

flowing through the arid West., the seven States should fall into
over their respective water rights. In 1922, when

'.)U\V undertook to settle these problems, it was estimated that
nt-out 2,127,000 acres of irrigable land lay in the lower basin and
,,'-out 4,000,000 in the upper basin, and that of these areas, the
Itt\\"'I' hnRin contained about 1,165,000 acres awaiting development
"taet t tu- upper basin about 2,500,000.

FUI' .. Il\llllber of years prior to 1922 the lower basin, gro\\ring
I'npi<ll.v in population than the upper area, had pressed for

of the lower Colorado River, and the upper area had
.. 'I\vo loweT-basin projects parti,cularly were urged for
f..,t,..,. (),H' V;UH the Imperial Valley, lying below the level of the

"'hi.'h Hought relief from floods through the erection of a
'1.....1·.,..... "01 clnln, and sought an all-American water supply In
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4 THE HOOVER DAM CONTRACTS

lieu of its present canal. This passes through and is largely con-
trolled by Mexico. The second project, presented by interests of
the California Coastal Plain, called for the erection of a power danl
:at Black Canyon or Boulder Canyon. In 1919 a bill had been
introduced in Congress for Federal assistance in building the All-
American Canal! and a similar bill had been introduced in 1920.2

In April, 1922, a third bill had proposed not only the building of
the All-American Canal, but the building of a storage dam upon
the main trunk of the river below the mouth of Green River.2a

Arizona was formulating projects of her own, particularly those
'Calling for the irrigation of a large area on the Gila River and SOllle
territory in the vicinity of Parker.
It was rapidly becoming apparent that the normal flow of the

river would not be adequate to supply all the uses demanded by the
upper and lower basins; but the proposals for storage in the lower
basin, without guaranties to the upper States, were regarded by
the latter as holding the threat of establishing priorities \vhich
would preclude later use of the water in the upper division.
The crystallization of issues was a slow process. The various

'States approached the problem individually, and the conception of
a division of water as between the two basins, instead of an ap-
portionment among the individual States, was not an immediate
,development. Within eacll of the States there were, of course,
conflicting claims by various projects. But the common desire for
,a solution gained headway. In 1920, at a meeting of representatives
of governors of western States, Mr. Delph E. Carpenter's novel
proposal for use of the treaty-making powers of the States was en- .
,dorsed.2b As a result of the approval by the governors of the Car-
penter interstate compact proposal, the legislatures of each of the
'seven States authorized appointment of commissioners, and the
.governors designated Governor Thomas E. Campbell, of Arizona,
to bring their request for Federal participation to the attention of
Congress.2C It was followed by authorization of an agreement by

1 H. R. 4044, 66th Cong., 1st sess.
2 H. R. 11553, 66th Cong., 2d sess.
2a H. R. 11449, 67th Cong., 2d sess.
2b Mr. Carpenter's plan was the recommendation of a subcommittee consisting

of Mr. Carpenter, of Colorado; and Mr. Sims Ely, representing Gov. Thos. E.
Campbell, of Arizona.

2c The Governors' proposal for a Federal authorizing act was drafted and
preseIlted to Congress by the same subcommittee.
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the· State legislatures and by Congress, and the .appointment of
commlSS;Loners.
The ·nlembers. of the original Colorado River· Commission were-

Arizona: W. S. Norviel.
California:·· 'V.
Colorado': Delph E. Carpenter.
Nevada:J. G. Serugham.
-New Mexico :··StephenB.:Davis, jr.
Utah: R. E. Caldwell.
"VVyoming: Franlr C..Emerson.

Tl1e commission was presided over, on behalf of the IJnited States,.
by Herbert Hoover, appointed by the President.
This Colorado .River commission held a series of seven executive

Washington between January 26 and 30, 1922 ;:ad-
journedto Phoenix, Ariz., for its eighth session on 11arch 15:; to'
··[)ollver,Colo., for its ninth session on April 1, and from November
t::o 24hetd its final and sllccessful 18 executive sessions at Santa..

N.l\tIex. It had meanwhile held a series of public hearings nt·
·I..l:b.oenix, Los .A..ngeles,Salt LalreCity, Grand Junctiollr-:Denver.<.l

,andSanta .Fe.

2. THE COLORA.DO RIVER

developments ·sl{etched in the preceding pages led to the
on .·.November 24, 1922, .. of the Colorado River eompaet
the States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada,. Ne",r
IJtah,.and 'Vyoming.
eornpact·.itself isa,n •instrument .of· only 8 printed pages, eom-
11 ftrticles.

the Colorado River system to include the Colorado,
oIl ofits tributaries within the United States. It defines

basin to include the drainage arenof the system.,
other territory to which its waters might be benefici811y"
·thereby including the Imperial ,raIley, which

}1""'erry as a point of division, it divides
into a.nupperbasiu,coJnprising the drainage area:

und.u lower' basin, comprising the drainuge area:
·I·)()itlb.· ,Colorado,New 11exico, .Utah,and "Tyoming tlUlSQ

tIle ((.llpper. division ", ••• f1nd . California,.
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Nevuda the "lower division," although in fact the two Hbasins,"
;as distinguished from "divisions," each include small areas of States
assigned· to the opposite division.
l\bandoning the plan of dividing the water among the seven States

i:q.dividually, the compact in Article III (a) effected an allocation as
bet,veen the two basins, leaving to future adjustment the division
of water within each basin.

apportioned 7,500,000 acre-feet to each basin in .J.\.rticle III (a,);
and in Article III (b), the lower basin w.as given the.right to increase
its beneficial consumptive use by 1,000,000 acre-feet per annum.
Article III (c) provided against the contingency of a treaty between

the United States and Mexico. This paragraph sta.tes that in the
tev,ent the United States shall recognize in 11exico any right to the
Ms:e of Colorado River water, this water will. be supplied first from
:surplus over and above the aggregate specified in paragraphs (a) and
{b) {that' is, 16,000,000 acre-feet), and that if this is not sufficient,
the burden shall be borne equally by the upper basin and the lower
hasin. The States of the upper division covenanted to deliver at
Lee Ferry water to supply one-half of that deficiency..
Article III (d) binds the States of the upper division to release dur-

ing each period B,n aggregate of 75,000,000 acre-feet.
..A.rticle III (e) provides that the States of the upper division will

not withh.old water and the States of the lower division \vill not
require the delivery of \vater which cannot reasonably be applied
to domestic and agricultural use.
Article III (j) provides for a further apportionment from. tinle

time nfter October 1, 1963, of any water unapportioned by para-
;graphs (a), (b), and (c) .

.....L\rticle IV provides that the· use of the river for purpose of navi'-
fga;tion shall be subservient to uses for domestic, agricultural, and
y.@MTer purposes.
>.Article IV (b) provides that, subject to the compact, water of the

may be impounded and used for generation of electric power,
but that such use shall be subservient to the use of water for domestic

purposes, callip.g these "dominant purposes."
Article IV (c) that the provisions of that article shall not

interiere with the regulation by any State within its boundaries· of
theus.e appropriation and distribution of water.
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.L:\.rticle V constitutes the Director of the Reclamation Service,

the Director of the' Geological Survey, and' the .chief water official
of each State as a ,commission to promote systematic determination
of facts as to flow, appropriation, consumption, and use of water;
to publish data on annual flow, and to perform other duties assigned
by the compacting States from time to time.
Article VI provides for settlement of disputes by the appointment
commissioners as an optional alternative to litigation.
Article VII provides that the compact shall not affect the obliga-

tions of the United States to Indian tribes.
Article VIII provides that present perfected rights shall be unim-

paired by the compact. It adds that when storage eapacity ·
5,,000,000 acre-feet shall be provided in the lovver basin, claims of such
rights shall attach to such stored ,\\rater, and that all other rights to
beneficial uses shall be effected solely from water apportioned to the
.l)ftft,icular basin. The meaning of this article has been the subject
sonie controversy.
"J\.rticle IX preserves to each State its right to maintain legal or equi-

table proceedings necessary to protect its rights under the compact.
l\.rticle X provides that the compact may be terminated by unani-

YllOUS consent, but in t.hat event all rights claimed under it shall con-
thlue unimpaired.
"A-rticle XI provides that the compact shall become effective upon

:f¥tMfication by the States and by Congress, and provides for exchange
confirmation to that' effect.
r:l'he compact ,vas in fact ratified by each of the cOlllpacting Sta,tes

Arizona. Controversy between Arizona and the other States
crystallized upon iss1.fes turning upon the relationship of

(lila River to the apportionment affected by the compact.
"A.rticle II (a) of the Colorado River Oompact defines the Oolorado

system so as to include all of its tributaries within the United
i. e., the Gila River, among others. Arizona objected to the
of the Gila because its waters were already largely appropri_

Arizona and the result of including that river in the allocation
the quantity of water available from the main stream for

to the lower basin. Arizona further objected on the
that w.hereas the compact eliminated the prior-appropriation
as between the two basins, it left it in force as between
tllld ,Arizona, leaving Arizona subject to the danger which
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the upper basin had escaped by the compact, i. e., the establishnlent
priorities on behalf of California by div'ersions through. the proposed

Canal.
The eompact, having been ratified by six of the seven States,

finally submitted to Congress for approval some five years after its
execution, without awaiting Arizona's further action. Bills for this
purpose had been introdllced in 1925, but had not been pressed.
This brings lIS to consideration of the Boulder Canyon project act.

3. THE BOULDER CANYON PROJECT ACT

Objectives.
·Tlle Swing,...Jo}lnson bill was approved Deeember 21, 1928. It ,vas

the sixth of a series.of bills. TIle first and second 3 had provided only
for the construction ofa canal connecting the Imperial \lalley wit}}
the Colorado River. TIle four, including the successful bill, were
proposals introduced by Serlator Hiram Johnson and Representative
D.All of th.ese provided for tile COllstruction of a danl at
Canyon or Boulder Canyon, as well as tIle building of tIle

... ...Alnerican Canal.
...\s finally enacted, the Boulder Canyon project act 4 accol1lplished

tllree Inajor 0bjectives.
The Colorado River conlpact was ratified, a,nd provision l11a'd,e

that in the event only six States should ratify it, the compact should
beeonle effective as a. six-Sta.te cOlllpact, provided California \\Ta,S one
of the adhering parties and provided further tllat California, sllould
agree to limit her use of water for the benefit of the other six States.
(2) The construetion of a dam at Black Canyon or Boulder Canyon

,vas authorized.
(3)· The construction of an C3tnal connecting the

Imperial and Coachella \ralleys ,vith the Colorado River "ras
3!uthorized. These \vork:s would be about 2.70 miles below Blaek
Canyon. For the construction of these t,vo \vorl{s expenditure of
a total of $165,000,000 was authorized.
In addition, the act authorized a subordinate compact bet,veen

.. California, and Nevada for the division of the '\\!ater

H. R. 6044, 66th Cong., 1st sess.; H. R. 11553, 66th Cong., 2d sess.
H. R. 5773, 70th Cong., 2d sess.; Public No. 642, 70th Cong.; 45
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9 Sec. 2.
10 Sec. 3.

7 Sec. 19.
8 Sec. 6.

t3:eletil ion 4-arequired that the State of California
irrevoeabl:y'and unconditionally, for the of the
of the basin, that annualeollsumptiveuse of Colorado

Section 4-a required that no steps be tal{en to,vard cOllstructioll
seven<States had ratified the Colorado River COll'lpact and

had so declared by public proclamation, or· if seven
.fttiled to ratify the contract within six months of passage
f\.et,ulltil six of the States, incllldingCalifornia, should ratif:y

tioned. to the lower>basin by the Colorado Riyer This
three-State agreement has not been consummated.5

rhe act also authorized the investigation of the
Gila .project in .LL\rizona.6

TIle act further authorized future agreements among the. seven
basin. States.·for a cOlnprehensive plan of development of the. river,
including the construction of dams, diversion works, po,ver houses,
and other structures, .and the creation of interstate comniissionsand
corporations •and ot,her. instrumentalities for these· pllrposes.7

Thenuthorization for the dam (subsequentlyloca,ted at Blacl{ Can-
yon) required that the structure be used first, for river navigation and
:floodcontrol; second, for irrigation and donlestic purposesalld satis-
:fttction of present perfected rights in pursuance of article 8 of the
(;olorado River Compact; and third, for power.8

The act established a, unique method of financing the' construction
(If the dam. ..A.. special fund "\\'as established, designated as the Co10-
l*ftdoRivel' D am fund.9 This fund bears some\\rhat the relation to the

of a subsidiary to'a parent corporation. The act.authorizes
tIle transfer from the Treasury to this fund of $165,000,000, to be
C()l:luidwith interest at4 per cent.9 Appropria.tions to this flind from

lfederal Treasury for construction of. the dam were authorized. lO
had provided for a bond .issue ; the bill finally ellncted

to current appropriations.

•••••••••••••••••••• precedent.
·:l:."'-,IL... ,.1Jl.v ....IJ.J.4w\JJ.·vJ..l:-o.froln the Treasury into t,he fund, and expenditures

for cOllstruction, were made conditional upon three con;..
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River ,vater in California should not exceed 4,400,000 acre-feet of
water apportioned to the lower basin States by Article III(a) of the
compact, plus one-half of any exeess.
(3) The Seeretary was required to make provision for revenues by

contract adequate in judgment to insure payment of all expenses
of operation and maintenance and the repayment within 50 years of
the date of completion of the works of all amounts advaneed to, the
fund, with interest made reimbursable llnder the act.
Construction of the was subjected to the same

three conditions, except that section 4-b required that the Secretary
make provision for revenlIe by contract or otherwise adequate to
insure payment of 'expenses of construction, operation"and mainte-
nance of the canal and appurtenant works Hin the manner provided
by the reclamation law." As the reclamation law does not require the
repayment of interest, the two classes of expenditures from the fund
are on separate bases as to interest, as well as the source of income.
Revenues from operation of the dam' are required to' repay the cost
of the daIn, with interest, and contracts made as under the reclama-
tion law (i. e., contracts 1vith water users, districts, or associations)
are required to repay the cost of the canal, without interest.
The act made a series of provisions governing the revenues for the

two classes of structures.

Prov·isions governing Boulder Ganyon reve'nue contracts.
Section 5 authorized the execution of two classes of contracts relat-

ing to the use, of the Boulder Canyon Dam-contracts for electrical
energy, and for the storage and delivery of water.
Among other provisions relating to these Boulder Canyon contracts

appear the following:
(1) The contracts together Inust yield'revenues which in addition

to other revenues under the act (i. e., revenue from the All-American
Canal) will in the Secretary's judgment cover all expenses of operation
and maintenance and the repayments required by section 4-b. ll
(2) Contracts for ,vater, irrigation, and domestic uses must be for

'permanent service and conform to section 4-a. It is provided that
no person shall have the use, for any purpose, 'of water stored by the
dam except by contract made by the Secretary.ll

11 Sec. 5.
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21:>0:3, 68thCong., 1st sess.; H. R.11499,67thCong., 2d sess.
fl, 50th Cong., 1stsess.

SecretaTyis· required to prescribe general and uniform
..... J ...'V' for the a\vard of for the sale alld delivery of

'-JJ,."-''V ..., V ..N energy.
contract·· for ·electrical energy may be for a longer .period

50 years from the date on which eIlergy is ready for delivery.12
Contracts for electrical energy are required to be made with a
obtaining reasonable rates and are required to cOlltainpro-
whereby at the end of 15 years troIn the date of their execu-

and every 10 :years thereafter, thecQntrac.t priee will be subject,
demand of either party, to readjustment either upward or

as the Secretary find to be justified by c, competitive
" ../'\.... Jl... 'UL.JllJ.... '-' ........u at distributing points or competitive centers," and pro-

for arbitration or eourt proceedings is made.12

Theholderofa contract for electrical energy not in default
entitled to a renewal·" under the then existing laws and regu-
"unless his· property should be purchased or.acqllired and the
be compensated.13

Contracts for electrical energy, or for the use of "Tater for gen-
{)rnLTJlO,ll of electrical energy, are required to be made with responsible
lllJi)11c:an1[js who will pay the price fixed by the Secretary with a view

revenue requirements of .the act.14
In case of conflicting applications, the conflicts .are·· required
resolved· by the Secretary after hearing "with' due regard· to

interest" and in conformity with the policy expressed in
l?ederal water power act as to conflicting applications; except
preference is to be granted first to a State, and that the States of

California, and Nevada shall be given equal opportunity
theillselves of their· preference within six· months of notice
Secretary. Earlier bills had unqualifiedly required the Secre-
gi,re preference to applications. made by political subdivi-

15 or had required "preference to applications made by
subdivisions, provided the plans are deemed by the Sec-
* * * in the public interest." 16
application of a State or political subdivision may not

:.:::••• :•. on the. ground that necessary bond issue has not been
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authorized or Inarketed, until the applicant has had an opportunity·
to do SO.17

(10) .A.ny agency receiving a contract for 100,000 firm horsepo\ver
or more- may be required to carry 25,000 horsepower for any other
contractor upon demand by the Secretary made within 60 days of
execution of the principal eontract, upon reasonable
share of the cost of constrtlction by the other agency.18
(11) The use of public lands for the construction, operation,

maintenance of transmission lilles is authorized. I8

(12) The Secretary is given the option of three methods of contract-
ing for the disposition of power:

(a) The United States lUfty build, control, manage, and operate the
power plant;
(b) The Seeretttry lllay llllits of a Government power

with the right tp electrie energy; or
(c) The Secretary 111ay into leases for tIle lIse of ,vater for the

generation of energy, the contractor to provide the eq1.1ipment.19

(13) The Secretary is authorized to and enforce regula-
tions in accordance witll those of the Federal Power Commission,

to maintenance, control of rates and service in the absence of
State regulation or interstate agreenlent, valuation, transfer of C011-
tracts, recapture,expropriation of excess profits, etc.19

(14) The United States, in constructing, mana.ging, and operating
the daIll and other-works is required to "obse-rve and be sllbject.to
and controlled by" the Colorado River COlnpact, and is required to
insert such provisio.ns in all contracts.20

(15) The operation of the dam and other works "to be constructed
was also Inade subject to any compact that might be entered into by
.A.rizona, California, and Nevada before January 1, 1929, or an.y"
compa.ct among theln approved by Congress after that date, provided
that in the latter case the eompa,ctsbould be s1.1bject to all eontracts
made by the Secretary prior to the date of such approva1.21 No such
compact has been entered iI1tO.

Disposition of Boulder reven·1tes.
Certain provisions\vere made for disposition of revenues aceruing

to the Colorado River Daln fund fronl revenue contracts.

17 Sec. 5-c.
18 Sec. 5-d.

19 Sec. 6.
20 Sees. 8-a, 13-b, 13-c.

21 Sec.8-b.



THE 13

29 Sec. 7.24 Sec. 1.23 Sec.

contenlplated required to
advances by the Treasury, and·surplus reven·ues.
2 and· 4-b, read together, apparently· require revenues

'fIJ"A......: ..J1Il.lf.• 'IJ\..J to nleet .periodical payments to the Treasury sufficient to
\lYll"lvr'Tlr;;,a within.terest within 50 years $140,000,000, less expenditures

Canal. Twenty-five million of the one hundred
sixty-five luillion dollars is "allocated to flood control," and

ttPlPal'entlv its payment may, if·necessarJT, deferred and paid out of
" See the attorney general's opinion of December

printed as Appendix 47.
revenues areearmarl{ed for t"ro : cent is

(le(11c:ated to repaylnent of $25,000,000· allocated to flood control,22
cent of surplus re,Tenues is to the two States of

.4.··.""·"JI..IU'U· ......"'" and Nevada, one-half to each.23

controlling the ..:.4ll-American
provisions specifically relating to tIle .Al1-Anlerican Canal lay
seven principal requirements on negotiation

must be made in revenue adequate to
repaynlent of constrtlction costs the nlanner provided by

reclamation la'v," i. e., \vithout interest.22

The· works authorized to be constructed include a canal eon-
Imperial and Coachella Valleys with the Laguna Danl or

.....,\.A. ....., di'version danl in the River and lying entirely
•••.• .. .L..Jl ,-' ..L.../e...tJ..L.L territory.24

No· cb.argemay be llla,de for ",-rater or the use, storage, or
of ,vater for irrigation or in Imperial and

{n•••••••>•..Jk,,){):ftelleiJla Valleys.24
The Secretary may, in his discretion, repayment of all

transfer title to the canal a,nd appurtenant structures,
Laguna Dam and the main canal to Syphon Drop (the
atw'hich the Yuma proiect diverts from the main worl{s)
districts contracting with. the lTnitedStates.29

The eontracting districts are given the privilege of utilizing
power possibilities on the canal and the net proceeds are required
paid into the fund and credited to them until their indebtedness
paid.29
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(6) All lands found by the Secretary to be practicable of irrigation
a,re directed to .be withdrawn from entry in accordance with the
provisions of the reclamation law, subject to preference in favor of
ex-service men.30

(7) The 1918 contract between the Imperial Irrigation District
the United States whereby the district undertook to repay part 'the
cost of Laguna Dam is left unaffected.3!
The construction of the AlI-1\merican Canal, like that of the

Canyon Dam, is ·made subject to the Colorado River compa0t.32

General provisions of the act, in addition to those outlined, required
that claims of the United States should have priority over all others,
secured or unsecllred. ·The rights of the States to control the use of
water within their bord(,rs ,vere preserved.34 The act was made 8i

8upplement to the reelamatiolllaw.35 The commissioners of the States
were given the right to act \vith the Secretary in an advisory capacity,36
and the Federal I?ower CJomlnission was directed not to issue .or
approve any permits or licenses 1111til the act should become effective ..3T
The entire act was made ineffective llntil the 6-State ratification

required by section 4-a, and enactment by California of a OllU,VU'J'Ci

limiting her use of ,vater should become effective and the President
should so proclaim.3s

The proclamation "ras issued on June 25, 1929.

4. NEGOTIATIONS Al\:10NG THE STATES FOLLOWING THE
PROJECT ACT

California, Nevada, Ne,,' l\!fexieo, Colorado, Utall, and Wyoming"
enacted statutes accepting the conversion of the Colora.do River
compact from a seven-State into a six-State agreement. Arizona
did not.
The Boulder Canyon project aet 11eld out invitation to the States

of Arizona, California, and Neva,da, to enter into a compact for division
of the water allocated to the lower basin by the Colorado River Conl-
pact,S and they were further given the· opportunity to control the
"division of the benefits, including poVtTer," but their a,greement was
to be subject to any contracts made by the Secretary before ratifica-
tion by Congress.

30 Sec. 9.
31 Sec. 10.
32 Sees. 8-a, lS-b, 13-c, I3-d.
33 Sec. 17.
34 Sec. 18.

35 Sec. 14.
36 Sec. 16.
37 Sec. 6.
38 Sec. 4-a..
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While plans. Jortheconstruction of tIle dam went forward the
an effort to bring the thre.eStatesinto

an accord. Conferences. were held in 11arch and June, 1929,. under
the chairnlanshipofCol. WilliamJ. Donovan, but the States
agree. The Secretary proceeded with the revenue contracts in Octo-
bel',. 1929, but. announced at a hearing on po,ver. a,pplications .on
November 12, 1929, tIlat no final action would betaken until the
States had nlet again in January. The:ydid so, and again failed to
agree.39 Active negotiation. of the power contracts during tb.e
latter part of February, 1930, as outlined below.

5. rrHE PO""T:BJR

The negotiation of the power-revenue contracts required bjTsection
4-b.of the Boulder CanJTonproject act required three preliminary
determinations:
(1) Since .these contracts mustpro'vide revenue to alllortize the

cost of tIle daIll, the first undertaking was to verify the estilllates of
IJheda,m's costs and to set up a definite goal for reveUlles. The
exhaustive studies made under the Cornmissioner of Reclanlation,

Elwood Mead, Chief Engineer R. F. "ralter, and their predeces-
P.Da"vis and·F. E. WeYlllouth, had been supplemented

COlnrrnSSloners on behalf of Arizona, California, and Nevada, Virhich
the 1929 and 1930 negotiations following enactment of the Boulder-

were-
C. B. Watd,Johnl\lasonRoss, A. H. Favour.

California: John T. Bacon, W. B. Mathews, Earl C. Pound.
Nevada: F. B. Balzar, George W. l\:Ialone, E. W. Clark.

111 addition, representatives of the four upper basin. States participated in an
to bring the·lo·w"er basin States togethe.c. They,vere-
Colorado:·· Delph·E. Carpenter.

lVlexico: Francis C. Wilson.
WilliaU1R. 'Vallace, 'V. D. Beers, ,VilHanl

Wyoming:J. A.• )\1hiting.
"::.:::".:.. wa,s further represented by L.\Vard Bannister, special counsel to the

.JO.A'U.'i v 'U'.L. and Robert E. Winbourn, Attorney General of Colorado.
delegation was supplemented by '\\7'. IVlathev\!-s, Harry L. Heffner,.

and Charles L. Childers.
'(1ho request of Secretary Wilbur, the Governors of California, and

(%tch appointed an additional special member to assist in January,
The three special representatives\vere-

Carl Hayden.
Senator Key Pittman.

WilliaIll J. Carr.
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by the revie\v of the so-called Sibert board.39a The latter was a conl-
mission of engineers ap'pointed pursuallt to an act of Congress, whose
principal function was to pass upon safety· features of the proposed
,vorks. The result of all these studies, as reported by Commissioner
Mead, fixed the estimated cost of the Boulder Canyon Dam and
poV\yer plants at $109,446,000. Interest upon this SlIm during con-
struetion was estimated to alnount to $11,554,000, or a total estimated
cost of $121,000,000. During the negotiation of the contra,cts the
Sibert board authorized an increase in the height of the dam, to raise
the water level 25 feet; and, while that board estimated that the
higher daIn could be built within the original estinlate, the Bureau of
Reclamation added for safety another $4,392,000 to the estimate,
making an investment of $125,392,000. But as the project
aet provided that $25,000,000 of this cost might be allocatedto'flood
control, to be repaid out of snrplus revennes, the anlount remaining to be
lllet by firm po"rer sales becalue fixed at $100,392,000. But of this sum,
$17,717,000 was estiluated to be the cost of po"rer Inachinery, which it
,vas contemplated would be financed by the lessees of the power plant.
This reduced the net investment, exclusive of flood control and the
cost of machinery, to $82,675,000. Computed against an amortization
period of 50 years, interest at 4 per cent on this investment (required
by the project act to be paid to the Treasury) was estimated at
$108,107,007. The total \vhich the Secretary was required to recover
frOIn sale of power during a 50-year period thus became $206,920,024.
(2) Prelilninary. studies of the quantit.y of \vater available 'for

genera,tion of po,ver had· been carried forward under the direction of
E. B. Debler, hydraulic engineer of the Bureau of Reclamation.

Revised to January 31, 1930, these eomputations showed that with a
clanl 557 feet high, we ,vould have available on completion 3,600,000,-
000 kilowatt-hours of firm energy per year; a daIn 575 feet high,
4,240,000,000; and with a danl 582 feet high, 4,330,000,000. During
the negotiation of the eontracts the figure 4,240,000,000 ,vas assumed.
During negotiations the decision of the Sibert board, permitting an
increase in the 'w"ater level to 582 feet, raised this output b)T 90,000,000
l\:ilowatt-hours, and this inerement was disposed of.

398. This preliminary commission, "The Colorado River Board," reviewed the
plans and specifications' vvith particular reference to safety It consisted
of Maj. Gen. 'Vm. L. Sibert and Messrs. Charles F. Berkey, V\Tarren J. Mead,
Daniel "T. and Robert Ridgway.
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(3) T'he t11ird basicelenlentof infornlation required before under-
tal\:ing .negotiations was the price which could be realized for this
po'\\'er. That price was subject to control by t,vo factors:

(a) TheSe.cret3,Ty was required b)T the project net to obtain a
sufficient rate to amortize the cost of the dam, but (b) the act required
that the amoullt be determined by "competitive conditions atdis-
tributing points or competitive centers"; and this latter\vould
ha,ve been a deterlnilling factor even in the absence of statutory
direction. .A.s the only market large enough to absorb sufficient.
energ:y· to yield the requiTed revenues lay in southern California, and
was located over large oil and gas deposits, the eost ofenerg)T provided
by oil and gas 11ecessarily fixed the comparative value of Boulder
Canyon power. .1\. study was accordingly undertaken by R. F.Walter,
(JhieJ Engineer, L. N. 11cClellan, chief electrical engineer for< the
"bureau, Prof. 'V. F. Durand, of Stanford University, a/nd others.
tI'heir report, rendered on September 10, 1929, conlputed the value of
.lloulder Canyon po"rer at the switehboard on a series of assumptions
fl.sto costs of private and public developnlent, all of ,vllich reckoned

to a value for the use of falling water, anlounting to about 1.63
per l{ilo\va,tt-hour.

rrhe amount of nloney to be brought in by sale of power at the rate
would, of course, be subject to certain assumptions. First, the
act required the readjustment of rates to accord cOlnpeti-

conditions at competitive centers 15 after the date of the
and every 10 thereafter. Second, the amount of ",rater

::.:. M JI.1Hlf) 11-10 for generation of poV\rer ,vonld decrease by virtue of upstreal11
ftlld gradual silting of the reservoir. Third, the aIllount \vauId be

AflJ.eelGOa by the nUlllber of covered by each po"\\'"er contract. (The
ultinlateIy negotiated disposed of 4,330,000,000 kilowatt-

of Jirlll energy on the completion of the dam, .decreasing at the
8,760,000 I{ilo,vatt-hours per year thereafter; and the three
o.feontracts will run for 50, 49, and 47 years, respectively, a.s

They will yield a total from the sale of firnl power
.•. to $327,866,350, and are so distributed that performance
't/\V() three principal contractors ,viII provide the 11Iininluln

required for anl0rtization.)
npplications for the purchase of po,ver were pub-

1929. October 1 ,vasfixecl as the application.
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date. Upon that date the Secretary had at hand applications from 27
parties. Some of these applications were conditional and others were
indefinite; but the three principal applicants were the City of Los
Angeles, the Southern California Edison Co., and the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California. Each of the first two asked-
for the entire power output, which was assumed at that date, prior
to decision on the final height of the da.m, to be 3,600,000,000 kilowatt-
hou.rs.The Metropolitan Water District asked for about half that
amount of energy and the State of Nevada asked for a third of it.
'The total of the applications was thus well over three times the
amount of power available.
The Secretary ,vas accordingly faced with the problem of allocating

the energy available among the conflicting applicants.
The allocation of the energy was undertaken on the premise that

the project act required that the public interest be the governing
Jactor, and that the first requisite in protecting the public interest
,vas to provide adequate security for the taxpayers' mone:r. It was
Tecognized that the absorption of this quantity of power represented
a serious problem a.nd that'"adequate security for the Government
required that the risk be spread among several agencies. It was
recognized also that it was desirable that as broad a regional benefit
be obtained from this power as was consistent with financial soundness.
'T'he dam would rest on the border between Arizona and Nevada,
and it was desired to give them an opportunity to use its energy;
"but neither of them was in a position to make a firm contract for
use of any power within its borders. The California applicants
included agencies serving cities, great rural areas, and the
politan "Vater."District, which proposed to construct an aqueduct
,from the Colorado River to the Coastal Plain.. It was recognized
,that the water needs of this area were the great motive force' behind
the financing of the dam.
On October 21 the Secretary aUllounced a tentative allocation of

,power, as follows:
"The power to be developed at the Boulder Dam subject to certain

..deductions is to be contracted for as follows:
"To the J\letropolitan V\TaterDistrict of Southern California, 50

per cent, or so much thereof as may be needed and used for the
_pumping of Colorado River water.
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"To tIle City ofLos,A.ngeles25 per cent; and
"To the Southern California Edison and associated compa"nies,25

·percent.
ilThese allotments are to be subject to certain deductions which

:n13'J""u,rise through t.he exercise of preference rights, i. e.,
'l{a) not exceeding 18 percent of the total power developed for

the Stiate of Nevada for use in Nevada;
il (b) not exceeding 18 per cent of the total power for the State of

J\.rizona,·for use in ..A.rizona, as'above; and should either of the States
exercise its preference .rights the other may absorb them up to 4
ceIlt;

not exceeding 4 per cent for municipalities which have here-
tofore ·filed applications.

ttAll such preference rights in whole' or in. part are to be exercised
tIle execution of va.lid contracts with the respective States and

fllunicipalities satisfactory to the Secretary and the exercise of such
,preference rights is to reduce proportiona.tely the above allotments to
t:Ile district, the and the company.

H Any State desiring to withdraw power within the limitations above
stated must serve on the' Secretary of the Interior written notice
'vvitJhin not less than' 12 months of the amount of power desired, and

the purchase of which valid contracts satisfactory to the Secretary
be.executed.

It Po,ver contracted for but not required within a State shall be
to the city and the company on a 50-50·basis, with the reser-

that it can again be called for within a reasonable time for use
theSta.te. All po,ver provided a State shall be at actual cost.

li Should the 50 per cent allocated to the Metropolitan Water Dis-
be not required for pumping, this shall become available to the
of Los Angeles, 667'percent; to the Southern oalifornia Edison
nssociated cOlnpanies, per cent.

u.l-J\ny municipalities desiring power "rithin the' limitation pre-
must execute the necessary contract therefor within 12

JOtll()llltlns from the date the contracts are made with the district and the

H .J\ny firm power available at the Boulder Canyon Dam for the
of which other contractors do not become and remain liable,

from that allocated to the Metropolitan District, shall be taken
pnicl for by the City of Los Angeles and the Edison Co. ona 50-50

Utl'hn COlrtract for the available power is to be nlade with·.the City
..tAosAngeles .and the 11etropolitan" Water ,.' District, with various

•••• assuring the above, and providing for a board of control
HI;) of two members nominated by the City of Los Angeles and
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the l\1etropolitan \VaterDistrict, two. by the Southern California
Edison and associated companies, and one by the Secretary of the
Interior, to act ¥lith the City of 1;08 ...t\.ngeles in the operation of
plant.
"The Federal Government will install the dam,tunnels, povver

house, and pellstocl{s. Thell1aehineryfor the generation. and
tribution of po\ver is to be provided and installed by the .1.'--"-="0''-./'\...'0.

The costs of instaiiatiollalldoperation are to be borne by those
contracting for the power in proportion to the amounts received.
VVhen the damand<po,ver llouse are actually in operation the lessees
may have the right to ask: fora review of the actual cost of units of
power and be entitled to deductions which "rill still permit the charge
Inade to retllrn to the Government all advances nnd interest in accord-
ance with the Boulder Dam nct,andprovided further that .if such
review indicates that a higher rate should be paid for power· to nleet
the obligation to the Federal Governlnent such an advance in
will be put into effect,.
"There will be ft in all of the contracts \vhich ,viII

insure the distribution of HJl power developed at the Boulder Dam at
such a price as in the opinion of the Federnl PO\\Ter Commission is
fnir to all consumers. Should 'eertain Illunicipalities operating their
own po"rer plants desire to n1ak:e agreements "Tith the
of. Los Angeles and the 1letropolitan 'Vater District they shall 'be
supplied with power at cost price.
"The charge for storing ,,yater for tIle IVletropolital1 vVater District

will be 25 cents per acre-foot."

November 12, 1929, was set as a date fora llearing in tIle event
any protests against this allocatioll as provided in the Boulder Canyon
project act. On that date an extensive 11caring "ras lleld.
attempt was made thereafter to reconcile the conflicting'. applications
on their points of disagreement; it ,vas recognized thu,t· the of
the undertaking required tllat t,he various contractors present. a
unified front for the protection of the financial stability of the projeet.
Negotiations among tIle conflicting applicants having. to

crystallize in an agreement, Northcutt Ely, assistant to the Secreta.ry,
,vas sent to Los Angeles in the latter part of February, 1930,und
negotiations "Titl1 the applicants ,vere resunled tllere. On 1rfarc}120,
after negotiations participated in on behalf of the lJnited·States by
Mr. Ely and 1fT. L. N. 11cClellan; for the City of Los Angeles by
Mr. E.F. Scattergood,. Dr. John R.Haynes, andnlenlbersof the



Percent of
total firm power

rfo the Metropolitan Water District_______________________ 36
'fo the City of Los Angeles and other municipalities ,vhich
have filed application ... __________ 19

fro the Southern California Edison Co_ ___ __ ___ __ _____ _ 9

Total (exclusive of unused firm po"rer)_______________ 64
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ul(nnbnrs of the Board of. Water and Power Commissioners of Los
f:;yt lOaO \vere Dr. John R. Haynes, president; P. D. Schofield, Frank H.
tHld A, 13"Pl'iof. H. A. Van Norman was general manager and chief

?;l:*hn 'was represented in negotiations by E. F. Scattergood, chief
.. by W. Turney Fox, special counsel, Attorney F. M.

k:J.:f,:!ftktJl:tMtitt J'ttnter. The contracts 'Nere reviewed for the city by Erwin' P.
t\ud his staff.

of the board of directors of the lVletropolitan Water District
(:)oJifotn'it:t in 1930 consisted of: Ana.heim, O. E. Steward; Beverly
f):fM:!'WJtll:); 13llrbank, Harvey E. Bruce; Colton, Charles A. Hutchin-

Fox; Los .A.ngeles, .John G. Bullock, W. L. Honnold,
:\:\t'. Whitsett, O. T. Johnson, jr.; Pasadena, Franklin

R. C. Harbison; San l\larino, Harry L. Heffner;
Monica, George H. Hutton.

resolved, that we recommend to the Secretary that the
'iVater District be given the first call upon all unused

:r.:.HJ\ver and all unused secondary power up to their total require-
:for pumping into and in the aqueduct, and that any unused
0:£ the municipalities be allocated to the City of Los Angeles,
Hlny remaining unused firm power or llnused secondary power'
one half to .the City of.Los one half to the

(;uliforniaEdison Co.; and,
resolved, that all parties hereto agree to cooperate to the

H:xten.t to make the Boulder Canyon project a success in all its
nll.d,

r'esQlved, that this agreement is based upon the resolution
JHlssed by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali-
ftUfl by the board of water and power commissioners

of Water a,nd Power Comll11ssioners,4o for the
·V\T.ater District by 1·fr. V·l. B. Mathews, Mr. F .. E. 1\Teymouth, 1-11'.
(J. C. Elder, Mr. Ba,rry Dibble, and all the directors of the district;41
0.:11<1 for the Southern California Edison Co. by 1111'. R. J. Ballard,
1\<1:1'. W. C. 111'. Roy V. Repp),,", and :N1r. F. G. Trow-
lJridge, the follo,ving preliminary'" agreement was reached, on the
Inotion of Mr. John G. Bullock, director of the District:

a :Resolrved, that we recomnlend to the Secretary of the Interior that
(l4 per cent of total firm power from the Boulder Canyon'project

ll:vn:ihtble to California interests under his allocation be divided, upon
hereinafter set forth, as follo,,,'s:
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of the· City of Los Angeles whereby that district requests the City
Los Angeles at cost to generate its power requirements and to operate
its transmission lines, which lines.are to be paid for and o,vned by the
Metropolitan Water District.
"The above resolution was a.pproved March 20, 1930,. by repre-

sentatives of-
"The l\tletropolitan Water District of Southern California;
"The board of.water and power commissioners·of the Oity of

Los Angeles;
"The Southern California, Edison Co.

This allocation may be compared with the original proposal of the
Secretary as follows:
While the allocation of October 21 was stated in terms of maximum

use, subject to deductions in favor of the States, the agreement of
March 20 was expressed in terms of minimum use, with provisions
for use of additional power in event that the States should not require
the energy. The final result accords closely with that originally
proposed by the Secretary. Thus, depending on the quantities used
by the States of .i\.rizona and Nevada:
The City of Los Angeles under the original allocation would

received a minimum of 15 per cent and a maximum of 25 per cent.
Under the agreed allocation the city will receive a minimum of 15
per cent and a maximum of about 33 per cent (the municipalities
having finally contracted for only about 4 per cent of the 6 per cent
allocated to them and the city having absorbed the balance).
The Edison and .associated companies would originally have re-

ceived a minimum of 15 per cent and a maximum of 25 per cent.
Under the agI'eed allocation these companies take a minilllunl of 9 per
cent and a maximum of 27 per cent.
The smaller municipalities would have originally received 4 per

cent; as finally contra.cted for they received that amount plus a decimal
fraction.
The Metropolitan Water District would have taken a minimum of

30 per cent and a Inaximum of 50 per cent. Under the agreed alloca-
tion the district \\rill take a minimum of 36 per cent, plus an <?ption
on all unused State energy·and all secondary energy.
Arizona andlNevada would ea.ch originally have received 18 per

cent, and each received that proportion in the final allocation.
Following the allocation agreement of l\farch 20, 1930, the negotia-

tion of the eontracts ..undertakell for the Departnlent



illLos .Angeles, under the supervision. of Secretary Wilbur and Com-
lnissionerMead, by Messrs.•,Ely, McClellan, Richard J. Coffey, and
IJouis C. Hill. While this work was going forward
secured in Los Angeles 'on April 27, 1930, among the 11 smaller
rnunicipalities that had been allocated an option on 6 per cent of the
fi.rm energy.41a ,They agreed to divide the allocation in proportion to
t:!heifconsumption of energy in 1929. illtimately, however, only
:J.lurbank,41b Pasadena,41C and Glendale 41d elected to contract. The

the municipalities' allocation, as stated above, was a.bsorbed
by. Los Angeles.
The contracts with the City of Los Angeles, the Southern Cali-

Co., and the Metropolitan Water District were finally
olosedon April 26, 1930, by' Dr. John R. Haynes for the city, W.P.
'lVbitsettfor the district, John B. Miller for the company, and North-

Ely for the Department. General regulations, embodying the
:I'Jrincipalfeatures agreed on, were promulgated April 24. Under these
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In attendance were the following representatives:
H. H. Coffman, supervisor, Burbank.
J. H. McCambridge, superintendent public service, Burbank.
A.H. Lowe, city engineer, San Bernardino.
M. W. Edvvards, director eletricalengineering, Pasadena.
Paul E. Schwab, mayor, Beverly Hills.
Arthur Taylor,construction engineer,Beverly Hills.
J. W. Price, city nlanager, Anaheim.
Grover L. Walters, superintendent ,vater and lighting, Fullerton.
L. E. Miller, mayor, Santa Ana.
C.A.Hutchinson, city engineer, Colton.
•1. .W.Charleville, city manager, Glendale.
(;. E. Kinlin, mayor, Glendale.
I). Diederich, superintendent light and water, Glendale.
It. L. Boulden, superintendent electrical department, 'Riverside.
tJosephS.Long, mayor, Riverside.
ltF.,DeLanty, general manager, light and power departluent, Pasadena.

L.Bacon, chairman, Colorado River Commission, San Diego.
In. F. Scattergood, chief electrical engineer, Los' Angeles.
'\7. C. 'Mullendore, vice president, Southern California •Edison Co.
\\!. B. Mathews, attorney, Los' Angeles.
S. H. Finley, director, Metropolitan Water District, Santa Ana.

was represented by H. H. Coffman, supervisor; J. H. McCam-
6uperintendent of public service, and James H. Mitchell, city attorney.

was signed by J. L. Norwood, president of the council.
B. F. DeLanty, general manager, Light and
as chairman of the allocation, committee for

P. Huls, city attorney.
hJJ(Ulfl,fUe was represented by J. V\7". Charleville, city manager, C. E. I{inlin,

Diederich, and later by Mayor Frank G. Taggart and City Attorney
llrennan.
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,contracts 100' per cent of'tllefirm energy \\ras firmly contracted for
by these three agencies, subject ho,vever to certain privileges in favor
of the municipalities and the States. Thus, the city agreed to take
and pay for 37 per cent of the firm energy, but undertook to yield 18
percent for use by the States at any time within 50 years and to yield
6 per cent to the municipalities if they should contract before specified
dates. The Edison Co.undertool{ a firm commitment for 27 per
cent, but undertook to yield 18 per 'cent to the States at anytime
"rithin 50 years .and to yield energy to three associated companies as
the four cOlnpanies might agree. Thus provision was made for' the
future needs ,of Nevada and Arizona under a "drawback" 'arrange-
ment which enables lOOper cent of the firm power to be sold immedi-
ately. The Metropolitan \Vater District undertook to. take and pay
for 36 per cent.
Ultimately (on Novenlber 12, 1931) the Los Angeles Gas &l Electric

Corporation 41e· and theSollthern Sierras Power CO.4lt contracted.
The municipalities, on the one hand, and the utilities on the other

hand, divided their respective allocations on sonlewhat different
bases as to secondary energy and unused State energ}1'.

of Hoover Dam power by virtue of ,these
contracts is shown on Table 1.
The contracts with Los Angeles, tIle Southern California Edison

Co., and the11etropolitan \VaterDistrict, carrying about $327,000,000
in revenues,' represented probably the .largest power transaction to
date. Completed on April 26, 1930, they were brought to Washington
by air and submitted to Congress immediately in support of the first
appropriation;' Congress.was nearing' adjournment.

410 The Los Angeles Gas & Electric Corporation was represented by Addison B.
Day, president, and Paul Overton, general counsel.

41£ The Southern Sierras P01verCo. was represented by A. B. West, president,
and General Counsel Coil.
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6. THE FIRST APPROPRI.A.TION

The second deficiency bill for 1930 (71st Cong., 2dsess.) carried the
first appropriation for the construction ofHoover Dam, in the amount
of $10,660,000. In support of the estimate the Secretary reported
compliance with the five conditions precedent established by the
Boulder Canyon project act and other legislation:
(1) The ratification of the six-State Colorado River Compact as

required by section 4-A of the project act.
(2) Proclamation by the President of such ratification, including

that by the State of California.
(3) An agreement by California limiting her use ofwater from the

main stream of the Colorado River.
(4) The execution of contracts luaking provision for revenue

adequate in the Secretary's judgment to assure payment of all expenses
of operation, maintenance,and construction of· the dam and appurte-
nant works, together with reimbursable interest.
(5) Approval of plans by a board of engineers appointed pur-

suantto the statute of May 29, 1928 (45 Stat. 1011), (the Sibert
board).
The presentation was made by Secretary Wilbur personally, assisted

by members of the Department's staff.
The State of Arizona appeared in· opposition to· the appropriation,

although the contracts reserved 18 per cent of firm energy for that
State to be taken by it any time within 50 years, and also provided
surplus revenues which were estimated to yield that State under
provisions of the project act between 22 and 31 million dollars during
the life of the contracts. At the hearings the opposition centered
upon the contracting c3,pacity· of Los Angeles and phraseology
of certain clauses of the .eontracts. ·While testimony. was presented
on behalf not only of the Department but of each of the, contractors
refuting the Arizona position, it was decided, in view of the brief time
remaining before adjournment of Congress, and the .possibility of a
filibuster, to eliminate the Arizona objections by amendment of the
contracts. The amendments were §ignedonMay 28 and 31, 1930,
and effected no change in the tenor of the instruments. The con-
tracts were thereupon submitted to the Attorney General for opinion.
He reported that "all the.requirements 4 (b) of the Boulder
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appointed by the Secretary and Commissioner and
Consulting Board," consisting of Messrs. L.C.Hill,

Durand, and F.L. Ransome, has cooperated with the
A. J.Wileywasamember until his death.

Board," specialists in cement and concrete,
of Messrs. William K. ·Hatt,.Raymond· E.

IVlcaVlllllaJQ, HerbertJ. Gilkey, and P. H. Bates.

·to the ··appro-
priation.ofmoney, the·mal{ing of contracts, and the commencement
o.f\\1"orkfor the construction oia dam and power plant in Boulder
(;oJnyonhavebeen fully met and performed by the Secretary of the
Interior' in securing the contracts referred to in his letter." ..A.s the

and company contracts were found adequate, the objections
:o1ftdetothe1tIetropolitan contract, principally the lack of funds to
buildanaqueduct,werenotpassed upon, but: "Even if the aqueduct
fl:nancing. were construed as being a prerequisite, the Secretary's
reservation of energy for tIle district is within his .authority under the
moc(}ndparagraph of section 5 (c) of the act."
IJater the State of Arizona filed its objections with the Comptroller

he concurred with the Attorney General. Both of these
{loeisions ·appear in. this volume, together with an earlier opinion of

Attorney General.on interest provisions and the fiood-control
nlloef1tion in the project act. Subsequently the State unsuccessfully

all injunction in the Suprem.eCourt. The case is outlined on
page.

scope of this volume is restricted to the revenue contracts;
eOllstruction contracts have been published individually. The
itnd· specifications for Hoover Dam and appurtenant works
]:.)reparedunderthesupervision of .Commissioner Elwood 1Jlead,
:BJngineerR. F. Walter, Assistant Chief EngineerS.O. Harper,
()llief .• Designing·EngineerJ. L. Savage, with whom Hydraulic

}illJ£1:01eer E. B. Debler, Chief Electrical EngineerL. N.McClellun
Engineer D. M. Day have been associated.42 Legal

of the construction contracts have been prepared under the
of Chief Counsel Porter W. Dent, by District Counsel

:.AJexander, Armand Offutt, and.R. J.Coffey.The following
OOlllplete the sequence of events preceding actual construction:
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On July 3, 1930, President Hoover signed the deficiency act, carry-
ing an appropriation of $10,660,000 for initiating construction and
automatically placing the power contracts in operation. Seven and
a half years before, as the Federal commissioner, he had signed the
Colorado River Compact, which cleared away tIle major obstacles to
this project.
On July 7,1930, Order No. 436 was signed by the Secretary, directed

to Commissioner Elwood Mead: " You are directed to commence
construction on Boulder Dam to-day." V\Tall{er R. Young, con-
struction engineer in charge for the Bureau of Reclamation, put his
men in action day.43
On September 17, 1930, the first blow on the initial construction

job-the driving of a silver spike in the first tie of the Union Pacific
branch railroad-was struck by Secretary \Vilbur, and the Secretary
advised the Commissioner: "This is to notify you that the dam
,vhich is to be built in the Colorado River at Black Can:yon is to be
called The Hoover Dam."
On May 6, 1931, the United States assun1ed exclusive jurisdiction

over an area necessary for construction activities in Nevcada, in accord-
ance with statutes of that State, and proceeded to build a luodern
to\vn for the workers, complete with water supply, streets, sidewalks,
lllunicipal buildings, and police and fire protection.
As of February 1, 1933,construction of the dam was approximately

15 months ahead of schedule. Four diversion tunnels had been
completed; the coffer dams were in place and the river had been
successfully diverted. Excavation is now under way and it is expected
that the.·.pouring of concrete will commence in the summer of 1933,
and that the dam will be completed in 1936. Six Companies (Inc.),
is the contractor for construction of the dam, and Mr. Frank T.
Crowe is the contractor's superintendent. A summary of opeI:a...
tions to date appears in the margin. 44

43 The Government personnel at Boulder City is headed by Walker R. Young,
construction engineer. His immediate staff comprises Ralph Lowry, assistant
construction engineer; John C. Page, office manager; and Sims Ely, Boulder
City manager.
44·CONTRACTS---'AWARDED AND PROPOSED-BOULDERCANYONPROJECT.-The

followingisa.summaryprepared by the Bureau of Reclamation:
Under an appropriation of $10,660,000 made available July 3, 1930, for 'the

first year's operations, Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-California-Nevada, the
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THECALIlrORNIA.WATER .C.ONTRAC'r'S
,The',Act

act makes three .prill,cip.al
the' ,use. of the'Yaters' to stored by Dalll..,...

inaddit,ion· to· "the for building the .
(I)-The three States :of. Arizona, California, and are,

f\uthorizecl.to enter··ip.to ·a. compactwitl;1 ea,ch other for .the.allocation
- . ...
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of water available to the lower basin under the Colorado River
compact. No such agreement has been made.
(2) The project act also authorizes, in sectioIl 19, future compacts

among the seven basin ·States relating to the development and use of
the Colorado River. No agreement has been entered into under that
section.
(3) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized by section 5 to make

contracts for the delivery of waters stored by the dam, and it is pro-
vided that no person may acquire a right to the use of such waters
except by such a contract.
Negotiations oj 1930: The .Ll1etropolitan Water Di8trict.
Two major applications for \vater contracts were brougbtforward at

an early stage. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali-
fornia and tIle Imperial Irrigation District each pI:esentedapplications.
The first proposed to build an aqueduct from' the Colorado River to

general superintendent. This is the nlost important job on'the Boulder Canyon
project, a,nd includes the 730-foot dam, the four 50-foot diameter diversion
tunnels, cofferdams, spillways, outlet ,yorks, and the poV\rer plant. (but not in-
cluding installation of machinery). The construction period will be about 6
years. The contractor is now over 15 months ahead of schedule.
A contract for Boulder City work including street, alley, parking area, and

sidewalk grading; street paving; street and parking area surfacing; curbs and
gutters; sidewalks; sanitary sewers; and water distribution system 'was completed
by the New Mexico Construction Co., of Alburqueque, N. Mex.] in April, 1932.
Construction of cottages for Government employees, varying in size from 3
to 7 rooms, and administration building, dormitory and guest house, post-office
building and community garages has been completed. A 10-room school building
was completed and ready for occupancy in September, 1932. I. M. Bay, of
Junction, Utah, was the contractor.
The. Cons?lidftted .. Steel .. Corporation, of. Los .Angeles, Calif., is furnishing

50 by 50 foot bulkhead and 50 by 35 foot Stoney gates, and·the Hardie-Tynes
Manufacturing Co., of Birmingham, Ala., and the Reading Iron Works, ofRead-
ing, Pa., are supplying gate hoists. The Babcock & Wilcox Co.,o! New York
City, has the contract for furnishing, erecting, and pa.inting4 plate-steel headers,
varying from 30 to 25. feet in diameter, including 13-foot diameter penstocks,
for $10,908,000. The tilne allowed for completion of this contract is 1,975 days,
and the ,,"eight of the pipe materials is about 110,000,000 pounds. A fabricating
plant is being built by the contractor at Bechtel, about Ilnile from the dam site.
Bids will be opened on March 3, 1933, for furnishing the initial groupo! tur-

bines, butterfly valves, and governors for thepoV\rer plant. The first installation
conlprises five 115,000-horsepower and t,v055,000-horsepoV\rer, vertical hydraulic
turbines. The 115,000-horsepower.wheels will be the largest •in the world
exceeding in size a recent installation on the Dnieper River in Russia. The
power plant is laid out for an ultimate installation of fifteen 50-cycle main gen-
erating units of 82,500 kv-a. capacity each, and two 60-cylce main generating
units of 40,000 kv-a. capacity each. The bureau is now advertising for bids
on furnishing 8 welded plate-steel cylinder gates, 32 feet in diameter and 10
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tIle Coastal Awater·contract:.wasnecessaryto enable the
district to utilize the electric energy allocated to it.
AC90rdingly, .·a water deliverycont;ractwas executed·with .. the

Water District on April 24, 1930,immediately preceding
t'lle-execution of its power :·contract. This water agreement had becA

by aconlpromise<among the various. California claimants to
:ColoradoRiverwater on February 21,1930, wherebythe Metropolitan
Water': District had been.'.allocated a total of 1,100,000 acre-feet.

fixed in the Federal·contract was 1,050,000
provide a margin againslfurtller demandsfrom the California Coastal
::Plainonbehalfof cities not members of the Metropolitan Water
.::l:::>istrict. .

.Metropolitan water contract was subseqllently amended to
ftocord with', a further agreement .amongthe California claimants as
;)Jo:inted ()utbelow.
Negotiations .between the .. department. arid the· Iniperial Irrigation

Districtupon the All-American Canal contract meanwhile proceeded,48

high, for installation in.the intaketowe-rs,:and will askJor bids on furnishing
ItH10rat0I'sfor the power plant early;.in 1933.
In January, 1932, a contract for furnishing 380,000 barrels of cement was

tHNttrded to the Riverside Cement Co., California Portland Cement do., South-
'iViHltorn Portland Cement Co., and Mollolith Portland Cement Co., all ofSouthern

four companies acting jointly.. This wastliefirst purchase of
:fHJtnent for the dam, power. plant, .and appurtenant.works, which will require

.. A second purchase .of400,000 barrels .. was ·made in
.J>tember, 1932"of which amount the four California companies furnished
::llal 500 barrels and the Uniori·:PortlandCement ,Co., of Denver, Colo." 67',5(}O

.
into the permanent works, such asoement, lumber (not

.lumber for forms), reinforcing steel; pipe, gates ahdvalves, structural

.



and during such negotiationsthenecessityfof a more definite division
of the California water became
The agreement of February 21, 1930, among the Metropolitan

Water District, the Imperial Irrigation District, the Coachella
Valley County 'Vater District, and the Palo Verde Irrigation District
had made no division individuallyamollg these agencies but had
allocated tIle water available California by "agricultural" .and
"coastal plain " groups, paralleling in this respect tIle Colora.do
River compact.
The allocation gave the first 3,850,000 acre-feet of water to the

"agricultural group;" next, 550,000 acre-feet to the 11etropolitan
Water District; third, 550,000 acre-feet to the "'Vater
District; and, finally "all water in river available for California use
-in excess of above 4,950,000 acre-feet per annum" to the agriculturnl
group.
In negotiating the All-American Canal contract it became apparent

that, inasmuch as the Palo Verde Irrigation District \youldnot bea
party to that contract, a subdivision .within the agricultural group
would be necessary; meanwhile the City of San Diego had presented
an application for a water contract.
The Sel'en-Party Water Agreement o.f 1931.
Accordingly, on November 5, 1930, the Secretary addressed the

Imperial Irrigation·District,andallother agencies who might contract
with the United States, requesting that they ask the cooperation of
the State of California in effecting an allocation which they -could
join in.recommending to the Secretary of the Interior. From Nove:rn-
ber 5, 1930, until Allgust 18, 1931, a series of conferences was held
under the chairmanship of 1\1r. Ed. C.Hyatt, Sta,teengineer of
.California.. By August of 1930 the differences between the .parties
had been reduced to points touching on the terms of their proposed
water contracts with the United States, and representatives of the
Interior Department were asked to participate. Messrs. Northcutt
Ely, E. B. Debler, and ·Richard J. Coffey attended for the ··lJnited
States. On August 18, 1931, an agreement was reached,and,vas
subsequently recommended to the Secretary by 111'. Hyatt, State en-
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41 fI'he seven-party "rater agreement ,vas executed for the Palo 'Verde Irrigation
I)istrict by Ed. J. Williams and Arvin B. Shaw, jr.; for the Imperial Irrigation
.l:::nstrict by l\rlark Rose, Charles L. Childers, and 1\1. J. Do\vd; for the Coachella

County Water District by Thomas C. Yager and Robbins Russel; for the
JVletropolitan Water District of Southern California by W.B. Matthe\vsand
(J. CL Elder; for the City of Los Angeles by W. W. Hurlbut and C. A. Davis; Jor
th.u City of San Diego by C. L. Byers and H. N. Savage; for the County of San
I)Jogoby H. N. Savage and C. L. Byers.
State Engineer Hyatt "ras assisted by Mr. Conkling.
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the approval of the State division of water resources.47
tlF1Jl(j·lIJflJ provisions follow:

VlH.,ters of the Colorado Riyer available for use within the
<::.:Jalifornia under the Colorado River compact and the Boul-

?••• project act shall be apportioned to the respective interests
and in amounts and "Tith priorities therein named and

as follovvs:
.. 1. A first priority to Palo Verde Irrigation District for

)=:!']=IHJUI.OIHJ. use exclusively upon lands in said district as it now exists
lands between said district alld the Colorado River, aggre-

(\vithin and vtrithout said district) a gross area of 104,500 acres,
\vnters as may be required by said lands.

2. A second priority to Yuma project of the United States
of Reclamation for beneficial use upon not exceeding a gross
25,000 acres of land located in said project in California such

.'·.·••••••••••••••••••• as may be required by said la.nds.
3. A third priority (a) to Irnperial Irrigation District and

In,llds under or that will be served from the All-American Canal
:Itnperial and Coachella Valleys, and (b) to Palo \Terde Irrigation

for use exclusively on 16,000 acres in that area known as the
J)alo Verde 1·'lesa, adjacent to Palo Verde Irrigation District,

heneficial consumptive use, 3,850,000 acre-feet. of water per annum
t.he beneficial consumptive use under the priorities designated. in

1 and 2·aboye. The rights designated (a) and (b) in this
.... are equal in priority. The ·total.beneficial consumptive use
priorities state'a in sections-I, 2, and 3 of this article shall not
3,850,000 of water per annum.

H Slue. 4. A fourth priority to the Metropolitan Wa.ter District of
SOllt:Jlern California and/or the City of Los Angeles, for beneficial con-

use, by themselves and/or others, on the Coastal Plain of
:SOllthern California, 550,000 acre-feet of water per annum.

SEC. 5. A' fifth priority (a) to the Metropolitan Water District of
's()tltJlern California andjor the· City of Los Angeles, for beneficial
:onusumptive use, by themselves and/or others, on the Coastal Plain
Southern California, 550,000 acre-feet of water per annum and (b)

to i;he City of San Diego and/or County of San Diego, for beneficial



consumptive use, 112,000 acre-feet of The rights
designated (a) and (b) in this section are equalin priority.
"SEC. 6. A sixth priority (a)to:'lImperiallrrigation District and

other lands under or that will be served from the All-American Canal
in Imperial and Coachella Valleys, a,nd (b) to Palo Verde Irrigation
District for use exclusively on 16,000 acres in that area known as the
Lower Palo Verde Mesa, adjacent to Palo Verde Irrigation District,
for beneficial consumptive use, 300,000 acre-feet of water per annum.
The rights designated (a) and (b) in this section are equal in priority.
"SEC. 7. A seventh priority of all remaining ,vater available for use

within California, for agricultural use in the Colorado River Basin
in California, as said basin is designated on 1fap No. 23000 of the
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation.
"SEC. 8. So far as the rights of the allottees named above are con-

cerned, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and/or
the City of Los Angeles shall have the exclusive right to withdraw
a,nd divert into its aqueduct any waterill Boulder Canyon Reservoir
accumulated to the individual credit of said district and/or said city
(not exceeding at any onetime 4,750,000 acre-feet in the aggregate)
by reason of reduced diversions .by said· district and/or said city;
Provided, that accumulations shall be subject to such conditions as to
accumulation, retention, release, .and withdrawal as the Secretary of
the Interior may from time to· time prescribe in his discretion, and his
determination thereofshall be final; Providedjurther, that the United
States of America. reserves the right to make similar arrangements
with users in other States without distinction in priority, and to deter-
mine the .correlative relations between said district and/or said city
and such users resulting therefrom.
"SEC. 9. In addition, so far as the rights of the allottees named above

are concerned, the City of San Diego and/or County of San Diego
shall have the exclusive right to withdraw and di\Tert into an aqueduct
any water in Boulder Canyon Reservoir. accumulated to the indi-
vidual credit of saidcit,y and/or said county (not exceeding at any
one time 250,000 acre-feet in the aggregate) by reason of reduced
diversions by said city and/or said county; Provided,that accumula-
tions shall be subject to such conditions as to accumulations, reten-
tion, release, and withdrawal as the Secretary of the Interior may
from time to time prescribe in his discretion, and his determination
thereof shall be final; Provided jurther, that the United States of
America reserves the right to make similar arrangements with users
in other States without distinction in priority,arld to determine the
correlative relations between the said.city and/or said county and
such users resulting therefrom.
"SEc.IO. In no event shall the amounts allotted in this agreenlent

to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and/or the
City of Los Angeles ·be increased on account of inclusion of a supply
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]:)otJl said district and said city, and either or both may use said
as 'may be agreed by and between said district and

11. In no event shall the amounts allotted in this agreement
City of San Diego and/or to the County of San Diego be

iittf:tN\Oc/.)f1 on account of inclusion of a supply for both said city and
and either or both may use said apportionments as may

by and between said city and said county.
. 12. The priorities hereinbefore set forth shall be in no wise

by the relative dates of water contracts executed by the
i EH]{)retji]LrV of the Interior with the various parties."

f:.I,'h.is agreement was ratified by all of its parties unconditionally,
the Palo Verde Irrigation District. That district attached cer-

conditions to its ratification which were subsequently approved
other parties, and on September 28, 1931, the Secretary of the

':rnliorior promulgated amended regulations which incorporated the
with Palo Verde's reservation. The substance of the

seven-party water agreement was thus adopted as a uniform
'\wttl!er-allocation clause to be utilized in all California water contracts.

by virtue of the State's approval, it became an alloca-
by the·State. By this quadruple process of agreement, allocation
tlle State, promulgation of regulations by the Secretary, and incor-

p()rrttion of an identical clause in separate contracts with the United
claims of the various partieswere placed on an assured basis.

'rIle water contract with the Metropolitan Water District ,vas
on the same date and it appears in the appendix in final

:rornl"
:7"7,'(3·All-American Oanal contract.
'rhe conclusion of the seven-party water agreement made possible

tJl0 eompletion of drafting of the All-American Canal contract. That
O()lltract, designed to carry out the third objective of the Boulder
(Jttuyon project act, was reduced to final form on October 3, 1031.
I'll brief, its form is that of a contract between the United States
ltud the Imperial Irrigation District, obligating the latter to repay
l::b.H cost of a canal to be constructed by the United States connecting
t:;'1:\(1 Imperial and Coachella Valleys in California with the Colorado

The total cost is limited to $38,500,000 to be payable in 48
nUllual installments.
'rIle proposed system would start with a new diversion dam, the

It:n.perial Dam, to be built across the Colorado River about 5 miles



above the present Laguna'Dam. After··leaving.·the desilting. works
at the dam, the canal"vitha capacity of 15,000 second-feet, would
parallel the river to Syphon Drop, at whicll point 2,000 second-feet
VtTould. be diverted for the Yuma project. Witll aeapacity of ·13,000
second-feet the canal ,vould continue ·down the to Pilot Knob,
Calif., at which point it. would turn\vestward a capacity of
10,000 second-feet, dropping the surplus back into the river at Pilot
I{llob through a power plant. After passing the sand hills the
canal would branch into· two parts, one branch connecting with the
present Imperial Canal system and the other, over· 130 miles long,
passing through Coachella Valley to the 110rth for the irrigation of
that valley. The contractasdrawll conforms to the provisions oitha
act which have been quoted above; i.e., the investluent will be
amortized on an interest-free basis by repayments by the district
under this contract.
On October 22,1931, a hearing was heldupollobjections,vhiehhad

beenfiledagainstexecutiono! the contract. The Coachella Valley
Land Owners Association objected to the illclusion of their .lands in
Imperial IrrigationDistrict,and requested a separatecontractw' The
Water Rights Protective Association of Imperial Valley,OIl the other
hand, objected to the inclusion of the Coachella Jands, ,asimpairill.-g
the··sufIieiency of Imperial's water supply.. Certain objections were
filed by the Palo Verde Irrigation District: and by persons interested
ill the 'Yuma project, in Arizolla, and some others. On November 4,
1931 ,the' Secretary signed an opinion disposing of these 0 bj ectionsand
approving the contract as to form. The opinion appears in the
Appendix.
Thereafter the district endeavo:redto c3,rryo'utthe conditi()nsprec-

edent of the contract, i.' e., ratification-by theele9tors of'th'edistrict;,
inclusioIl of the Coachella lahds, .•. alld·eonfirmation by a' eourt decree.
The. contract was ratified overwhelmiIlgly, by the Imperial electors,
bllt the' Coachella· landowners decided not top:'etition for
inclusion. The Irnperiallrrigation District thereupon undertook to
negotiate anew contract with 'the .United States eliminating the
.condition requiring Coachella's inclusion. The Coachella landowners,
committed to the proposition of obtaining a separate contract (al-
though the Department's opinion of November 4 had pointed ,out
the advantages in a unified system), renewed their request· for a
separate instrument in \vhich the Coachella, area would assume· the
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for' the' costdf·,vorks. necessary to '. ,vater.the valley;
physically connected with the Inlperials.ystem.

protracted negotiations the representativesQf the .Jmperial
(Joachella.Districts invited vV9Jshington, .and.negotiations

llere during the month of 1932. TheUnited
was represented by Commissioner ·Elwood l\:lead, Assistant

(:Jolnrnissioner Porter Dent, Richard
..J..riUlley, and Messrs. Northcutt Ely and CharlesA.Dobbel of the

staff. The Imperial Irrigation District "Tasrepresented
negotiations by Directors Marl{ Rose and

Dubois, Chief EngineerIvl. J. Dowd, and AttorneyCharlesL.
(:Ihilders. Director Earl C. Pound participated until his retirement ..
tI'.he. Coachella Valley' County "Vater District was represented during
t'lle negotiations of 1931 by President R. "V. Blackburn and Attorney
t,l.':homas C ..Yager. During the·negotiationsof December, 1932, the
(l:istrict"ras represented by Directors Harry W.'Forbes and S. 8.11.

and by Attorney Arvin B. Shaw, jr.
rrheehanges 11ltimately approved by the Secretary resulted in the

eliIninationof the requirement that Coachella lands be included as
it condition precedent, and substituted a promise on Inlperial's part
to include these lands on petition, within 30 days after the contract
is confirmed. by court. In return, the Coacllella lands were assured
nsgainst assessment for otb.er than expenses required by this contract,
u:ntilwaterisavailable for delivery within the Coachella unit, and

.present Coachella District was preserved as an entity: It is
given tIle privilege of collecting and paying obligations of its land,-
(Jwne:rsto the Imperial Distric.tand is enabled thereby to utilize powers
of taxation differing somewhat from Imperial's. Certain other minor
ollangesw:ere made in the contract, but the Department's basic plan
of a unified contract was adhered ·to.
The instrument' was executed by .the Secretary on December 1,

1932, and at the present writing the confirmation proceedings are
underway. The new been ratified by the district
electors,. and theCoacllellll may present their 'petition
ntanytimeup to 30 days after the decree of confirmation
·lll1a1.
The A11-American Canal contract, it will be·. noted, .. is of a dual

(Hlaracter: It is a revenlle contract required'bysection4--bof the
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Boulder Canyon projectaet asa condition precedent to construction
of the All-American Canal, and, in·.addition, it is a .water delivery
contract,under section 5 of the act. The Metropolitan Water
District contract, previously referred to, is of a similar dual character.
It is a revenue contract providing funds toward tIle amortization of
Hoover Dam, as required by another paragraph of section 4-b,and
simultaneously isa water delivery contract pursuant to section 5.
The proposed San Diego contract.
The execution of· the Metropolitan Water District and Imperial

contracts disposed of the four major California claimants to the
waters of the Colorado River. The City of Los Angeles and the
Metropolitan Water District are provided for by· the Metropolitan
Water District contract, and the Inlperial Irrigation District and the
Coachella Valley County Water District are cared for by the Imperial
contract. The remaining three parties to the seven-party agreement
of August, 1931, are the Palo Verde Irrigation District, the City of
San Diego, and the County of San Diego. The Yuma project requires
no contract, as the United States still operates and maintains that
project.
It is planned that the City and County of San Diego, acting

through the City or a new· J\1etropolitan District will ultimately take
water through the Canal, diverting near the end of the
Imperial section of the eanal, and pumpirig over or· through the
mountains to· San Diego. The All-American contract provides for
use of "the canal by other parties upon their entering into contracts
with the United States for contribution toward the cost of the works.
No such revenue contract has yet been .executed by San Diego.
However, San Diego's relationship to the United States is not only
that of a probable contributor to the revenues of the AIl-American
Canal under section 4-b of the project act, but it is also eligible, under
the seven-party agreement, .as contractor for delivery of water under
section 5 of the act, regardless of ·the manner in which San Diego
finally elects·to providefor·transportation of its water. Some time
will probably elapse before San Diego is ina position to contract for
the use of the All-American Canal and contribute> toward its cost,
but in order to insure its water privileges, a separate water contract
has been approved by the Secretary, and is included in the Appendix.48

48 The City of San Diego has represented in these
N. Savage, chief hydraulic engineer.

Hiram



4UrrhePalo Verde Irrigation District has been represented by Ed. J. Williams
Attorney·Arvin B. Shaw, jr.

#0 The Parker Dam contract was negotiated on behalf of the United States by
tvtessfs.Elwood Mead,. Porter W. Dent, E. C.Finney, Northcutt Ely, R. F.
"talter,E.. B. Debler, R. J. Coffey, and on behalf of the Metropolitan Water
'l)latrictby F. E. Weymouth, general manager, and James H. Howard, general
nounsel.
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this contract conforms to that of the Metropolitan
The city is required to pay 25 cents per acre-foot

water delivered. In this respect this contract isa revenue agree-
:J.:tUnlt providing .funds toward the ·amortization of Hoover ·Dam; its

for the use of the All-American Canal will provide
lNYilOllU1A toward amortization of the All-American Canal feature of the

fI'llecity is required to commence its diversions within 10 years
the completion of Hoover Dam, as is the Metropolitan Water

lJls·tr·lct.
'rIle contract provides for the delivery of water in accordance with
seven-party agreement, incorporated as a uniform clause in all of
water contracts, and amounting in the case of San Diego to 112,000

tlore-feet,classified in priority No.5. It shares that priority with the
vVater District and the City of Los Angeles, whose joint

'illteresttherein is 550,000 acre-feet.
::t)(tlo Verde Irrigation District.

water contract with Palo Verde Irrigation District has been
l!tpprovedby the Department and awaits action by that district.49 It
:pt:trallels the water contract of the Metropolitan Water District,

no charge will be made for water delivered on the project.
;:I.)nloVerde's priorities are limited to use of water within the district.
:.J:··::I:owever, the contract reserves to the parties the right to contract
in·tIle future, in accordance with any judicial determination which
ro.tty establish in Palo Verde rights other than those provided by the
Hoven-party agreement; i. e., rights to use of water elsewhere than
:\vithin the'district. The stipulation for free service does not neces-
sJtrily apply to such a future contract.
.1)a4*ker Dam.
i\. second contract with the Metropolitan Water District has been

ft.'pproved. This relates to the proposed Parker Dam, which will be
loeated on the Colorado River just below the mouth of the Bill
:,:Villiamao River. This contract, which is included in the Appendix,
provides for the construction of a dam by the United States at the
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V"':3..IfJV..L..LI.:lV ·6f reserving to tIle
States nevertheless the <power privilege for use in
The dalllwillbeused as'apointof diversion for'the·I\1etro.-

politan'Vater and in part for river regulation by the United
States. Sta.tes'retains over ·'water ,passing ",the
dam. From the Government's viewpoint, tlle dam \villbe b-nilt in aid
of ultilnate reclamation of the River Indian Reserv-ration
and of the Gila project in Arizona. Statutory authority already
exists for the construction of such, a dam for these purposes, and' the
clleap po"rer, made available to the Governn1ent "Till expedite by
nlf1ny years the feasibility of of certain of these areas.

9. 'VATER FOR

TIle Department from time to time has endeavored to bring about
an agreement between Arizona, California, and Nevada for tile di,Ti-
sian of' waters allocated to the lower basin the Colorado River
compact. As outlined on a previous page, tIle Bo:ulder Canyon proj-
ect ,act' authorizes suclla subordinate agreement, and under ,the
auspices of the Department and tIle chairnlanship of Col. "VVilliam J.
Dono\Tan.,conferences bet\veen the .Sta:tes \vereheld in 1vfarch and
June, 1929, and again in January, 1930. The disagreement between
..A.rizona a.nd California has centered about the same issue \\'hich was
responsible for.A..rizona's failure to ratify the Colorado River com-
pact-inclusion of the Gila River in the 'waters to be apportioned
.between the States.
After the power contracts had become effective and work,had been

.started on Hoover Dam, Arizona brought suit in the United, States
Supreme Court to enjoin tIle building da.m, and to declare the
Boulder' Canyon project act and the Colorado River cOlnpact inoper-
ative and unconstitutional. Arizona's bill of complaint filed October
13,1930, named the Secretary of the Interior and the States of Cali-
fornia,Nevada,Utah, New 1!fe:\.ico,C.olorado, and Wyoming as
defendants. The suit ,vasdisnlissedonl\fay 18, 1931. The court
held that the construction of the dam was within the constitutional
powers 'of Congress', and that Arizona had no basis upon which to
complain of the Colorado River compact since she was not bound by
'it. ·The court said: "There is no ()ccasion.for deternllning now Ari-
zona's rights to interstate or local :waters which have not yet been,
'or which may never be, appropriated."
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a firnl'alld
In but also in ..A..rizona,
or adjudication.
in four particulars to preserve for
the\vatersDarn will

available. The tasle has been by confusion
over from tIle days in which .A..rizona "vas bitterly opposed to the
project.
18 per cent ofHoover Dam's firm energy "ras reserved for use

.A.rizona. This amounts to the equivalent of about 117,000 con-
,ttllll!:)us horsepo,ver.
Second, the Parker Dam contract with the IVletropolitan "'Vater

,:l:,lhrtrictreserves one-half of the pO",Ter privilege, a,mounting to
n/l::H)tlt 40,000 11orsepower, for use in Arizona, without contribution

that State or the United States to the capital cost of the dam.
of capital investnlent in the dam, this power ,viII rank: an1011g

cheapest power projects in the United States. In. addition, the
Water District has been required to undertake to

..A.rizona's Hoover Dam po,ver at cost from Hoover Dam to
.J..)ark.er Daln to the extent that excess capacity of the district is
ltvailt1ble.
rrhird, in the All-American Canal contract the privilege has been

reserved to the United States of using that dam as a punlping basin or
tiivorsion heading for irrigation of Arizolla lands. The Hoover and
.I>o:,r]<er power will ma,ke feasible the irrigation oJ the first units of

proposed Gila project by pumping from Inlperial Dam, as
'\vell nspermit the reclamation of the Colorado River Indian
t;iol1, near Parker

the Department has promulgated regulations designed to
t:tB$Ure a water supply to Arizona. These regulations are included as
ltn. ttppendixin this volume. They outline tIle form of a Hoover Danl
\VH!ter-delivery contract which the United States will enter into with
i\;.rizOIla upon certain conditions. Briefly, the contract calls for the

of 2,800,000 acre-feet annually, in return for whIch Arizona
uJldertakes to make no interference with the diversions by other

contractors. This quantity of water is adequate fora]]
the Arizona projects below Hoover Danl, and is without prejudice
the power of the parties to contract in the future for delivery of

t),;flditio:nalwater required. As in the case of the Californi'a water
the undertaking relates simply to acre-feet of water stored
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