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84t CoNGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { RerorT
~ 1st Session No. 1087

AUTHORIZING THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR.TO CONSTRUCT,
OPERATE, AND MAINTAIN THE COLORADO RIVER STORAGE
PROJECT AND PARTICIPATING PROJECTS

JuLy 8, 1955.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. Encyg, from the Committes on Interior and Insular Affairs,
submitted the followidg

REPORT

[To accompany H. R. 33831

The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom was
referred the bill (H. R. 3383) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to construct, operate, and maintain the Colorado River storage,
project and participating projects, and for other purposes, having
considered the same, report favorably thercon with amendments
and recommend that the bill do pass.

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 3383

Page 1, lines 4 to 6 inclusive, strike the words:

, the Congress, in the exercise of its constitutional authority to provide for the
general welfare, to regulate commerce among the States and with the Indian
tribes, and to make all needful rules and regulations respecting property belonging
to the United States, and

Page 2, lines 7 and 8, strike the words “and for the improvement of
navigation”’.

Page 2, line 8, following the word “and”’, insert the word “for”.
Strike the comma following the word “power”.

Page 2, line 9, following the word ‘“‘purposes,” strike the words
“hereby authorizes”.

Page 2, line 10, following the word “Interior”, insert the words
“is hereby authorized?”.

Page 2, line 14, strike the words “Echo Park,”. Following the
words “Flaming Gorge”, insert the words *, Navajo (dam and
reservoir only), : )
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Page 3, line 10, following the word *‘Silt,” insert the word “and’’.
Strike the comma following the words “Smith Fork” and insert a
period in lieu thercof.

Pages 3, 4 and 5, strike everything beginning on page 3, line 11,
through page 5, line 7. Insert in licu thereof the following new
language:

Swe. 2. In ecarrying out further investigations of projects under the Federal
reclamation laws in the u?per Colorado River Basin, the Secretary shall give
riority to completion of p! anninl% reports on the Gooseberry, San Juan-Chama,
avajo, Parshall, Troublesome, Rabbit Eur, lagle Divide, Woody Creek, West
Divide, Bluestone, Battlement Mesa, Tomichi Creek, East River, Ohio Creek,
Fruitland Mesa, Bostwick Park, Grand Mesa, Dallas Creek, Savery-Pot Hook,
Dolores, Fruit Growers Extension, Animas-TaPlata, and Sublette participating
projects.  Said reports shall be completed as cxpetiit.iously as funds are made
available therefor and shall be submitted promptly to the affected States and
thereafter to the President and the Congress: Provided, That with reference to
the plans and specifications for the San Juan-Chama project, the storage for con-
trol and regulation of water imported from the San Juan River shall (1) be limited
to a single off stream dam and reservoir on a tributary of the Chama River, (2) be
used solely for control and regulation and no power facilities shall be established,
installed or operated thereat, and (3) be operated at all times by the Bureau of
Reclamation of the Department of the Interior in strict compliance with the Rio
Grande Compact as administered by the Rio Grande Compact Commission.
The preparntion of detailed designs. and specifications for the works proposed to
he constructed in connection with projects shall be carried as far forward as the
investigations thereof indicate is reasonable in the circumstances.

Ske. 3. Tt is not the intention of Congress, in authorizing only those projects
designated in section 1 of this Act, and in authorizing priority in planning only
those additional projects designated in section 2 of this Act, to limit, restrict, or
otherwise interfere with such comprehensive development as will provide for the
consumptive use by States of the upper Colorado River Basin of waters, the use
of which is apportioned to the upper Colorado River Basin by the Colorado
River Compact and to each State thercof by the upper Colorado River Basin
Compact, nor to preclude consideration and authorization by the Congress of

additional projects under the allocations in the compacts as additional needs are
indicated.

Page 5, line 8, renumber “Sgc. 3.” as “Sgc. 4.”

Page 6, line 16, renumber ““‘Skc. 4.” as “Sgc. 5.” )

Page 6, line 21, strike the numeral “7” following the word “section”
and insert in lieu thereof the numeral 8", .

Page 6, line 23, strike the numeral “7” following the word ‘‘section”
and insert in licu thereof the numeral ¢8”. )

Page 8, line 2, strike the numeral ‘5" following the word *‘section’
and insert in lieu thereof the numeral “6”. o

Page 8, line 8, strike the numeral ‘5’ following the word “‘section’’
and insert in lieu thereof the numeral “6". ) )

Page 8, line 21, strike the numeral ‘5’ following the word “‘section”
and insert in lieu thereof the numeral “‘6”.

Page 9, line 20, renumber “Sgc. 5.” as “Swc. 6.” )

Page 9, line 23, strike the numeral ‘7’ following the word “section”
and insert in leu thereof the numeral 8",

Page 10, line 16, renumber “Src. 6.” as “Sec. 7.”

Page 11, line 9, renumber “Suc. 7. as “Swe. 8.”

Page 12, line 6, renumber “Suc. 8.” as “Skc. 9.”

Page 12, line 14, renumber “Ske. 9. as “Skc. 10.” ) o

Page 12, line 15, strike the words ‘“Echo Park’” and insert in lieu
thercof the word “Navajo”.

Page 12, line 19, renumber “Skc. 10.”7 as “Suc. 11.7

Page 12, line 22, renumber “Snic. 11.77 as “Ske: 12.”
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Page 12, line 25, strike the figure “$1,055,000,000” and insert 10 leu
. 1
e figurc ““$760 000,0.00 . . -
th%:;ﬁ ti};c following line 25, insert the following nc\Y section: ‘
'i‘he Secretary of the Interior of the United Slb‘;“ﬁ/ 1:1 hgelby z‘;thgl::g
SEec, 13£ed to negotiate with the city and county of 2 te ' eo,f C%loi-:do’ or any
g ipality or governmental subdivision In t'hﬁ vg.“‘ad aut.hgriye , on the
other(;x mm?o? and the feasibility of a program whicl ‘t, ' Denver' oihe said
groce Y f the Interior to convey to the city apc} coun yth Denver, Color
ecreta.r);‘:) municipality or governmental subdivision 1n 2\\ tate of Color™d
or any other art of its municipally owned water system, slul interests 1y ation
&:.d“:litfr ?ié’ht.s used or acquirec{ byft.}éﬁ Ull};xti%gdsgﬁ?cse:o ag {sha.ll the generation
other property of the Umit tes ’ ired in
ggn%%‘::igna:r(i‘tﬁ“&t odcvek?wnpet‘lxt, l?r use 3%?;‘%‘“5?3;‘;%?{ ;\cif)?;xi’éfffﬁim he
. ot St Soon i han March 1
said Seoretary of thpi I-nt((insotr : waas soon as possible, but not later than N h L
tho Congross of 1ot makin (‘h' t the said Secretary of the Interior sha
: : That in making his repor i shal
}'gfgrhgg;?:id;df'o:}:ﬁln“;;ovcrning the cgarges to be made for any such convey

12]
Page 13, line 1, rcxuunb{:r “§§c. 1%5?:”?‘?19:%8]&?9.01?:5 .
3, line 13, re ; sC. 13. . 15.
Page 13, line 13, renumber (Sue. 135 85 205 5,
>eae 14, line 3, renumber “SEc. 14.7 88 “OEC. .
]i’:%g 14, line li), renumber “Sec. 15.”7 as ‘_Sl-,l‘i:. 17q oz bills were
H. R. 3383 was introduced by Mr. Aspum.D. Similer e nd
introduced by Messrs. Rogers of Colorado, u,\1 son O e were
1Il?‘lema.ml‘cz. Twelve days of public fhcarm%gs 01; c: ;;ZII;DWOI'G o e
, conunittee and 6 days of execulive SCSSIBUS & . v i
hel?l}i)))lrgth; (l.hc. bill. Some 68 witnesses were l\@af)d,):;:ﬁ:\l{lggo f%i{cials
) Ig:ars\of the Senate and House of Representatives, S(l’,]mes (ol
and officinls of the upper Colorado River Bn..sml Sule > 48 e
submitted to the committee during hearings conprs ,
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tures for power and municipal and industrial water supply will be
retirned with interest, including interest during construction. Ex-

penditures for irrigation will be returned without interest in equal -

annual instailments within 50 years after the expiration of any author-
ized development period.  After all project costs have been returned,
many 1illions of dollars of net annual project revenues will continue
to flow into the Treasury.

In tle interest of achieving, within cach of the upper basin States,
the fullest practicable consumptive use of the waters of the upper
Colorado River system, consistent with the apportionment thercof
amene such States, the committee concludes that a priority in plan-
nine additional consumptive use projects should be given to those
proicets naumed in the legislation.

The committee concludes that the authorization of the units and
participating irrigation projects included herein will not be detri-
mental in any respect to the rights of Arizona, California, or Nevada
under the Colorado River compact, the Boulder Canyon Project Act,
or the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act. The units and proj-
ects authorized in the bill are desiened only to make effective use of a
part of the 7,500,000 acre-feet of Colorado River water apportioned
annually Lo the upper basin.

To assure that the operation of all works on the river adhere to the
“law of the river” the committee has included language in section
15, which malkes it possible for any Colorado River Basin State to
institute litigation promptly in the Supreme Court of the United
States, in the event questions arise regarding the legality of the
operation of any of the works authorized in the bill or any other
worlks on the river.

The commitiee considered whether litigation now pending in the
Supreme Court of the United States between Arizona and California
raises any question affecting the advisability or propriety of the
authorization at this time of the works herein recommended. The
commitlee coneludes that nothing in such pending litigation warrants
delay in authorization of the works proposed in the bill.

The commiltee recognizes that, as the upper basin States pul to
beneficial consumptive use more and more of their apportioned water,
cither by actual use for agricultural or municipal purposes or by
storage for future use by exchange, the sccondary energy, which has
been available from the Hoover powerplant in the past, will be
reduced. The committee further recognizes that such reduction in
secondary energy will reduce the energy available to southern Cali-
fornia, and particularly to Los Angeles—energy which has been
exceedingly valuable and which has been purchased at an extremely
low rate. However, the committee wishes Lo emphasize that this
energy has been generated by upper basin water which, since it is not
being used in the upper basin, has been available to run the turbines
at Loover Dam. It has always been understood that upper basin
utidizalion of water would end this gratuity. This very fact accounts

WV& its clussilicnlion as secondary or dump power.
\_1

he Hoover Dam power contracts are made upon the expressed
conditions and with the expressed covenant that the rights of the
contractors shall be subject to and controlled by the Colorado River
compact. The committee concludes, therefore, that the reduction of
power available to southern California is a reduction that has been
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ready market for the electric energy which would be available from
the power facilities herein authorized.

With respect to agricultural surpluses, the committee concludes that,
in view of the types of crops involved, the long-range nature of the
construction program in the upper Colorado River Basin, and the
anticipated future demands for agricultural products, there is no

basis for the concern that the projects herein authorized will contribute
to agricultural surpluses.

Purrose oF tar BiLn

This legislation would permit orderly development of the land and
water resources of the upper Colorado River Basin. Tirst, the legis-
lation would authorize a series of holdover storage rescrvoirs with
hydroelectric plants and incidental works. Seccond, it would authorize
o number of irrigation projects. Third, it would authorize priority
in planning for a number of additional irrigation projects. The
Iegislation recognizes that the units and projects authorized and the
additional projects named for planning constitute only an initial
phase of o comprehensive plan for development of the water resources
apportioned to the upper basin and that the legislation is not intended
to limit or preclude, in the future, as additional needs are indicated,
authorization by the Congress of other projects for the use of waters

apportioned to the upper basin States under the Colorade River
compact.

Bacxerounp

The comprehensive basin plan for developing the land and water
resources of the upper Colorado River DBasin is the direct result of
many years of thorough investigation by the Burcan of Reelamation
in cooperation with the States of the upper basin and with other
Federal agencies and departments of Government.  The necessity for
and the foundation of the overall plan of development of the water
resources of the upper basin-is to be found in the historieal, geograph-
ical, physical, elimatic, and economic conditions peculiar to that region.
The Colorado River is an erratic stream.  The periods of high flow
do not coincide with the periods of greatest demand on its waters.
Large holdover reservoirs, like Lake Mead behind Floover Dam which
stores and regulates water for use in the lower basin, are needed in
the upper basin for storing water during vears of high flow for use dur-
ing subsequent years of low stream discharges, as well as to serve on
a seasonal basis. By these large storage reservoirs the flows of the
rivdr can be equated from year to year and the maximum amount of
wafber utilization can be accomplished on a long-term basis.

The Colorado River compact of 1922 divides the Colorado River
Basin into two parts, the upper basin, comprising those parts of the
States of Arvizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming—
within which and from which waters naturally drain into the Colorado River
system above Lee Terry, and also all parts of said States located without the

drainage arca of the Colorado River system which arce now or shall hercafter be
hc_ucﬁl‘.lﬂlly served by waters diverted from the svstem above Lee Ferry (Colorado
River compact, art, 11 (f))—

and the lower basin, comprising—

those parts of the States of Arizona, Californin, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah
within and from which waters naturally drain into the Colorado River system

i and also All PATLS O SHIL DLILES Jupaiiis o eeg Rl
g:;?:tﬁ%?& IC‘((!)rlg'hdo River system which are now or shall hereafter be benceficially
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annum * * ¥ - o
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1 *
consecutive years * ¥ - ‘
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-development of mineral resources and other industrial expansion in
the area in recent years, and the increased population as a result
thereof, have taxed to the extreme the municipal and industrial water
supply facilitics in many localities. The demand for municipal and
industrial water in the project area is increasing rapidly. The Colo~
rado River is the last water resource available in many parts of the
area to supply additional water for municipal and industrial purposes..
The future growth and development of ».mm municipalities and their
industries is therefore dependent to a large extent upon this compre-~
hensive basin plan. The area stands on the verge ow great industrial
growth, with consequent increase in need for waler for domestic,
industrial, and agricultural purposes as well as for power.

Testimony given to the committee by representatives of all the
upper Colorado River Basin States left no doubt that the future of
those States is dependent upon the plan which would be initiated by
this legislation or one similar thereto. This plan would make possible
the utilization of the area’s abundant natural resources and enrich
the economy of the area and the Nation, Without it, development of
these resources will be hampered and growth will be slow.

PrAaN oF DeveLorMenT

The initial phase of the comprehensive plan to devclop the land
and water resources of the upper Colorado River Basin, both in terms
of storage units and irrigation projects, would be atuthorized by this
legislation. The storage provided with the consequent river regula-
tion would permit the development of irrigation projects to go forward
in an orderly manner. The initial irrigation projects would result in
the irrigation of about 132,000 acres of new land and a supplemental

" water supply for an additional 234,000 acres, as indicated in table 1.
A great new source of hydroelectric power would be provided to meet
the nced of the expanding economy of the arca. In conjunction with
the reclamation projects, municipal and industrial water would be
furnished to many towns and cities. In addition, the plan would
o:mmww new recreatiorial facilities and substantial benefits to fish and
wildlife.

The storage units which would be authorized are Flaming Gorge,
Navajo, and Glen Canyon. In addition, the Curccanti unit io:EWo
authorized subject to a finding of feasibility and report to Congress.
The irrigation projects, referred to as participating projects, which
would be authorized are: Central Utah (initial phase), Emery County,
Florida, Hammond, La Barge, Lyman, Paonia (including "the Min-
Desota unit), Pine River Extension, Seedskadee, Silt, and Smith Fork.
mf_.?.mom description of these storage units and participating projects
ollows: .

STORAGE UNITS
Curecanti (modified plan)

The Curecanti unit would consist of n reservoir on the Gunnison
River formed by the Blue Mesa Dam below the town of Gunnison,
Colo., and of three downstream reservoirs respectively referred to as
the Narrow Gauge, Morrow Point, and Crystal Reservoirs. The bill
limits the water-surface clevation of the reservoir formed by Blue
Mesa Dam to 7,520 foet. At this water-surface clevation, the ca-

ir i i : 000 acre-1eet. 1 0e uugs
it eservoir is estimated nt 940, e
mwﬂmeﬂmpﬁmﬂo%ﬁfc.—a would _co m.~._~:pﬂuw~ mmz.o %WMoMm%cjomﬂmM : of
ith only nominal active s ities.. oub
uom\ vo meu%om,maioc_% be provided ut the goﬂoé?%ﬂ%.mww ».ow 80
MMprWm_ Wmngso: of stream inflows below Blue Me .

. G 3 . . .
%«Nﬂﬁ&%ﬂ%@& feature of the Flaming Gorge :E_..... waeﬁmm,wnﬂoﬁwﬂﬂm
ill % moope& on the Green River in Utah, abou miles north, oo
Vor w and which would be a concrete, gravity-type mm e
MMmcmu\m». above the river. TFlamin ,WQ%M%M %wammwmwﬂmeo e B
a total capacity of 3,940, c-feet.
Mﬂwﬁﬁcﬁ_‘mo‘r%%w would have a capacity of 72,000 kilowatts.

Zae.doz io Dam would be located on the Sen Juan w.—wwo— Eamm‘mﬁ.
o mqms Mexico about 34 miles cast of .the town of ..En.wu..c ot
Tl wo Id be a rolled, cp..s..m:aa.Qva:FBe:?Ew:_m _ug. cpo:.w.
Mw%&?%..%ﬂ.c&. Navajo Wﬁc.éo_:. iocﬁnwﬂmﬂ M.v <mm.mu..o no wpis.
Sre ! m and reservol , )
% r»mcbwc p@ﬂ\_ﬂmﬂsm %W%Mﬁ._p:ﬁ_m to be irrigated under e_..c.oam<mh.,ﬂ.
%<onm..os Nm.mo in conncetion with the San .?ETQSSpa? %H.,_b A oy
o mwca..n would constitute a source of supply for downstre
mww. “Mwww in exchange for natural flow diverted upstream.

Yon A . -

Qﬁhﬁmﬁ Canyon Dam 48:.5 Jo _oopmbaw N”MMWM- mmwomwﬂw—wwmoﬁ

i about 13 miles downstream . Jtah on
MMM”WMMMMP,”__W%MW miles upstream from Lee Fer ry—the division p

i te, curved
between the lower and upper basins. It would be a concrete,

'eservoil
gravity-type structure rising 700 fect above bedrock. The reser

illi tre- 1d provide fina

i ity of 26 million acre-feet, wou . ina

%%W_vﬂmoﬂa%n Mﬂw%%mnﬂm to the __o%m,. wpw_w Mﬂwﬁ. ﬂ.ﬂw M%Momnpmmnwwwﬁ
¥ he powerplant would be locate C !
mwnﬂwwﬂ_um r%mmpvaoaﬁ installed capacity of 800,000 kilowatts

PARTICIPATING PROJECTS

Utah . . . et
Q«%MBNOgs.E Utah project_(initial phase) is woosamﬂmmw 2.,“%%.@9__
Hwo_&moi:o Basin in central .m:..pr and A_%o _,wrm d.mﬂwpv_:s n, m_z : of b

i Basin in northeastern Utah. : e
Oo_omww%smhqmm. the Strawberry aqueduct slong the mmﬂwﬁ.m w_m%oopme "
mw.smw - Mountains for intercepting Uinta Basin m..._.op.u. s os fur cost

E_M«O_.oo_m enlargement of the Strawberry Wowm.ﬁ: N wﬂ. constructic
Mwwom:o mo_&.o._. Creek Dam, o_m_m_.mAwBon_n_ M_M ewrm\ E.W.M,M o:&M:E. e
, construction of o powerp ith, ol
cw.zoecw.:myﬂmw% of 61,000 kilowatts, and oo:wﬁ:am._ouw M.Mrﬂsiem. o
o wsm. u.o_mz.qom_.m for rogulntion, storage, :.:z wa M_.-: changes, o
ﬁw.ﬁwr& ‘pe_oa:or canals, and %ws.___:;%__m.a om%m:w b ey

. ; ry to deliver and utiliz SreaseC !
sirupied :%_.mwmm%.gw:_; be provided where necessary. The projt

mc_:v_w : rrigate about 28,540 acres of new land. Tt would also supj

i 00 e
me._wn_oﬁc_;ﬁ water for about 131,840 acres and furnish 48,8

feet of municipal water.



LEmery County
The Emery County ject is i
_ Lmery \ project is located in east-central Utah
EZ:erS:;;ngfz:ﬁlvgxs‘;:;. d;l‘;:e grojectl worl;s 1would includelﬂ.] San‘: 132
> y & divers canal, and laterals and drains. Th
project would irrigate about 3,630 d furnish
supplemental water for about 26,450 3511:::. of new land and furnish

Florida

The Florida project is in southwe: i
) ] v stern Colorado, in ida
(Il{il\yez i:\):;lllley. Project works would include a dam ‘and f‘l;:er]i"](?ilrld:
diversion .(lnir},_ e;nlm'gement_ and extonsion of existing canal, and dis-
bribution aterals and drains. . Thé project woulc irriga,te about
6,300 acres of now land and: furnish supplemental water

000 s er to about
Hammond S :

The Hammond project is in 3 srthuwos

. mmond project is in northwestern New Mexico al ]

§::i;11u£|)1( 11({!11';:)311}.})“ tll‘(l;g lprtcu ecit _woskls would include 2 diversionozllgnf hg
' ‘thbut aterals and drai The proj irrign

g siribution worals drains. The projcet would irrigate

Lal3arge . :

.

of 'tll{:)eéﬁgf;r%e ]]%g-ojc.ct, is in southwestern Wyoming in the upper cndt

of the Colora EO ? Gll'xgrln %&l\‘s,xé: i % e.yte?ds‘alpproxinml}cly 40 miles along

oo west ido o : . roject works would include a diversion
; syance canal, and . distribution St

acres of new land would be,im-igatéd- by this pl(};l(‘t((tf s About 7,970
Lyman o ' o

A "
Mo e
Uta{:-t V\; J):;;;]{}ll(r}):" oject is in-southwestern Wyoming, just above the
s Grc{n- E:; ‘..tm‘gls)!u}q. It lies along Blacks Fork, a tributary of
the (Cireon Ri a(i:;nrr« lf(:]je_(l‘..bb iwork: m(ihlde areserveir, convcyn.ncé
anals, ge facilities. Su
conate ond Jdrainage facilit Supplemental watcer would be fur-
Paonia '

31} > . ot . . v .
le. Il{lgflt.lmucxzz project is located in west-central Colorado on the North
Fork of :: N ::-'L‘i]:l ﬁ(\)rn .Rlvtfn'. ) 1 1lns :1[)1'010(%' has been previously author-

e s dally constructed. . It would, however oy
imed s neli nstructed. It would, however be extended b
cmml:m::;{l(?l ;i/-’zlll,lt)l)" The pro;ccgt\‘vorks include a dam and resci'voixy
ganals, an 040p u.n'\..' As reauthorized, the area to be served would
include 17,04 acres, of wh;ch 2,210 would he new land and 14,830
ould be furnished supplemental water "

Pine River ertension

The Pi . L R
ine River extonsion is i
- o extension s 1 so stern. Color '
}lv(ssl;cm New Mexico, on Pine River "2L(‘)nl\1r1(;?mm (1(’1‘}1'%)(l(’ . ngrbh-.
i n Alexico, on Pinge T, es enst of Durango, Col
! Ve Loxico, Rivy n olo.
project works include o diversion dam, the enlargement and exten-

i

sion of ¢ $ istributi
of canals, and o ninmber of distribution Interals.  The project would

irrigate 5,15 . .

mh,l,(z‘t(i(} lz':.)boul‘_l:).,l..)() neres of new Iand.  Storage water is to be ob-
m existing Vallecito Dam and Reservoir on Pine River.

Seedskadee _ 4 | .

rl\} \ Seedslk e v « . .
Rive)nf’ il)(:i‘(()l\:'\?l‘)l(-l( : [l'l «l\gent is in sput.hwestm'n Wyoming along the Green
diversion dam :-()NJ:}( \i::‘ric( pmjmltt‘ le{mm yorks would include o
1 n dem, convevance ennals, and distributi :
50 790 weres n , stribution laterals
0,720 acres of new land would be irrigated by the pr(:j((-‘(l»:,lh. About

St :

The Silt project is located in west-central Colorado between Rifle
and Elk Creeks. The project works include & dam, and reservoir
pumping system, rehabilitation of existing canal, and construction of
some new laterals and draibs.. The project would 1rrigate about 1,900
acres of new land and would furnish supplemental water for about
5,400 acres.

Smith Fork

The Smith Fork project is located in west-central Colorado along
Smith Fork, a tributary of the Gunnison River. The project works
would include a dam and reservoir, diversion dam, canals, and laterals.
The project would irrigate about 2,270 acres of new land and furnish

supplemental water for nbout 8,160 ncres.
TINANCIAL A\SPECTS

The plan for the Colorado River storage project and participating
projects is financially sound. It has been subjected to the most rigi
economic and financial requirements.  The construction costs, the cost
allocations, and the repuyment dnta for the units and participating
projects recommended for authorization in the bill are summarized in
table 1. 'The bill authorizes the appropriation of $760 million. This
comparcs with $950 million recommended by the administration.
By letter dated June 21, 1955, Acting Sccretary of the Treasury
Burgess advised the Committee Chairman as follows:

The President has of course recommended legislation authorizing the Colorado
Rijver storage project. Petails worked oul by tli¢ Bureau of the Budget and the

Department of the Interior, however, contemplated an authorization limited to
units requiring expenditures of $950 million, whereas S. 500 contemplates units

calling for expenditures amounting to vver $1,650 million.
While we realize that in time the initial units added to the proposal by the

Senate may be justified, and that the pacticipating projects added to thc proposai
by the Senate would not be begun until the Sceretary of the Interior has rcexam-
ined their economic justification and had certified to the Congress that the
benefits of each project would exceed the cost, we feel that it is highly dexirable b
limit the authorization to the %050 million proposed by the administration. T
view of the importance of bringing the budget into balance, the Congress shoul¢
retain the greatest measure of control over authorizations for new expenditures
and by limiting the present proposal to units presently justified the Congress wil
be in a position to review the program us it develops.
The total construction cost of the initial units and patticipabing
d by the Depart

projects recommended for anthorization is estimate
mont at $901.7 million. This includes about $7.3 million for th
authorized Eden project now nea ring completion and about $2 millios
already expended on the Paonia project under a previous authorizntion
Mhis cost also includes a transmission system necessary to delive
clectrical energy to power market centers. If arrangements are worke
ont between the Department and the private utilities serving th
aren whereby the Federal Government constructs only the, interce
necting trunkline andl the remainder of the system is constructed b
the private utilities, the construction cost would be considerab!
reduced as would the purchase price for the project power and energ,
Only about $8.2 million, or less than 1 percent, of the total cost
nonreimbursable for flood control, fish and wildlife, and reereatio
The remainder of over 99 percent is allocated to irrigation, power, &1



municipal water supply as follows: $331.6 million to irrigation, $510.9
million to power, and $45.5 million to municipal water supply.

The committee reduced by 10 percent the above conustruction cost
estimates and cost allocations of the Department in establishing the
amount authorized to be appropriated. Testimony given the com-

mittee indicates that there has been some reduction in price levels

applicable to the type of construction herein involved and that recent
bids from contractors have consistently been below the engineers’
estimates. This testimony, plus evidence that the amount included
in the Department’s estimates for overhead and contingencies is high,
‘contributed to this action by the committee reducing the Dcpart-
ment's estimated costs by 10 percent. The committee has not
included funds for construction of the Curecanti unit as the Depart-
ment is presently studying a modified plan for this unit and a report
demonstrating its feasibility must be submitted to the Congress. It
is the committee’s view that funds should be authorized at the time
the report is submitted to the Congress. The funds for the construc-
tion of the Eden project have previously been authorized to be
appropriated and therefore no funds for the Eden project are included.
Also, the amount previously authorized and expended on the Paonia
project is not included. The committee included funds for units and
projects totaling $758.8 million, as shown in table 1. The figure
was rounded to $760 million in establishing the amount asuthorized
to be appropriated. .

Tt e entire amount for power and municipal water supply of about
$463.7 million, on the basis of the committec’s figures, would be re-
turned to the United States Treasury with interest not only on the
investment but also with interest accruing during the construction
period. While the amount for irrigation in the bill of about $282.8
million does nol bear interest, pursuant to the 50-year-old principle
of reclamation law, this amount would be returned, vuder the pro-
visions of the bill, in equal annual installments in 50 years plus any
development period auvthorized.  In recognition of the many indirect
benefits that acerue to those living in the vicinity or on the irrigation
projects, the indirect beneficiaries in the immediate aren would aid
in the repayment of irrigution costs through an ad valorem tax.

In a 50-year period following the last power installation, net power
revenues from the power facilitics herein authorized are estimated at
$1,075 million. Trrigation revenues in 50 years from the irrigation
projects herein nuthorized are estimated at $36.6 million. The $1,075
million from power revenues would be sufficient to pay the power
investment of $422.7 million, interest on:the power investment of about
$320 million to the ¥ederal Treasury, the necessary financial assistance
to irrigation of $246.2 million ($282.8 million minus $:36.6 million)
and leave u surplus al the end of the period of about $86 million.
Municipal water revenues would be suflicient to repay the municipal
water allocation with interest including interest durving construction.

After the project has been completoly repaid, the net power rovenues
amounting to from $15 million to $20 million annually for the units
herein authorized will continue to flow into the Treasury. Over the
long run, these additionul revenues will more than offsct the cost to
the Federal Government resulting from interest-free finnncing for the
irrigation investment. Thus, it is evident that the repuyment plan
is sound and thut repayment is in accordance with the normal pro-

amation projects. It appears that the returns irom
%M.WM?W wmﬂ%ﬂ :c%o&uwn_ wzosrr in the long run, be an %mwon wm?q
from a financial standpoint, to say nothing of the _.._...o.Bou ocm re :__M_m
to the economic well-being of the Nation in terms OH Ean_.mmpmo émﬂ. 1,
broadened tax base, new farms and homes, etc. In this connec _obm
the Hoover Commission, in its recent report on water resources an

power; made this comment:

.
irrigation i to provide land
justi :on for Federal interest in irrigation is not solely to p
f Hnﬂw_w_.wmvwﬂwu.w%msonowma food supply. These new farm areas ?Eﬂww_wm o_.ow.,._.o
...wﬂ._w es and towns whose populations thrive from furnishing sup _wwm e n._.a,m.ﬂ )
“nw_..mms:m his crops, and from the wzww.mz.m%% sw:*_,o_w w._,,.wew %m.%w_::. _m._ Mwoﬂnmwwosﬁww
; ox o
economy of seven important cities om he H%mwﬂ.ﬁo is base b e, Inde
Salt Lake City, Phoenix, Spokane, Boise, ] > resno, and Yakime, 1 the
these new centers of productivity send waves of cc omic p..m. ovement to e
ik ebble thrown into a pond. Through irrigation,

M.am._% Mmamﬂma:wwww le civilization in an arca that might otherwise have been open

only to intermittent exploitation. o
The average project cost per acre for Em_ssam to be E_wwﬂmmpmwsmm
: er aere. 1 er-acre ¢
from $190 per acre to $715 per acre. 1es¢ p 0
unusually high for reclamation projects being planned 8@9«.. M_Mﬂo
ood projects, from the standpoint of cost, have been oo%m Eeo ed.
The justification for these per-acre exponditures lies in m % u.ew E:mm
from the development over the years and not on the mar WM, Wpeco o=
the land after it is irrigated. Although there is & relationship % ::wa
the direct benefits resulting from irrigation and the Somopmmm <em ue
of the land, this cannot be used as n measure of project justifica 3:.
Project w:mmmopaob is measured gm ..cB*xw.-.Em.w o<m~..m% wﬂ.%.:ﬂ%% ..msom.
1 4) u A i W LS ¥ o1 ¢ Hﬂ ﬂ )
the increased annual benefits or effects, direct &  indirec, e o
X .onstruction of the projects with the annual ¢ : -
M.%H.mmo: All the participating :._:E_siw w_.nwaopw hw.omwwﬂ &.m.ﬂooﬂe
’ ° 13 . 3 J' . ry N = GHB
mended are justified on this basis. “T'o speak __, s o o e
onsidering the resulting returns is meanngicss. 1ce,
m””ﬂwr%_ Cmm:r project, which has a per-acre cost almost 4 e_msrma.pw
hieh as the LaBarge project, has about the same benefit-cost ratio.
O



TasLE 1.—Summary of unils of Colorade River storage project and participating projecls authorized by the bill

Lands to be
frrigated Construction costs Repayment of relmbursable costs
Mu- : . i
Gener-| nicl- Sdtretlun
Project and State ating | pal | deple- Reimbursable allacations By initial Funds au-
Sup- | capac- water(  oof pover wnits tggg;%drg_o
New . y [annu- . Nonreim- . (Flaming
ew | ple- iy | Al Total [} onrelm Musieipal By woler |Gorge, Glen| Total | Pristed!
Power water Irrigation %eaggroall"'
Utah)
Colorado River storage project .
initial units: Kilo- | Acre-1 cAcre- -
Ule'l(l a(;“anyon unit, Arfzona, | Acres | Acres | walts | feed Jeet )
m;..:,mg'c;,',g;.;'L‘-'l;\a,‘:\'\-'g..,:- AR 800, 000;. -~ 526, 000,421, 270, 000} ... ... £370,674,000]. .. ooeo.. $50,206,000) ... 2421, 270, 000]$421, 270, 000{<379, 143, 000
mng ceeeed] 72,0000 56,000/ 82,942,000, ......... 52,042,000(...ooceo '
Navajo, N0 NMex. I TI I L 16,000 36, 502, 000{$1,298,600]. ... N YOO %&zooo T gﬁﬁ:% gg:%f:% ;3,3;%%
Subtotal....oooioioiiiai i eaiccacfoaianan 872,000|-.-... 598, 000] 540, 804, 000} 1,298,000] 423, 016,000|... -ccvv--. 116, 4%,000 .......... 539, 506, 000| 539, 506, 000{ 486, 724, 000
Additional storage unit contin- '
fémt ugon finding of l’easil;il-
v and-report: Crrecanti . | .cooo[ocaeoci]ocanens , 000|. ... V
1 p?‘rt%lrntin‘:.; projects: I B e e R i AR E @
aBarge, \Wyo 7.9704. 14,200 1,673,300 1,873,
Seedskadee, WV , 873, ,673,300] $406,000) 1,178,300] 1,673,300 1,506,000
Lyman, W¥o. it 110, 400} 23, 272,000 23,272,000 4,785,000 18,487, 000| '23.272,000| 20, 944,800
Silt, Colo. "5 800 3:356:000 10, 564,000 2, 255,000| 8, 309,000| 10,584, 000! 9, 507, 600
Smith Fork o 3.,282,400 1,020,000 2,262,400 3,282,400 3,020,400
Paonia, Colo.. 6000 6' 944'000 3, 343,000| 1,045,000 2,298,0000 3,343,000{ 3,030,300
Florids, Col e FHig 6, 791, 600] 2,414,000 4,377,600{ 6,791,600] ? 4,418,100
Pine Hivarp 2, 6, 941, 437, 800|. . 6, 503, 600{ 1,711,500 4,782,100 6,503,600] 6,247, 400
fion, Colorado, New Mex-
(s TONRRURIUURIPUIPRRP [ ¥ 15 T | S RN MO 28,3001 5.027,000|..........]... 5,027,000| 2,045,000 2,98
E g e 501...... R ..+ OO I O , 027, 3 2,000f 5,027,000 4, 524,300
ll%‘l(;ll:; l%‘i:gx(:nxh-:?ghaw. 3,630} 20,430,.......|-.-.-. 15,8007 9.865, 229,000 ... cceees| ceemnmnnas 9,636, 500/ 3,715,000 &, 921,500 9,636,500) 8,879,000
W8Nt e aeeen. -] 28,3101131, 540; 61, 000'48, 8001 18U, 300i 231, 044,000 5,901, 000] 46, 40Y, 000[S45, 500, 000; 127, 354, 000|'60,601,000 158, S62, 000| 219, 553, 000
! - . 3 Y 231044, , 991, . 409, , 300, 27, 354, ,601, , S62, 219,553, 207, 939, 600
Hammond, N, Mex........0 3, bTO; ................... 7,9000 2,302, UDO| ..................... eemaen 2, 302, 000 370,000! 1,932,000 2,302 2,071,800
Subtotal, 11 initial proj- I l |
[ 2 . 132, 3601233, 930! 61, 00048, 3001 400, 5001 304, 356, 3001 6, 907, 900! 46, 689, 000 45, 500, 000! 199, 749, 400180, 546, 500i 211, 401, 900! 291,948, 4oo| 272, 089, 3L0
Additional peticipating project i | ' i ;
authorized_und under con- ! ! - l ! .Y 7,287,000 1,500.000| 5,787,000, 7, 287, 000 U]
struction, Eden, Wy0..coen.-. 10, 060‘ 9, 540} e ece|neens 32, 400 ‘ 28"°°°| """""""""""""" f ....... ! l
) , ,;oo' 272,089, 300
& T rojects. participacine. 143.020!243. 470} 61,000/48.800| 433. sw! 311,643, :mo\ 6,907, 900) 46, 699, °°°‘ 15 500. ooal 207, 238 m‘sz. L P el %0
.............. = | | 838, 741, 400} 758, 813,
g Grand total..oonmeeeneens 143, mim’ 470933, 000148, 800(1, 049, 300! 832, 447, 300l 8, 208, 900| 469, 715, 000|'+5. 500, ml' 323, 526, 400l52. 04, 300) 750, 604, 900| '
-~
f hase of central Utah
o 1 The Department’s estimates have been reduced by 10 percent. Testimony indicates s Exclusive of §5,500,000 allocable to purposes of the ultimate p
% thay there has been a reductlon 1 peich Jevels appllcable b tently of copstruction  PTOIERY. 4ed in the bill for obtaining financial assistance only. No authorizatlon of
- ecen s d
? :sel? mi:‘:g?w.gl ;’n'(%l:e r‘:(_; i§ e‘,gdme,ima‘; I,‘ri::hamoum included In the Department’s esti- m?ﬁ]‘;’c%uons't o power and municipal water as reduced t&% committee (see footnote 9)
h contingencies is . [t construction.
n m?%;‘t}o;:l;:“e‘:e did not e funds for the Curecanti unit as Department is pres-  arg ‘t.el akal‘:;:‘tht éﬁﬁfgtx?sl:sdggﬁf?; gog‘.}g S aes footuota 9) Is repald in equal
‘ ently studying modified pllla]t]’ a report on which must be submitted to the Congress. sm.mﬁn Stallmants in 50 years plus any ‘sdavgllopmant period suthorized, except for
Firm data on unit not available. and Eden, which are covered by exist aw.
@ I The amount of $§2,035,000 previously authorized and expended bas been deducted P%‘}?.\igludas Eden, o8 millton for lrrigation, $ 4823 d7 ,‘2“3‘1;‘,?.,%‘; p:ﬁ:%;' bﬁél ;?g}}?&gﬁﬁ

¢ Includes

Rt estlmatgxds'ti%slt;boo ln irrigation revenues and $45,500,000 from municipal sod indus-
trial water users. -

municipal water, $7.4 million nonreimbursable,
of tgeculitimate phase of the central Utah project.
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KperarTioNsuip or ProJsct 10 AGRICULTURATL SURPLUSES

One argument that has .been made against the Colorado River
storage project and participating projects is that, in view of present
farm surpluses, it would be unwise to bring additional lands into
production at this time. For the most part the crops which would
be produced on the irrigation projects in the upper C'olorado Basin are
either not in the surplus category or they are for local feeding of live-
stock, and therefore they do not contribute to farm surpluses. Also,
the construction of these irrigation projects is a long-range program
and this must be kept in mind if.the projects are considered in terms of
their relationship to the problem of farm surpluscs.

This problem of unbalanced agricultural production or surpluses
is one of the least understood problems now facing the United States.
Most people do not understand that the existing unbalanced situation
is of short duration and that in & matter of a very few years demands
will overcome surpluses. In this connection, we should keep several
pertinent facts in mind. The population of the United States is
around 162 million and is increasing at a rate of nearly 3 million per

year. Most authoritics agree that by 1975 our population will be above
200 million persons with some estimates ranning as high as 220
million. If we continuc our present diet, and it is expected to improve,
we will need an cquivalent of production from an additional 6 to 7%
million acres cach year, and by 1975 we will need at least 20 to 30
million acres of new cropland, allowing for a countinuing increase in
crop yields per acre as a result of improved farming methods and
rescarch. While our demands are thus increasing rapidly, wo are
losing about 1.4 million acres a year through use of land for highways,
airports, reservoirs, expanding cities, soil erosion and other nonproduc-
tive activitics. Keeping these facts in mind, it may be expected that
agricultural production may be brought in balance in o very few years
and we must adopt vigorous measures i scrious shortages are to be
avoided.

In view of the types of crops involved, the
the construction program in the uppe
anticipated future demands for agric
concludes there is no basis for the
recommended will contribute to ag

long-range nature of
r Colorado River Basin, and the
ultural produets, the committee
concern that the projects herein
ricultural surpluses.

HvZC—.Om_ar OF THE Privare Powrnr CoMraniks

The committee finds that this project is unique in that there is no
public versus private

power controversy involved.  Representatives
of the 10 private power companies operating in the aren presented
testimony hefore the committee indicating their desire to cooperate
with the Federal Government in the transmission and marketing of
electric power and encrgy from the Colorado River storage project.
Their proposal provides essentially that the Seeretary construet the
backbone transmission lines connecting major powerplants of the
project and that use be made of the existing systems of the companies
and additions thercto to market the power.  The companies assured
the commitiee of their willingness to serve preference customers oither
through whecling or through resales with appropriate saloguards to
protect the rights and interests of the preference customers, and of the
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o g.w.,..z vw: w%ommw power companies seemed oss_.oq_mcpmmspw..o_mrmwm
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missi )

y . e procedure
where satisfactory arrangements can be worked out. The p

- proposed is similar to that which has worked very satisfactorily for the

Oc‘ww.% wam.wﬂ%mﬂmm%% ‘the Interior advised the committee that it was
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m.wpﬁw ?.wi;ﬁra of course, that zz_,. power w_.o wﬁwwm s Br0 ol
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i y , ayment aud o
with and project rep
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islation and the

aaetion 1 of the bill sets out the purpose of 5.6 ~mm~mw..%%%~ d tho

ﬂcrro_w -oiects which would be authorized for cons 4 tion.  With

:::;ﬁ, N:M\oﬁ&wwoo.:eonpsﬁ storage unit, the water m%_mm.ww Hmmﬂ.amcpaos

i lovain and oty b UG B facconoms
by the Secretary to the Congress:

_:m.fm.dmm.pm_.o%rwem by name additional participating projects which shall
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1 .,.%... ”m yriority in planning :.v, the Secreta Y- { and the additionl
E ion 3 1 ornizes that the units authorized an : ditional
Soction 3 EMH mww. lanning constitute only an initial p wmmm o:::a -
LN :EJE: and that the legislation is not, intende ~ oH limit
AN ﬁ.ﬁo:i authorizations of other projects in the ! _:_35.8-
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T | ?a.._ﬂm authorized be in accordance with Federa ”.mmrgs.-
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P f development period; (b) requiring z..pa.:m._mm,... 5.A=m9..~.c_
exclusive o .M be made with a conservancy bype wrige _o distne
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Scction 5 authorizes a separate fund for the project and explains
‘ the operation of the fund. The fund would bo credited with all
appropriations for the project and all revenucs collected from the
project. Revenues in excess of operating needs would be paid an-
nually to the Fedoral Treasury to (a) return with interest the cost
of cach unit, participating project or any separable feature thereof,
which are allocated to commercial power or to municipal water supply
within a period not exceeding 50 years, in the case of municipal water
features, and within a period not exceeding the economic life, in the
case of power featurcs; (b) return without interest in equal annual
installments the cost of cach unit, participating project or separable
feature allocated to irrigation within a period not exceeding 50 years
exclusive of development period, except in the cases of the Paonia
project and of the Indian lands in which cases the repayment period
would be consistent with other provisions of law applicable thereto.
The interest rate would be determined by the Sccretary of the Treas-
ury as of the time appropriation is made for initiating construction.
The formula for determining the rate is designed to give o rate approx-
imately equal to the cost of money to the United States on its long-
term public dobt obligations. This section also requires that business
type budgets be submitted to the Congress annually covering all
operations financed by the basin fund.

Section 6 requires that the Secretary make an allocation of cost for
each unit or project upon its completion and submit a report to the
Congress each fiscal year upon the status of revenues from snd the
cost of construcling, operating, and maintaining the Colorado River
storage project and participating projects.

Section 7 provides that the hydroelectric powerplants be operated
so as to produce the greatest amount of power and cnergy that can be
sold at firm power und cnergy rates without, however, impairing the
use of water for domestic ov agricultural purposcs and without nff ecting
or interfering with the operation of any provision of the Colorado
River compact, the upper Colorado River Basin compact, the Boulder
Canyon Projcct Act or the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act.
All Colorado River Basin States are on the same basis with respect
to acquiring electric power and energy from the project.

Section 8 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to plan, construct,
and operate public recreational facilities on lands withdriwn or
acquired for the development of the project and facilities to mitigate
the losses of and improve conditions for the propagation of fish and
wildlife.. The Secretary is authorized to acquire or to withdraw lands
necessary for the construction and operation of these recreational and
fish facilities and to dispose of the lands to Federal, State, or local
governmental agencics upon conditions which will best promote their
development and operation in the public interest. All costs incurred
for recreational and fish and wildlife purposes would be nonreim-
bursable under the provisions of this section.

Section 9 simply provides that nothing in the act shall be construed
to alter, amend, repenl, interpret, modi , or be in conflict. with any
provisions of the compacts and acts which comprise the so-called law
of the river.

Section 10 provides that expenditures for units of the storage
W.&mg may be made without regard to the requirement of the Interior

epartment Appropriation Act of 1954, which is now permanent
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UN1Tep SraTes DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington 25, D. C., March 8, 1955,
Hon. Crair EnguE,

Chairman, Commiltee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.

My Dear Mn. ENGLE: A report has been requested from this Department on
H. R. 3383, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate,
and maintain the Colorado River storage project and participating projects, and
for other purposes. You have also requested that we comment on H. R. 270,
H. R. 2836, and H. R. 3384 to the extent to which they differ from H. R. 3383.

In his address to the Congress on the state of the Union, President Eicenhower
said (H. Doe. No. 1, 84th Cong., p. 8): .

H* % * the Federal Government must shoulder its * * * partnership obliga-
tions by undertaking projects of such complexity and size that their success
requires Federal development. In keeping with this principle I again urge the
Congress to approve the development of the upper Colorado River Basiu to
Mﬂsmmmé and assure betler use of precious water essential to the future of the

eu..

H;oimmmmu_.mmc_.anan messuge (H. Doc. No. 16, 84th Cong., p. MG5) the
President said:

“I also recommend enactment of legislation authorizing the Bureau of Recla-
mation to undertake construction of two comprehensive river-basin improvements
which are beyond the capacity of local initiative, public or private, but which
ure needed for irrigation, power, flood control and municipal and industrial water
supply. These are the upper Colorado River Basin development in the States
of Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, Arizons, and New Mexico, and the Fryingpan-
Arkansas development in Colorado.  The Colorado River development will
enable the :%vﬁ. basin States to conserve floodwaters and to assure the availability
of water and power necessary for the economic growth of the region. * * * Snle .
of power generated at these developments will repay the power investment within
50 years and will make a contribution toward repayment of other investments.”

In the budget. itself it was pointed out (p. 830) that the administration proposes
to initinte construction of the Colorado River storage project during the-next
fiscal year if it is authorized and that the budget includes an item for funds to be
requested for this purpose.

The substance of our views on the proper contents of a bill to implement the
President’s recommendation and particularly on those projects and units which
should be covered in the initinl legislation is contained in the draft of bill which
was developed by the Burean of the Budget in collaboration with this Department
and submitted to vour committee on April 1, 1054, in conncction with H. R.
4449, 83d Congress, & predecessor of the present H. R. 3383.

We recommend that H. R. 3383 be examined in the light of the proposal there
made and in the light of the two letters dated March 18, 1954, from the Dircctor
of the Bureau of the Budget to the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs and to this Department which are reprinted in Scnate Report No. 14983,
83d Congress, and that, with suitable amendments, H. R. 3383 he enacted,

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the
submission of the above report to your committee. That office, however, has not
yet had an opportunity to consider the attached comparative analysis of H. R.
3383, H. R. 270, H. 1. 2836, and H. R. 3384. The comments made therein
must not, for this reason, be regarded as representing any commitment with respect
totheir conformity to the program of the President.

Sincerely yours,

Frep G. AaNpant,
Assistant Secretary of the Inlerior.

CosmraraTive Anarysis or I, RR. 3383, H. R. 270, H. R. 2836, ann H. R. 3334,
84ru CoNacress
Storage project units named

H. R. 3383: Curecanti, F.cho Park, Flaming Gorge, Glen Canyon.
H. R. 270: Adds Cross Mountain and Navajo to above.

H. R. 2836: Samec as H. IR, 270.

H. R. 3384: Adds Juniper and Navajo to those covered in H. R. 3383.

Comment: The Department of the Interior recommends that only Glen Can-
von and Echo Park be authorized as storage units at thix time.

o . . .u ) &
Participating projects name L . . County, Fla., Hammond,
! : Ce h (initial phase), lmory ty, . non
1 Eu.wwu_.w wowﬂmw.w:mrr:W.:wawsmaw.“o% works), Pinc River extension, Mmmamrgoo. Silt,
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to the in H. R. 3383. . )
Hmomw__ﬂ__ﬁ___..N.M_..o—.wwmm_ﬂmmwmh of the Interior SM?E“_@_._EN wwwﬂ ewwoawnmwmnw% %.ﬂ_.mmwm
imi ! listed in the administration bill s L ite:
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%ﬁ..w.__.wh__.n.u Hfmma..wwoaw (new works), Pinc River exte ,
Pl 2 ) J

Silt, and Swith Fork,
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exercise of that authority “shall affect or interfere w
provision ‘of the Colorado River ¢

pact, the Boulder Canyon Project
Act, or any contract lawfully ente

H. R. 270: Same as. H. R. 3383 but omits express reference to contracts.
. R. 2836: Sume as H. R. 270.

IL R. 3384: Same as H. R. 270,
Comment: The language of H. R. 3383 with r

espect to contructs appears to be
superfluous but is otherwise unobjectionable.

Appropriability of waler used for power purposes
H. R. 3383: Provides that “Neithe

¢ r the m.zvo::&:m nor the use of water for
the generation of power and energy a e Colorndo River storage

t the plants of t
approprintion for domnestic or agricultural
purposes, pursuant to applicable State

law, of waters apportioned to the States
of the upper Colorado River Basin.”

H. R. 270: Omits the above.

H. R. 2836: Has provision similar to that of H. R 270, but extends to all power-
plants authorized by bill,

H. R. 3384: Samec as H. R. 2836.

Jomment: The provisions of I, . 3383 are
of the administrution bill and are recommended for inclusion in the legislation.
Unless o great deal of excess storage capacity beyond that provided by Glen
Canyon and Fcho Park is authorized and constructed, the waters impounded in
these reservoirs will, within a comparatively few yeurs, be devoted almost. entirely
to fulfilling the obligations of the upper division States with respect to deliveries
at Lee Ierry for lower basin and Mexican treaty purposes. The generation of
power will be a byproduet of release for these purposes. Pay-out studies have
been based upon the assumption that t

he upper basin depletion of the stream
contemplated by this provision will oceur in any event.

Sotl survey and land classification exemplion

IL. R. 3383: Exemption applicable to four storag
H. R. 270: Exemption applicable to fiv
not applicable to Curceanti.
H. R. 2836: Same as H. R. 270.
M. R, 3384: Exemption applicable to four storage project units covered in bill;
hol. applicable to Curecanti, . uniper, and Navajo.
Comment: 1t is believed that the exemption should he commensurate with
whatever storage project units are ultimately covered by the bill.
.A.:Sez.n«&avvxoel.a:.o:m

I. R. 3383: Limits authorized appropriations to $1,055 million.

L. R. 270: Omits limitation.

IT. RR. 2836: Omits limitation.

H. R. 3384: Omits limitation.

Comment: The Department of the Tnterior would have no objection in this
case to specifying the amount authorized to be appropriated. 1If such a limitation
18 spelled out in the bill, as it is in H. R. 3383, the text should make clear, 8s that
of IT. R. 3383 does not, that. the sum specified is for construction costs only and is
not inclusive of initial operation and maintenance costs.

Future planning

IL. R. 3383: Section 12 of this bill provides that
development necessary to the full consumptive use
waters of the Colorado River sy

project shall preciude or impair the

in this respect identical with those

¢ project units covered in bill.
¢ storage projects units covered in bill;

“In plauning the additional
in the upper basin of the

stem allocated to the upper basin and in planning
the use of and in using credits (rom net power revenues available for the purpose

of assisting in the pay-out of costs of participating projects herein and hereafter
authorized in the States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, the
Secretary shall have regard for the achievement within each of such States of
the fullest practicable consumptive use of the waters of the Upper Colorado

River svstem consistent with the apportionment thereof among such States.’”’
H. R. 270: Omits ahove. ’

H. R. 2836: Omits above.
H. R. 3384: Omits above.

Oc:..:.w:? The Interior Department has no objection to the inclusion of the
provision of H. R. 3383 quoted above.

It would, in any event, seck Lo achieve

ith the operation of any
ompact, the upper Colorado River Basin com-

- Act, the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment
red into under said Acts without the consent of
the other contracting partics.”

1 rpecific [ this Provision 1 tngiicis e L is an upper basin State
the cnd specified. LU th d in the bill since il is an up, !

tates named In L ; Colorado
ca..-wa“_m.m_;m%..mwmew_.._g_—oh.ws_ quantity of upper basin water by the upper o
and 1§ § . ¥

River Basin compact.
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parts of L e cconds the authority given him under the S U H R,
Blone i nitiee to ine such & provision ax that contained 1l .
b s Ace to include such a prov b the ained e now
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Canyol —.uq“.m._m.”... .ﬂ....p— formulsted hereafter for Lhe ,,.c.,_...:_.._... M.“asmﬂ.n:wo S.owm.:o:
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’.::...CC-Skrﬁ—.C-e:Gr\C—OﬁPCO Kiver,
of the Colorado River system and of all
the Colorado River Bagin.”

H. R. 270: Omits the above.

H. R. 2836: Omits the above.

H. R. 3384: Omits the above.

Comment: No objection if the committee sees fit to include a provision along
the lines of that included in H. R. 3383,

Denver diversions

H. R. 3383: Omits,

- H.R.270: Authorizes 8:3«%.58 ta the city of Denver of such lands and water
rights used or acquired by. the United States solely for the generation of power as
may be required by Denver in connection with the devel

opment and use of its
Blue River project, payment for the value of the rights a

ot all transmountain diversion, of water
other storage and reclamation projects in

cquired ‘to be made by
Denver to the United States.

H. R. 2836: Same as H. R. 270.

H. R. 3384: Omits. :

Comment: The terms-of the provision in H. R. 270 are such as not to require
objection from this Department, 1

t should be understood, however, that main-
tenance of the integrity of the Colorado-Bi

Document, 80, 75th Congress, whatever those obligations may be, will be ultimately
Involved in the administration of this provision ana that, for this reason, among
others, no commitment can be m

ade at this time concerning the exercise of ‘the
authority which its enactment would confer upon this Department.

ComMITTEE’S RECOMMENDATION

The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs recommends that
H. R. 3383, as amended, be enacted.

MINORITY VIEWS ON H. R. 3383

. i i ‘ nt of
A minority of your committee is firmly opposed to awww meomM”.o%ocw
this bill and presents this summary of views 1n opp
. o inori ill for various
oo%ﬂ%ﬂwﬁy members of %WEH Buﬂosewowwv%wm .mﬁ%%:%w Mt
. atory i )
onsequently, each signatory . P2
nﬂwmﬂmw:mowé.o% stated. But to facilitate your oobﬂ_o.n_cm__yw uweoa.mom...
M». He._n_.u.. various views, most of the important reasons wiy
should not be authorized are combined herein. uments are first
Again, for convenience In reading, opposing arg
mzwséa.m.nm? then discussed in detail.

ORJECTIONS TO BILL SUMMARIZED

itli age project approved by
The billion upper Colorado storage pre :
sw%.fwo%p_mw %ww_m :”c obstensibly smaller House bill are one and the same
e_uw.n.pae:::? the project is the nondivisible a_:wm:w,:_mww ﬂw\:ww@
~:..~.=§. in House Document 364 of the 83d Oﬁp__w«.:.wr._.;o:qr See-
: nwm_a of that cntity are contained in the House | :, .,..:o_c. vz.mo.on ch
oy nsive and controversial integral parts of t _,_r v ol ProIoc o
mw/%,ao Park have been A_Eov_om_ ?Mnm the %o%ﬁ u.w“.” 5N r_.we_-,ou.mnpson o
ble, thev cannot be deleted from the oot thor o
M&:mﬂ%y #m_%w:m.:ﬂ.m will make mandatory later y ,_:.pro"__w_ﬁ_wmw %uw Mrm
w.mmz«._cn_s. s0 that power revenues can be obtained to he
o il di alv part of its mass to
ik iceherg, the House bill displays onl; s mass to
aam,w,_,rwmw_ -amﬂu_.w_wﬁm:m:m bulk nevertheless exists and must be reckonec
|c ’ ) ‘ i - N -
/:M.wW Invasion of Dinosaur National zo._:_EEu;“J H.mwﬁ_._wo Park Dan
1l power facilities will be unavoidable ;.. the bi | %:.i .ch.o:o:_%”
a1 Qwu The project will A_M_Eupmm the Zﬁ%mmﬂ mmm .ﬂomsﬁ.i:_»i .
} roject would grow crops alr 1 agric ol surplus.
me HKHM _W.o%e_ca will service, for the most part, only mar ginal agr
O i least 20 million acres of unde-
needed, there exists at least 20 cres inde
<&AMWEMS_.M__”; which can be placed in production at a fraction o
cost of acreage serviced by the project. [ the projoct total a
(4) The ultimate direet and hidden costs c_ N :.£~, ojeat, total o
least $5 billion (which figure probably is low x...,_::” ,«.2._ s bused o1
umﬂr_.m.m: of Reclamation cost estimates which have prov 3
t : sonstruction costs). , ‘ . )
m_zm.ww on w_p.m._%yx—:.m._: pereent of the project’s cost .:.o:_.r l __,”A...w.wr_ﬂm_c by the
..”= ers of the 44 States in which the project is ﬂw ¢ e ::n._om:::m
gﬂs .«W, he approprintion .::ss_.wszw_w: cﬁ_ wq_”;ww ”“”.H.-.““_M.—.x.;;..:sgg
\ ts to $933,468,300 basec Jure tios
WM%MM_M_“% :..ﬂmw,____._:_mrﬂco $1.6 billion to reflect actual direct construc
tion costs. .



(7) The huge concealed Federal subsidy to the States of Colorado,
Wyoming, Utah, and New Mexico flowing from the project arc unwar-
ranted and unconscionable.

(8) The project’s financial scheme is wholly unsound and will bur-
den taxpayers for generations to come:

(@) Irrigation projects are financially infeasible, requiring an average
subsidy of 88 percent of their cost.

(h) Project repayment provisions are unrealistic and economically
indefensible.

(¢) The project’s financial scheme is based on the impossible assump-
tion that 6-mill power will be marketable for the next 100 years,

(d) Low cost nuclear-electric power developments and potentialities
have been disregarded and ignored.

(e) The project is not self-liquidating.

(/) The project’s power dams are unneeded for power and are
included only to subsidize irrigation components.

(9) Central Utah (initial phase), the project’s largest irrigation
segment, is the most infeasible of all.

(10) Water rights upon which the project depends for power reve-
nues are now in litigation before the Supreme Court and may never
become available.

(11) Three physical and geological difficulties in addition to Echo
Park make the project unreasonable and impractical:

4 (@) There is doubt whether Glen Canyon can support a 700-foot
am.

(6) The construction at Glen Canyon will endanger Rainbow
Natural Bridge.

- (c) Large quantities of water may be forever lost by absorption
into the sandstone walls of Glen Canyon Reservoir.,

(12) The bencfit-cost ratio has been distorted contrary to reclama-
tion law in an attempt to justify the project’s unsound economics.

(13) Fifty years of reclamation law, precedent, and experience are
jettisoned by the project.

(14) The project wholly ignores the Hoover Commission report.

(15) The bill includes projects which have been disapproved by the
Bureau of the Budget.

(16) The bill varies substantially and muterially from the adminis-
tration-approved project: ’

(@) The bill’s projects are different.

(6) A reexamination of economic justification of the project, called
for by the administration, is missing.

(¢) Financial repayment features ave basically contrary from thosc
approved and recommended by the administration.

(17) The project should not he authorized at this time because the
economic, engineering, and financial surveys prerequisite to its proper
evaluation are still inadequate and incomplete.

(18) The project. would critieally impair the quantity and quality
of water to which the lower Colorado Basin States, particularly south-
ern California, have prior vights.

(19) The project would eritically impair operations at Hoover Dam
and losc $187 million in revenues to the Federal Treasury.

(20) The assistance to the Navajo Indians in the bill is negligiblo;
cost of project’s benefits is $200,000 for each and cevery Navajo farm.

-
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of w.ﬁmaamm.w wﬂﬂwwom Wm_ MWMMM who want additional information regarding
0
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bered to correspond to the above reasons.
OBJierioNs 1o Binu DeralLed

tion wpper Colorado storage project wpprove
@ WWMH«MNW;M@%M&@%W%W@ smaller Flouse bill are one and the same
ﬁmﬂﬁﬂ_ as reported out by the MSMB:.%WW mmH ww wwwcus‘.:hﬂpﬁw_oﬂm wmm p_w%
i rick nd the body of H. R. 33383, 0
Mwwowﬁm%wwﬁm% Mw__uow_%%pmi. We thus have two versions of S. 500.
ti

The projects they provide for are as follows:

8. 500 (Scnate) 3. 500 (House) and H. R, 3383

o n Fluning Qorge, Cure-
en C Echo Park, Flam- | Glen n.::ms_._.
Power and storage dams....---- c__ﬂw ..m%mn.: .o:BB::. h.E_Ee_.. canti, Navajo.
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1 . . .
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Participating Irrigation :3_. msm?,: “Franblesomo, Rabbit Ear, zi_ .c.m._.._:_.wﬁ_c Divide, Woody
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i3 Honk e, N
Savery-Pot  1look, :32.3.. . n, Sublette, Animas-L:
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iective, and in projects contemplated for deve c_:~:.._._, of wator a0
ogoo.:w "the upper Colorado River Basin. Both bi W: e oo
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(2) Invaston of Dinosaur National Monument by [Lcho Park Dam and
power facilities unll be unavoidabdle if the bill passes

Iicho Park Dam 1s still in the bill—Your committec voted to strike
the controversial Iicho Park Dam from the bill. But this action was
a sham; Tcho Park Dam is still in the bill, and the House must be
realistic and treat it accordingly.

In actuality, the project is the nondivisible $1% billion entity de-
scribed in House Document 364 of the 83d Congress. Only segments
of that entity are contained in the House bill. Although such expen-
sive and controversial integral parts of the whole project as Echo
Park have been deleted from the lE‘Ious.e bill to make it more palatable
they cannot be deleted from the project. Authorization of the initia!
segments will make mandatory later authorization of the remainder
so that power revenues can be obtained to help repay the investment.

The ‘T'rojan-horse strategy of the proponents of the bill is only too
obvious. They voted to remove Echo IBark Dam from the House bill
to facilitate its passage. However, the proponents know full well
that Echo Park Dam will be restored by the conference committee or
by legislation in future Congresses. Backers of the bill have been so
brazen about this strategy that they discussed it frecly with the press.
The Deseret News of Salt Lake City, Utah, which has been campaign-

ing hard for the project, on June 9, 1955, reported from Washington
on the action by the committce:

Backers of the river bill and Echo Park were not dismayed by the Thursday
- vote. It has long been & part of uﬁper basin States’ strategy to delete the Echo
‘Park Dam in the House bill on the

ope that it will be restored by a joint House-

Senate conference committee. Otherwise, House leaders said it would be im-
possible to get the project bill through the Rules Committee and past the House.
On July 1, 1955, the same newspaper carried an interview with Sen-
ator Wallace F. Bennett of Utah in which he was quotedas saying:

It we can get a bill through this session, we can amend it later, * * *

Echo Park is still in the bill because the project will not work with-
out it. Under Secretary of the Interior Ralph A. Tudor testified be-
fore the 83d Congress that taking Echo Park Dam out of the upper
Colorado storage project would be like taking the pistons out of the
engine of an automobile. The project wilf; not function without
Echo Park Dam. .

Commissioner of Reclamation W. A. Dexheimer testified before
Your committee this year that the project would not be economically
feasible without Echo Park Dam. He stated that the economic
feasibility of the project might be established without Echo Park if
some of the participating projects also were deleted. However, this
was not done by your committee. It deleted (temporarily) Echo
Park, but retained all of the participating projects. In other words,
the committee sends to the House a bill which the Commissioner of

eclamation conceded would be economically infeasible.

Echo Park no more can be taken out of this project than history
can be abolished by taking out and destroying the page of the history
book upon which it is recorded. This is a total project and the maneu-
vering through the cornmittee and through the House will not suceeed
In convincing the people that Echo Park Dam is not in the bill,
because it is.  LEven if Echo Park is not restored in conference, which
1s unlikely, backers of the project will come back to Congress in the

illi s’ money ou
«We have spent billions of the taxpayers 1 ‘
{,imu\? 8.1;;1 (s')i:)blr(’)ra.do stornge project. Now we have to ‘l}fwe Echo
P:fi'k It,)tg)make it work. Give us the pistons fo.r the engine.
In the famous words of the Supreme Court: "
All others can see and understand this. How can we properly shut our min
to it? ) .
(3) The project will damage the Nation's agrwult:ural economyl The
(@) The project would grow crops allgeady i'{z aﬂgﬁggl vsv'a;gru&r high
ado River project would supp 5 ]
gﬁ]i):\i‘dgtirrfd in Colorado, New Mexico, tah, and Wyoomnut‘,l%is 1}1:1 (115
importent to consider what crops would be grown o this lan,
velzmon% the crops now being suppOﬁtec: b ut{,ltl,:r- gt:t(')sr} sbut:t.gr ¥
are the following: Corn; cotton; whea i d;'y ts; butter ol
J . milk. dried: wool; ryo; barley; beans, ; ! '
zlrlgiex?eéo:'gﬁuﬁl; seeds, lmy’, and pasture; soybeans. 5?u§;1;1 l:,?\(;t?) ri::::
Under the restrictionlp]rogxl'mnv(‘)rfl t};e Su(%&liedcsrg;égbioﬁme shares are
is held up to a desired level. 1t are ca PropOLLIonaLS o ear-boot
i the Secretary of Agriculture. us, gor
f::li:ibilgs%fguz t into production, shares of all others must be decr eased
ac%):;lrlnn lgc.:lamntion Bureau reports, a table has beerfl clom';%ile;"losl}:g?&
ing the type of crops which wou d be grown on e&xch of the 33 p
ﬁ:)ject,s and whether or not they arc supported crops.
1
- The table follows:

Crops
3 Acrestol ceaps to ho -
Acresiol Crops to he ('s-'flﬂs Name of project | be irri- grown | Sy
Name of project b&‘g&’ grown ported gated
— Beel eattle-...|
- HaY.-.-no-coe Egery County Dalry cows...| Yes.
R 7910 sm%;llgralns.. Yes. Continved gl:m{ _________ iyl
nsture. ..--- CCD . n e aen X
{’)nlry cows-..| Yes. 60,380 Alrnl?u =
Sheep---.---- %’os. Central Utah..... 3 A T ves.
Dairy cows...| Yes. Frutito.oooone-
Seedskadee...-.-- .70 Sheep...----- Yes. Supnr beets....| Yes.
T i
sture. ... sef cattle....
ngllgmlns.. Yes. Sltuech.-- = Yes.
Lyman. .....o---e 40, 600 ll;l“‘s{;;n;'::'_: Hammond....-.. 3,070 -(’}gu“‘lg;"_ | ves.
Smaltgrains...| Yos. Beans...---- Yes.
Dalry cows...| Yes. Fruit,..ooanor
. Becfltl;utﬂﬂ.- -- D]“‘ry COWS. .. ¥:§
Alfalln. . ... Sheep.--.----| Yes.
e 7,300 Small grains..| Yes. ; .
| ves s 400 | Alfalfn ... --- :
%ugnz ot3...| Yes. Gooseberey. ... 16, };"5':“"’ ______ ves
otatoes. - . .- \ AU eee . o- 2
Dairy cows...| Yes. Dairy cows. .} Yes.
“l(‘(‘[ cattlo..-. Yes u'm-.I cuttly. . . Yes
Sheop.....--.-- : Sheep .
Smith Fork.......-- 10, 430 gll‘!‘kﬁil‘é;';ll;l;.: Yus. Nuvaho. oo oaeeean 137, 240 .&\llrf:\_lh.\. o yes,
Pasture ... ... P
Dulry cows...| Yos. et ... -
Boatutilo. - Yes Vigratablos .. Vs
Grain. ... YOS Dairy cows. .| Yes.
PROUR s e eeeena| 17,040 [ 81 o Duiry WS-l
ll.).::iily cows...| Yes. 295, (0N h\':;:‘:’l'lu'. .
. Beef eattle. ... san Jian-Chann. | 225, 2 it . Vs
. Dalry cows...} Yes. . Trasture v
Florkia - eenreree-| 18,050 Beofattle. .| Dry Gows ¢ Yes.
SI‘I;HH ::I‘Mlls.- Yes. .\"h«-op b Ves.
» ¢ 15, 150 ‘I\)n‘l‘r; cows...| Yos, I Rabbit | Y S 19, 190 'l'::i-\luru i
Pine River........ d Beeleattle. ... I Slllﬂ'"llﬁ‘li“?‘ l Yes.
Hlay ..o« Beef eatlle. §
Sn‘:\ll gmins..‘ Yes. ‘ b } :r:
Emery County. .. 24, (50 ‘\‘lrx'l.l':‘ Yos {, 1 Doniry eows s,
* : M mins. . ... s, !
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Acresto| o Crops Acreslo] oo Crops
Name of project | be krri- (""‘r’:\:‘,‘,’lb" sup- || Name of project | beirri- Lr:{‘»:‘::bo sup-
unted K ported gated ported
Troublesome. . ... 13,640 | Hay._ ... Fruitland Mesa— Sheep--co-... Yes.
Pasture...... Continued Duiry cows..| Yes.
Sumllgrains..| Yes. Grund Mess...... 25,300 | Al ...,
Beel cattle. .. Snll grains.} Yes.
Sheop...-.--..| Yes. I"asturs......
Dairy cows...| Yes. Froit....o...
Waest Divide...... 65,610 | Alfallv. .. ... Duiry cows...| Yes.
Small grains..| Yes. Beef cattlo. ..
Pasturo. ..... Sheep........ Yes.
Beef cattle. .. Ohlo Creek....... 16,00 | Huay.._.. .
Sheep. oo Yes. Pasturo. ...
Dairy cows..] Yes. Smallgrins..| Yes
Savery-Pot Hook.| 31,610 | Alfalfa. ... ... RBeaf cattle
Smallgrains..| Yes, Sheep..ooo.o. Yes.
Pusture...... Tomichi Croek...} 27,580 § Huay..........
Dairy cows..| Yes. Pasture......
Sheep. .ooee.. Yes. Smal) groins.| Yes.
Dolores........... 66,000 | Alalln....... Beel cattlo. .. '
Smuallgrains..{ Yes. Sheop. ......] Yes.
Pasture...... Duairy cows...| Yes.
Benns........ Yes. Battlement Mesa.| 6,830 | Ray. . -l .
Dairy cows..| Yes. Pasturo. .....
Beof eattle. .. Smull gmins.| Yes.
Bubletto..._...... 84,000 § Huy. ... Beel cattlo. ..
Yasture...... Sheep..oeen-- Yes.
Smallgrains._.[ Yes. Duiry cows..| Yes.
Doef cattle. .. Bluestono.........| 10,875 | Alfall. .
Sheop..
Fruitgrowers. ._..| 3,850 | Allalin. Voegetables. ..
Gruin.. Fruit......... )
Fruit. . . Sugur heots_ ] Yes.
Duiry cows..| Yes. Beel cattlo._
Beel cattlo. . . Sheep ..o.... Yes.
Bostwick Park.._§ 6,870 | Jiay.......... Duiry cows...| Yes.
Pusture... ... Eagle Divide. ... 10,875 [ Ilay. ... .
éllccfc:xt. e... l’uslurc..i... v
N eop...o.... 5 St graing. | Yes,
Dallas Creek.....§ 21,840 | Alfalin. . _____ Beef cattlo. - .
Smaligroins. | Yes. Sheepoaaaaa-o Yes.
Pasture. ... Duiry cows. .| Yes.
Burel cattle. .. Parshall.......... 27,510 | Hay...eaaa.os
Ditiry cows..| Yes. l'usture. ...
Sheep........] Yes, Smndl grains.} Yes.
Past River....... 2,760 | May. Benf cattlo._ .
Tasture. . Sheep. ..e....| Yes.
Bueel (attle. .. Dairy cows...| Yes.
Dairy cows..] Yes. Woudy Creek..... 2,065 | Nay..........
Sheep........] Yes. Pasture......
Frultland Mesn...] 19,400 | Jay . ... Smnll groins.| Yes.
Pastire. ... Beef cattle. ..
Smalgrains..| Yes. Sheep. caoene. Yes.
Beef cittle. . . Dairy cows...| Yes.

(0) The project will service, for the most part, only marginal agricul-
tural land —The Nation’s taxpayers would be forced by this bill to
spend hundreds of millions on irrigation projects which will supply
water for farmlands of relatively poor quality.

Only 20 percent of the lands serviced by the project are classified
by the Bureau as class 1. The lands are at high clevations—as high
as 7,000 feet. ‘The growing season on this high mountain plateau
is very short. On some of the lands there is frost every nonth of the
year. Low-value leed crops will be the principal products.

It has been demonstrated that these lands, even when fully de-
veloped under this bill, will be worth on the average only about
3150 per acre.  Yet the cost to the Nation’s taxpayers to develop
them will average 53,000 to $5,000 per acre on the Burcau’s figures.
Buch a result cannot be justified in the face of the fuct that at o cost

" of less than $100 per acre fertile lands in the East, Middle: West, and.

South could bo irrigated, thus bringing heavier yields than ever from
the best agricultural lund in the Nation.

LAV ALAAII S AL P acas  oa liltiatees A Sswies - - .

(¢) There exists at least 20 million acres of undeveloped fertile land vn
humid areas of the United Stales which cun be develo ed for agriculbure
at @ fraction of the cost of the acreage serviced by the upper Colorado
storage project.—The Department of Agriculture reports there are
more than 20 million acres of undeveloped fertile land in the humid
areas of the United States which can be developed by low cost drainage.
Development costs would be from $60 to $100 an acre for such land.
The cost involved to taxpayers of the Nation in developing new and
supplemental water for the acreage serviced by the upper Colorado

roject, which amounts in all to only about 600 square miles of new
and, would range up to 50 times as much for each acre developed.

As an example, the Departiment of Agriculture lists acreage available
for low cost development in these 21 States as follows:

Jderes Acres

DAMO - o cmmmm e e 683, 000 | Missouri_ . ocvcocmmmaacano- 323, 000
ﬁ:}llmnsns ................. 1, 865, 000 | New Yorkeoooooocooooaana 100, 000
RIS x 141 TR 1, 970, 000 [ North Caroling. - ..o —--- 1, 157, 000
Georgif . o oee e 1, 721, 000 1 Ohio_ oo meaemmaes 95, 000
IHiNOIS. - o e e mmm e 69, 600 | Pennsylvania_ ____ooooeo 80, 000
Indiana._ oo occcmeemmee- 135, 000 | South Caroling_ . ccoaoaa-- 946, 000
Kentueky . o cccoccoaaannan 170, 000 | Tennessee. « oo e ocaemaanae 242, 000
Louisians . - o eccccaemcmac- 2,769, 000 | Texas__ . _oocmae 3, 928, 000
Michigan._—coeeummacacanx 640, 000 | Virginin_ o oo ceemcmaaans 514, 000
Minnesota. oo occomceomao-- 874, 000 | Wisconsin_ . .cooooaecnaae 316, 000
MississSippi- - e cmmem-cmmon 1, 272, 000

(4) The ultimate direct and hidden costs of the project total at least
$5 billion . '
The projects authorized in section 1 and those approved in section
2 for priority of investigation and completion of planning reports, will
nocessitate an estimated cost of $1,535,898,400 and an additional
subsidy of some $4 billion by way of interest the Federal Government
would have to pay on the moncy it borrowed to construct the project.

But these are not the only projects the upper basin States will scek,
and section 3 of the bill gives notice to that effect. The upper basin
plan, which it is the purpose of the bill to initiate, is to get m_lt,hgnza-
tion by Congress of additional projects so that the upper basin States
can use, if available, the full 7,500,000 acro-feet apportioned to them
under the Colorado River compact. The Bureau of Reclamation has
inventoried a total of some 100 projects in the upper basin, with a
construction cost of $5 billion. Under the feasibility standards
employed for the authorization of the projects named in the bill, any
project proposed by the Bureau will become feasible.

Projects are authorized by this bill on which the irrigators are only
able Lo repay 15 percent or less of the project cost. The construction
cost avernges $750 to $900 an aere for lands, which, when they have
reccived all of the benefits of this bill, will be worth only $150 an nere.
There is no such thing as an infeasible project under the type of
finnncing proposed by the Bureau in this bill, which is to dedicate tho
power revenues of the Government dums to subsidize irrigation for as
long as may be necessury to retire the principal of any debt, bowever
large, provided the taxpayers pay the interest on the Government
bonds sold to build the project.

The resulting subsidy with which the Nation’s taxpayers would be
burdened on only the initintion of this gigantic scheme would be §4
billion.  While nothing in the Colorado River compact obligates the



Federal Government to build any projects in the upper basin, the
upper basin proponents treat their allocation of water under the com-
pact as a blank draft upon the Federal Treasury, justifying any proj-
ects proposed by them, regardless of their infeasibility under existing
standards of reclamation law.

. Additionally, it is impossible to tell how much more it will require
in direct construction costs to complete the project than the amounts
estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation. 'The Bureau’s estimates to
Congress have proved notoriously short of actual costs, as is strikingly
shown by the following table covering projects authorized between
1903 and 1944:

Date of |Estimated totnl|Estimated t
Profect author- } cost at time of cos'?,ttl:::m g&ﬂ
imglon authorization 1062
Hondo, N. MeX. - . i iiiiaiaccaacacacacanan 3
xltj{ill:: RiverNMonL. --------- }3833 115.5&5);.;: %g ﬂsgg;' ;?,2
Newlands, Ney. ... 1903 1, 250, 000 7, 800, 470
orth Platte, Nobr. 1903 2, 518 27, 030, 501
Salt River, Ariz. ... 1903 2, 31K), 000 20, 244, 688
Uncompahgre, Colo... 1903 1,300, 000 8, 965, 959
Belle Fourche, 8. Dak.... ... 1904 2, 100, 000 5,988,
Buford-Trenton, N, Dak. (old) ... 1004 o 223,433
Lower Yellowstone, Mont.-N. Duk._. 1904 1, 200, 000 3,633, 219
Minidoka, Idaho-Wyo........ 1904 2, 600, 000 43, 706, 054
%}::)'snl:‘onsh\lV%(:ﬁa{onc-. 1004 17828, 000 23,673, 962
na, Ariz.-Calif. ... 1904 3, 000000 , 806,
Boise, Tdaho. .. 1905 110, 852, 000 o0 371, o3a
arlsbad, N. Mex .. 1905 1 603, 000 , 800,
garden City, Kans. 1905 1419, 000 ' 334, 4
Huntley, Mont. .- 1905 900, 000 1,552, 159
math, Oreg.-Calif. 1905 1 4,470,000 18,871, 222
g}mgogan. Wash. ... 1905 " 444, 000 1,633, 973
Rio Grando, N. Mox. Tox. 1905 2,317, 113 27,337, 078
Strawberry Vailey, Utah. 1111 1905 1, 250. 000 3, 408, 094
Umatilia, Oreg. ... ... 1905 1, 000, 000 5,324, 457
JLokima, Wash. . 1905 0. 000, 10, 350, 928
Sun River, 1806 7,372, 000 10, 059, 013
Wiliston, riri Dak_ ... 1906 ® ’ 409, 005
Sriand, Calif. ... 1907 ¥ 607, 000 2, 564, 519
King Hill, [daho ... o | Voo 6100758
Elvmnt nux{!v!ary, Arizona 1917 (’5)27' 2 %’3?7
Riverton, Wyo ... 1920 9, 465, 000 26, 626, 000
Quyhee, Oreg.-daho- 1926 17,715, 000 18,998, 744
Yale, Oreg.......... 1928 3, 500. 000 62, 697
Weber Rivor, Utah, . 1927 3, 00D, 000 725, 885
’Bo‘ ll\‘mexgam Cam, Ariz.-Calif- o] 198 38, 500, 000 67, 614, 765
B tu der Canyon, Ariz.-Nev. (Hoover Dam and powerplant).| 1928 126, 500, 000 172, 070, 000
Bitter %t:%t. Mont 1930 " 750, 000 1,037, 0!
Buker, Oreg. . ... 1931 200, 000 281
B {vor, Oreg.. 1935 550,000 o0l, 026
g{\;&ll ;7%1;2 ", (%?,Ill.ﬂ 1935 170, 000, 000 737,774,000
Qolorac , Was 1035 487,030, 228 754, 476, 000
Humbotx?xv{nfqr.f{mt 1935 220, 000 " 200,
Humboldt, Nev. 1935 2,100, 000 1,214, 321
Il\({endrlék. Wyo. i 20,008 000 27, 7%, 388
Moon r}.%);%r ik 1935 1. 500, 000 1, 509, 359
Qdzon River, 1935 3, 500, 000 4,735,284
parker Dam, ngﬁ-cmr. (power)... 1935 21, 707, 000 24,201, 808
Sanpete, Utaho i 1o g IR
gruckoo storago, Novada-Callfornta .. ... ...___. 1035 i 3«7)3' ggg 1 3!7);' 22
Buffalo Rapids, Mont. ... ....... 1937 3,055, 000 5, 669, 336
Colorado-Big Thompson, Colo 1937 31, 702, 772 164, 131, 000
Dolnm(lo River, Tex............ 1037 20, 000, m'm ! !).ﬂl' 794
Om‘ch}\l'l;: Lo T S 1937 8, 000, 000 12, 943, 000
(i, vt 1937 10, 474, 000 4 60, 083, 860
'll\‘ucmncnri: N. Mex..._.. 110 }gg ;‘i %?X‘g oy 171'431
f, N Mex. 20000 . 278, 540),
ustin, W, C., Okln._...0. 0] 1038 5, 600, 000 :g 2!11(5 ?tlr'z

! Estimated in H. Dae, 1262 ~';l~~ « {!
2 Cominted In B | \\'iilisto.x‘n :nvi‘:ri lionsz., :l'x sess., Fund for Reclamation of Arid Fands, 1911,
S uford-Trento '
f.l"p‘('llud?d i esllmtnle o{ Vend Bufor renton estimated in 1911 at $1,195,000.
“Xxelu: m|
A?"{riﬂms g‘ﬁn‘:{l :,,?2] :c t.p nted allncation of $1,553,505 of cost of Imperial Dum lierein Included in AR

Exelusive of ¢ost of storage works (Conchas Dam) eonstructed by Corps of Engincers.

i gty

Date of {Estimated totul| Estimated total
Project author- | cost at time of | cost, June 30,
iration | authorization 1952
Yort Peck, Mont.-N, Dak., (exclusive of powerplant and domn).d 1938 |.oeeooioseeonoe $25, 400, 000
Fruftgrowers Dam, Colo.......coccecccemanenmamccoocmmeonanas 1938 $200, 000 200, 309
Buford-Tronton, N. Dak., (WCU) 1039 1, 500, 00 1,238, 648
Paonin, COl0a.e-oaeocvnnmeancaen 1939 , 030, 000 8,723,308
Rapid Valloy, 8. DaKe.....o.z-eomssmmmsaeemzozzcanmcas 1939 1,118,000 037,412
Colorado River, Arl 1040 ) $ 12, 190, 000
Edon, WY0. . cueemuammmaacacnemoenmmeommameeacnoncocamans 1940 2, 445, 000 6, 162, 000
Mancos, Colo... 1940 1,475, 600 3, 926, 000
Mirage Flats, Nebr- 1040 " 500, 000 3,282, 688
Newton, Utah_ .. ..o.occooooeo 1940 505, 000 712, 501
San Luis Valley, Colo., (1st unit). 1940 17, 485, 000 58, 230, 577
Davis Dam, Nev.- Ariz.-Calif-.. 1941 41, 200, 000 118, 802, 056
Pallsades, IAN0-WY0.eormeeammceammconnnnraamcacmccsamennnaas 1941 24, 092, 000 76, 601, 000
Scofield, Utaho...._.. 1043 640, 000 043, 889
Balmorhen, TexX. ccocvennamaccece 1044 347, 000 429, 564
Hungry Horse, Mont. (power).... 1044 48, 319, 000 102, 800, 000
Intake, Mot oooocevancaaanen 1044 62, 000 90, 530
Missoula Valk:{. Mont... 1944 250, 278, 762
Rathdrum Prairlo, Idaho 1044 300, 000 482, 360
‘Lewiston Orchards, Iduho..--.... 1946 1, 466, 000 2, 488, 000
Arnold, Oreg. —........... 1947 3 205,
Cachumu, Culif.. 1948 32, 310, 000 36, 967, 000
-Ochioco, Oreg........ 1048 1, 660,000 849, 830
Preston Benceh, Idaho.. 1948 453, 000 449, 554
Soluno, Calll__._....... 1948 45, 577,000 47,111,000
Ifort Sumner, N. Mex. 1949 1,708,000 434, 257
Grants Puss, Oreg..... 1019 100, 000 100, 600
Wober Basin, Utah.... 1949 69, 534,000 70, 385,000
Canadian River, Tex 1950 feecacccconccesen 96, 079, 100
Eklutnn, Alasko . .o occioemiieencm e 1950 , 365, 400 33, 800,
Middle Rio Grande, N. Mex . o .ooomoiicmiiaaiimaaaaeeee 1950 30, 179, 000 29, 606, 000
Vermejo, No MOX. ... cocmmnnmecosensamemmaassasoaaaasoanas 1950 2, 679, 000 2, 919, 000
COMDRAN, Colo. oo cemiennmiaceiammmm e 1052 | oeimmccicaceen- 17,238,000
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN
Bostwick division, Nebraska-Konsas, 1944 $8, 104, 000 7 $52, 795, 000
Canyon Ferry unit, Montana.... 1944 11, 025, 000 28, 844, 000
‘Crow Croek L)ump unit, Montana. 1944 1, 525, 000 1, 766, 000
Frenchman-Cambridge division, N 1944 26, 804, 173, 943,000
Kirwin, Kans - 1044 10, 000, 000 20, 474, 000
Marins, Mont. (lower unit). 1044 19, 700, 000 67, 878, 000
Rapid Valley unit, South Dskota 1944 2, 470, 000 | 9, 630, 000
“‘Webster unit, Kansas_........... .- I 7, 800, 000 24, 636, 000
Angostura unit, South Dakota......... L 1944 3, 300, 000 14, 163, 000
Boysen unit, Wyoming......o.coooioamans T 8, 202, 000 34, 264, 000
Dickinson unit, North Dakota............ 1944 354, 1, 824, 000
Fort Clark wnit, North Dakota............ 1044 | iicicanaaaa 74,
Keyvhole unit, Wyoming-South Dakota...... 1944 750, 000 4, 820, 000
Savage unit, Montang. . ..ooooooeiieiaaaaaans 1944 |ocoeennocecncnnane 564,
Cedar BlutTunit, Kansas_........occveniemnnnn 1944 7,611,000 18, 286, 0600
‘Heart Butte unit, North Dakota 1944 2, 407, 280 6,223,
Shadehill unit, South Dakota. ... .. cooieeeeimiaaas 1044 2, 327,000 11, 445,000
St. Francis unit, Colorado-Konsas. .....c.cooeneinanenn 1044 13, 311, 600 , 589, 000
Missouri diversion unit, Montana_ .. ...ceioiiiiaos . . 1944 23,831, 61, 993, 000
Jamestown unit, North Dakota._ .. .ocoeoiiocimimmaaaaaes 1944 6, 984, 8, 576, 000

5 $100.000 per yenr.

1 I-:xce;lrl. for Lotal estimated cost, Agures include $3,467,000 of the cost of Corps of Engineers Harlan
n

County Dum allocated to irrigation.

8 Excopt for totl estimated cost, figures include $6 million of the cost of Corps of Englneers Rod Willow

P sllocated to irrigation,

(5) Ninely-eight percent of the project’s cost would be borne by the taz-
payers of the 44 States in which the project is not localed

T.ess than 2 percent of the cost of the Colo
would be borne by the taxpayers of the
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. The percentag
burden paid by those States, of the other States o
amount in doilars which each will have to pay,

Couneil of State Chambers of Commerce, is as follows:

rado River storage project
States of Colorado, New
e of the Federal tax
f the Union, and the
as calculated by the
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Cost lo the States of the Colorado River slorage project

Parcont of »2.5_5.” authorized Authiorized and contomplatod
Federal
taxes Cost of interest Co
borne by | Cost of project { on construction| Cost of project { on wmmﬁﬂ.ﬁmww
the States | construction allocated to construction allacated to
irrigation irrigation -
AJADIME. < eeememmmenen 0.93 $10,161,000 | $
- . $10, 161, 13,280,400 |  $15,351,300
] A, 451,300 5,854, 800 6,769, 100 514, 06%, 000
48 5, 248, 400 6,851, 400 7,924, 800
M_.h.m _ﬁwwuwﬁ 131, 661, 600 152, 222, 200
. 040, 14, 422, 800 A75,
mmmﬁmwﬁ ............... 1. w 2,518, 400 26, 846, 400 w__w %w w%
.................. . 7. 140, 000 4
m_aa__ .............. i 47 16, 067,100 20, 901, 600 »m. w_ma..w%
E%mas A 1.30 14, 209, 000 18, 564, 000 21, 463, 000
Idaho. ... 220 2, %41, 800 3,712, 800 4, 202, 600
linots. ... 7.64 B3, 505, 200 109, 099, 200 126, 136, 400
fndiand. 2 Lo oeneeeeeo 2.55 27, 871, 500 36, 414, 000 42,100, 500
fowa. ..o ooooooe 1.2l 17, 278, 800 19,977, 100
Kansas. . .07 13,851, 600 16,014, 700
ucky 1.01 14, 422,800 16. 675, 100
wﬁwwsa ..... U Loy 15, 565, 200 17, 995, WK
Malne. ... . .38 5,426, 400 6, 273, 800
Mocyland o oooeeoeneoe 1,95 27, 844}, 000 32,104, 500
Mussache 323 16,124,400 53,327,300 110, 755, 700
Michigan. .. ..o w 78 82, 538, 400 05, 427, 800 198, 196, 20¢
Minnesola..... .68 23,090, 400 27,736,800 57,607, 200
Mississloppl.........------- ~46 6, 568, 500 7, 594, GOO 16, 773, 400
Missourl. 248 27, 35, 414, 100 40, 944, 800 85, 039, 200
Montana..._.... 3 3, 388, 300 4, 426, 800 5,118,100 10, 620, 000
Nebraska...... -7 10, 424, 400 12,052, 300 - 25, 031, 700
Nevad - e 16 2,281,800 2,6.1, 600 6, 456, 400
New Hompshire. . a.»w 3, 855, 600 4,457, 700 9, 258, 300
Now Jersey......--- WW 51, 603, 600 69, 766, 200 124,120, 800
New Motlco...... ol 4,426, 800 5, 118,100 10, 629, 500
Now Vork..... - .75 210,630,000 | 243 522,500 | 605,777, 500
North Dakota..... o ! .w 19,708, 408 Bt 47,1320, 200
Nort .22 3, 141, 600 3, 632, 200 7, 543, 800
Ohlo - - 6.0 91, 249, 200 105, 498, %00 219, 113,100
Gklatioma. -90 14,137, 200 16, 314, M0 33, 047, 100
Pennsylvania 7. Mw _5. 566, 000 15, 081, 500 32, 575, 500
.68 0, 262, 000 10, 731, 500 22, 288, 500
B 3,427,200 3, 862, 400 &, 220, 600
7 16, 707, 600 19, 316, 700 0l
4.05 57,844,000 | 66, 865.500
,w__ wwm% w.au. 400
e \ 284, 2,641,
1.48% 21, 134, 400 u._...wu_..m%
Woshington. .- 1.57 22, 419, 600 25, 920, T
West Virginis............. S 10, 138, 800 11,722, 100 21,345, Y-
Wyomng. ool Tl B iom | zams naL
cms_z. of Goiwmbin . 2, 142, 000 2, 4785, 500 5, 143, 500
Hawali, Alaska, ete.... . 141 15,411,300 20, 134,800 23,279, 100 18, 343, 900-
\.—; .
0tal. e eeeeeennes 100.00 | 1,093.000,000 | 1,428,000,000 | 1,051,000,000 | 3,40, 000, 000*

6) T he appropriation authorization is misleading
..wep...soz 12 of the bill reported by the committee contains an appro-
m::roz authorization of “guch sums as may be required to carry out
m.s _.vﬁ.comow of this Act but not to exceed $760,000,000.” This
vsv~__sm that such sum is suflicient to construct the projects authorized
c%:m. 1 m.%?. In fact, sccording to the Reclamation Bureau ligures
Sc..wﬂﬂ% oopwo_mﬁ. __mx:_._:mm, _:,:.~:_%.3c==.~ $173,468,300 would be
aonoww.Amm.oco. uct the nuthorized features, bringing tho total sum
n view of the notoriously inndequat i i
by e s itoto n v g 'q z..o.o“me:::eem made in the past
. u; 1 a vory good.possibility tl i sts for-
these features alone will be well o«.uﬁ. $1 E:wﬂoh.apﬂ ultimate costs for

e amaeey

In any event it should be thoroughly understood that the figure
used in bhe bill will not, according to Burenu estimates, construct this
project. Instead of $760 million_the actual figure is $933 million, or,
if & lower Curccanti should be constructed (eithor is authorized .by.
the bill) the cost would be $894 million. Here are the figures taken
from those supplied by the Bureau at pages 64-67 of the hearings. °
The projects here accounted for arc only those named as authorized .
in section 1 of the bill:

11 participating projects. .- ----- e cmmmmme—e == $304, 356, 300
421, 270, 000

Glen Canyon Dam__..-- e emmmemmmam—e ==
82, 942, 000

Flaming Gorge- .. ------=---o-zmmm-m=m=so-mmTo o
Navajo (dam and reservoir only) - cccccccmoem-om- 36, 400, 000

Curecanti (940,000 acre-feet) o------ovommnm-om-- 49, 305, 000
- $894, 273, 300
Curecanti (modified plan)oc.--c---oonowmmmmmoo- 88, 500, 000 933, 468, 300

Actuslly, the project development sought to be authorized by the
bill is just the starter for some 34 or more storage and reclamation
projects specifically named, contemplated, and designated in House
Document 364 as the upper Colorado River storage project, involving
a construction cost of $1.6 billion at least, or over twice the amount
of the appropriation set forth in the House bill. The figure of $760

million in the House bill is an attempt to hide from Congress the true
cosb of the development.

(7) The huge concealed Federal subsidy to the States of Colorado, Wyo-
ming, :lah, and New Mezico is unwarrented and unconscionable

Under the proposed plans of financing the project, the concealed
subsidy by way of accumulating interest on money borrowed to con-
struct the project would be huge. Its burden would have to be borne
by the Nation’s taxpayers for generations Lo como.

Under the repayment provisions of the Senate approved project
bill, the concealed Trederal subsidy on only the projects recommended
by the Sceretary of the Interior (Glen Canyon and Ticho Park storage
units and 11 participating projects) as estimated and admitted by the
Buroau of Reclamation would be $1,153 million over the repayment
period or $3,150 per acre on the 366,000 acres Lo be irrigated. 1f the
four additional storage units and the Navajo, San Juan-Chama, and
Goosoberry participating reclamation projccts au thorized by the
Senate bill are included, the corresponding Federal subsidy, based
upon equivalent mothods of computation, woulkd amount to $4 billion
or over $5,000 por acre on the 745,000 acres to be irrigated.

Under the repayment provisions of House project bill, the concenled

_Federnl subsidy on the minimum number of projects authorized by
the hill (4 storage units and 11 participating projects) would amount
to $1.6 billion at the end of the overall repayment period of 90 to 95
years, or $4,300 per acre on the 366,000 neres to be irr

igated; but

with the inclusion of additional projects contemplated for authoriza-
tion, the subsidy would be substantinlly the same as under the Senate
approved bill, namely $4 billion or $5,000 per acre.

As compared to Federal subsidics amounting to $3,000 to $5,000
per acre that would be involved in the project, the value of irrigated
land in the arca of the proposed reclamation projccts averages only
about $150 per acre. .

In view of tho fact that the crops ¢hat would bo grown on the
proposaed project’s high altitude mar rinal land would be largoly hay,



grain, and forage crops for livestock, and n,:.r.% roducts, whi

: C . sts, ch are
now largely surplus and would in turn be Sm:gr%soz under the farm
program, the huge Federal subsidy required for the proposed upper
Colorado River project would be a totally unwarranted and uncon-

scionable burden on the Nation’s t s
he vat axpayers for many
hence. pay or many generations

(8) The project’s financial scheme is wh ) _
2 olly unsound and will bur
A taxpayers for generalions to come Y 1 burden
a) Irrigation projects are financially + ) Y
) f ) . y infeasible, requiring an average
%m%_&w of 88 percent of the cost.—None of the reclamation eoBvosgmm
c~. .Sm project would be financially sound themsclves. The original
W it a..ee irrigation investments on the 11 projects recommended by the
&émog_”%. range from $200 to ncarly $800 per acre for the central
Y e,: WEo_moe (initial phase). For the Navajo project authorized by
¢ Senate-approved bill, the original investment would be over
mw._.mmoo. per acre. Including the cost of the storage units allocated to
m “ mﬁﬂﬂﬂ:. @onﬁa—mpmc A___~.,~....m. investment (construction cost) disvegard-
en interest, would be $750 to $900 per acr yi rit]
==M.ca~. of ?.ou.oonmum:cr:_i_. ber aare, arying with the
s compared to these costs, the average value of Cirr
. g : sts, t already irrigated
Mﬂmmﬂwzﬁwm in aaa %wo_c.c_v :__.ﬁ.we is about $150 per acre. “"Thus, the
-age investment proposcd by the project would be 5 imes
pSm,v_w.m_c <mz=o_ of the land after :._.mma.:ow. to 6 limes the
he total irrigation investment, the irrigation water j
i S , er users on the
m,, wEm.«n..SQ..E be able to repay about wmava..ce:... Consequently
t ..,..mﬂe. irn _mmp:oz projects must he subsidized to the extent of about 88
w.ﬂ Mo:.%ommwo_.aw m( to:.m_. reven _:,mqo_. direetly from the Federal Treasury
O rices as allocations for assumed “flood-contr mofits,”
::Mw :~_u_a wildlife benefits,” cte. od-control bonefits '
roject repayment provisions are unrealistic and jonzieall
. 7 k , c and econonieally
Nwa@%wﬁ.ﬂw mrl. E_m proposed repayment plan for the project would _V..“
‘oa_«w y o &m ¢ enidre irngation investment in 50 years by applying all
power and irrigation revenues toward that end. Thereafter, the huge
rouw.W investment would be paid off in not to exceed 100 vears.
vel. e record reveals that such a plan might work in the case of a de-
::;ciﬁwa ~83.?.5‘_.....“ _the Glen Canyon and Echo Park storage
o rmﬁ %%.we h_.a 1 m H_;._..H:..___s_...:.m reclamation projects recommended by
e y of the Interior, but would fail with additional projects

At the House hearings, a Bu i
] Y ireau wat 4. Ar ate
215, House hearings o% H. R. wﬂuwum: ness (B O- Larson) stated (p.

With 11 participating projects paid out concurrently, you could do that and pay ,

off ver i
g:wwmm _“w_ %.mw than 100 years. w:a one disadvantage of that plan is that yvou
Honag ouake o more than the 11 projects without raising the power rate, if addi-
pon projects are developed while the power is taking 100 years to bay out, tl
gher you have to raise the power rates. AT RO pay o, Te
p:..w_._,wm_vcmﬁm.~a~mm9~.m.._ z.ﬂ. the :.:wu_m:::: number of projects speeitied for
orization in the House bhill might pay out und . g
: . ) hill . pay er the repavment
mwmsvw@:.m. of the bill, und that it would take 90 to 95 vears ﬂ,_:. repay
w.;_éma.mp“ﬂmmﬂ.._“m_ﬁ_ M“:._“ 13~<m...._mc_.__=e 6 mills per kilowatt-hour
g : ojects added, cither storage units or irrigation
projects, either the power rat , Ematerially incesed
: . : © would have to be srially i
Pyolects, et ve to be materially inereased
get within the 100-year payvment '
: )-) vment period for power, or the peri
of repayment would be far greater than 100 a..omu_.m er, or the peried
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The $1.6 billion overall project would have no possibility of payoul
with 6-mill power under the repayment provisions of the House bill.
In [act, it could never pay out under such a financial program.

Morcover, Lo predicate a repayment plan on continulng revenues.
from hydroclectric power development for 100 years in the future is
unrealistic and unsound, in view of possible changes in économic
conditions, obsolescence and competing sources of power, including
atomic energy. ,

(¢) The project’s financial scheme 18 based on the impossible assump-
tion that 6-mill power will be marketable for the next 100 years.—Six
mills or more, the price to be charged for power generated by the
hydroclectric plants in this project, is an extremely high rate for public
power. There is no guaranty that the power can be sold at that rate.
The bill does not require that contracts for the sale of the power be
negotiated before construction begins, such as was required under
the Boulder Canyon Project Act which authorized Hoover Dam.

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

(d) Low cost nuclear-electric power developments and polentialities
have been. disreqarded and ignored—The age of nuclear power has
arrived and olectric power companies are alrendy building at their
own expense new plants which will supply ele stricity produced by
atomie fission.

Tied in the bill are expensive hydroclectric projects, the power
revenues from which would be expected to repay not only the cost
of the power dams and installations, but also 83 percent of the cost of
the irrigation projects.

Planning figures show that it may take up to 100 years to pay for
these projects out of the hydroelectric power “cash register.”

Thus, for financial success, nuclear-electric energy must not be pro-
duced more cheaply than hydroclectric energy for at least 100 vears.

What ave the prospects in this regard?

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

Just 15 vears ago, in 1940, nuclear power was practically unheard of.
By 1945, 5 short ycars later, the first A-bomb had exploded over
Hiroshima. Research for peacetime use was so concentrated during:
the subsequent 10 years that today commercial nuclear-clectric-energy
generating plants actually are being constructed. :

"The British Government announced a 10-year program for building'
12 atomic-power stations at an estimated cost of $840 million. The
British suy these plants will produce cleetricity at a cost of 6 mills per
kilowatt-hour in comparison with their present conventional genernting
cost of 7.2 mills. .

United Stutes cost figures prepared by James A. Lane of Oak Ridge
National Laborntory show the average figure in this country for pro--
dueing electricity in conventional steam plants is 7 mills per kilowatt-
hour, while the cost in a nuclear plant would be 6.7 mills.
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That is without considering that nuclear-clectric plants can actually
produce plutonium as a byproduct which can be sold for a high price,
in the neighborhood of $100 a gram. )

" this be done, there is little cost left for power gencration to beur,
and a reactor plant could put on the transmission line 1- or 2-mill
current instead of 6.7-mill current. Even if the military demands
become satisfied and the price of plutoniumn eases back to its fuel value
of about $20 2 gram, the sale of byproduct plutonium can be a sub-
stantial source of operating revenue. )

“Within 5 years, atomic powerplante should be commercially com-
petitive with present lower cost sources of power, which, of course, are
the hydroelectric plants involved in this project.

(e)" The project 18 not self-liqguidating, as claimed by the Burean of
Reclamation.—The Bureau presonts this as being a sell-liquidating
project. Plain arithmetic shows that it would not, be. Simple inter-
est ulone, even at 2% percent, ou $1 billion of original investment for
the smaller project propesed is $25 million per year; for the larger
$1.6 billion development proposed is $40 million per year. Total net
revenues, as estimated by the Bureau tor the smaller or larger develop-
ments, would average less than these amounts. As the project could
not pay simple intercst on the investments, its revenues could never
retire the capital cost. The Nation’s taxpayers would have to do that.
Or if revenues were earmarked to retire the capital, the taxpayers
would have to pay about all of the interest. In any event, the net
burden on the taxpayers would be more then $1 billion for the smaller
development and $4 billion for the larger development, by the end of
the proposed repayment period. The accumulated debt would keep
on incrensing until paid off by general taxation since 1t could never be
repaid {rom project revenues. . L )

(/s The dams are needed only to subsidize the irrigation projecls.—
The sole purpose for including the ginnt power dams in the bill is to
provide power revenues Lo subsidize 88 percent of the cost of the par-
ticipating irrigation projects. The dams are first and forcmost big
“eash registers” for the landowners Lo be served by the irrigntion
projeets.  Their revenues woull nol benefit the whole Nation, but
only these favored few residents of Colorado, Utah, New Maexico,
and Wyoming. ) . )

Glen Canyon Dain, by far the largest in the chain of four, is located
so far downstream that none of the water to be stored in it will be
used o irrigate the participating projects.

The Interior Department admits that for at least 25 years the dams
will not. be needed for river regulation. The facts show that upper
basin development will not require these storage units for river
regnlation for up to 50 years and probably longer. -

The dams cannot be justificd beeause of a need for power n the
upper-Colorado region.  Steam power could be produced more cheaply
by using the region’s vast coal reserves. ) )

The sole function of the dams for ut lenst 50 years will be to provide
revenes from the sale of power Lo pay for the participating projects,
if, in fact, the power can be sold at the contemplated 6-mill rate, which
1s doubtful.

(9) Central Utah (initial phase), the project’s largest irrigation seyment,
is the most infeasible of all ;

The central Utah project (initial phase) which would cost $127
million for irrigation alone and irrigate but 160,000 acres at 2.cost of
$794 per acre, oxclusive of hidden interest subsidy by the taxpayers.
The Bureau studies show that the water users could repay only $94
per acre over a period of 70 years, or only 12 percent of the cost.

Such a submarginal project should not be considered for authoriza-
tion until the Congress has available to it an investigation and report
by a disinterested board of engineers.

It of course cannot be denied, and is not here denied, that such a
project would be of some benefit to local area residents and land-
owners. But such benefits could accrue to any area in which the
Federal Government could be prevailed upon to erecl some power
feature, the revenues of which, for untold periods in the future,
would be used to pay 88 percent of the cost of putting water on the
land. This, in effect, is a thinly veiled Federal grant.

-(10) Water rights wpon which the project depends for power revenues are

now wn Litiyation before the Supreme Court and muy never become
available

The whole financial structure of the Colorado River storage project
depends upon powor production at Glen Canyon Dam, and this in
turn depends on whether or not the upper Basin' States, under the
Colorado River compact, have a right, as against the lower Basin
States of Arizona, California, and Nevada, to accumulate and with-
hold water at Glen Canyon for power generation if it is needed for
domestic and agricultural uses in the lower basin. The upper basin
spokesmen are in disagrecement among themselves on this point.
Governor Johnson of Colorado submitted a prepared statement in
the Senate hearings in which he said:

1 am compelied to keep emphasizing that whatever water is stored in the
Glen Canyon and Echo Park Reservoirs will be surplns to the agricultural and
domestic needs of the upper basin, and must be delivered to the lower basin to
satisfy the award of 1,500,000 acre-feet to Mexico und 1 million ncre-feet to the
lower basin.

Turthermore. should the lower basin require an additional supply of water for
agricultural and domestic purposes, the water stored in these reservoirs must be
released.

Under the 7-State compact the upper States must deliver at Lee Ferry in each
10-year period 75 million acre-feet to the lower States and 7% million acre-feet
to Mexico Fefore they can use 1 drop of water themselves beyond what they used
before the 7-State compact was ratified.

In the current 10-vear period that will leave only 3,250,000 acre-fect per year
for their total use.  In the previous 10-year period they would have had 4,150,000
acre-feot & year.  Tn 1902 the upper basin States under this fornula would have
had no water at all.

Governor Johnson bases his contention on articles 111 (¢) and IV (b)
of the Colorndo River compact, which provide:

ART. TIT {¢). The States of the Upper Division shall not, withhold water, aud
the States of the Lower Division shall not require the delivery of water, which
cannot reasonubly be applicd to domestic and agricultural uses.

ART. [V (b). Subject to the provisions of this compnet, water of the Colorado
River System may be impounded and used for the genertion of clectrical power,
but such impounding aud use shall be subservient to the use and consumption of
such water for agricultural and domestic purposes nnd shall not. interfere with or
prevent use for such dominant purposes.



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

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

(1) Three physical and geological difficulties in addition to Licho Park
make the project unreasonable and impractical

(@) There vs doubt whether Glen Canyon can support a 700-font dam.—
In October 1954, Commissioner of Reclamation W. A. Dexheimer
wrote that the Bureau’s design specialists were “quite concerned”
as to whether or not the foundation characteristics of the Glen Canyon
site were capable of safely supporting a 700-foot dam. No further
tests were made by the Bureau between October 1954 and Mareh 1955.
Nnvm't‘heless, Commissioner Dexheimer tostified at that time before
your Subcommittee on Trrigation and Reclamation that a dam of
700 feet could be safely built.

At 700 feet Glen Canyon would be the second highest dam in the
world, second only to Hoover Dam, which is 726 feet high. Yet the
foundation rock at Hoover Dam is at least three times as strong
as the sandstone formation at Glen Canyon. This formation is
nothing more than a weakly cemented sand dune. It was created

geologically by the wind depositing one sand dune on top of the other. .

The minority members of yvour committee are not satisfied that
the Burcau of Reclamation officials have proved their case suficiently
that a 700-foot dam can be sulely constructed at the Glen Canyon
‘site without costly additional safety features. )

’(b) The construction of Glen Canyon Dam will endanger Rainbow
Natural Bridge—Rainbow Natural Bridge is a fragile structure of
soft sandstone. Dynamite will be exploded within a mile on ecither
side of the bridge, thus jeopardizing a rare natural wonder. In addi-
tion, sceepage from the Glen Canyon Reservoir may back up under
Rainbow Arch. I the sandstone of Rainbow Bridge gets wet and
sonked up with water, it will be reduced in strength and rr;my crumble.
Gl (¢) .'Large quantities of waler may be absorbed and lost in the walls of

len Canyon.—Bureau officials concede that at least 3 million acre-fect
-of water will seep into the porous sandstone walls of Glen Canyon
but they failed to make studies to determine the exact quantity of

water that may be lost in this way. However, it has been inde-

pondently calculated, assuming 250 miles of canvon wall and an
average depth of 200 feet, that 32 million acre-fect would be absorbed
by the porous sandstone walls. This is more than the storage capacity
02’ the entire Glen Canyon Reservoir. Stacked on a football field, this
amount of water would tower over 6,000 miles into the sky. It would
be taken out of use forever in this highly arid region that so badly
needs every available drop of water.

(12) The benefit-cost ratio has been distorted contrary to reclamation law
in an aitempt to justify the project’'s unsound economics

. The bill would, in cffect, approve the use of the so-called benefit-cost
ratio for testing the economic justification of irtigation projects. This
has never been authorized by law. The testimony shows that, as now
practiced, the benefit-cost ratio is simply & device used in attempting
to justify projects, which are both economically and financially in-
feasible, (1) by use of fictitious and unrealistic values to inflate the
‘benefits, while (2) at the same time overlooking factors of cost to the
Nation which would result from the project. )

Ezample No. 1 —On one participating project (the Hammond), the
Reclamation Bureau would collect from the [armers only $2.02 per
acre per year, but says the dircct benefits are $41.50 per acre per year,
or 2,000 percent of the amount it would require the farmer to pay.
This contrast in benefits and repayment ability is simply not believ-
able. Any formula achieving such a result obviously needs a drastic
overhauling.

Ezample No. 2—7"he Government’s revenues from firm power pro-
duction at Hoover, Davis, and Parker Dams would be decreased as
much as 25 percent during the time (which may be us long as 25 years)
the storage dams of the proposed projeet are fitling. This loss has
been ignored by the Bureau.

In view of these major discrepancies, coupled with the fact that
‘most of the projects named in the bill have a margival benefit-cost
ratio under the Burcau’s own figures, there should be an independent
review of the Bureau’s computations by a group of impartial expert
economists.  On the Seedskadee project, for instance, the Bureau had
to find $638,500 of “indirect benefits” and $:313,100 of “public bene-
fits” o add to the finding of $614,500 in “direct benefits” (all items
over a 100-year period), to arrive at a final ratio of only 1.46 to 1.
The “indircet benefits” category includes such nebulous factors as “the -
increase in profits of all business enterprises handling, processing, and
marketing products from the project and profits of all enterprises
supplying goods and services to the project farmers,” while the “public
beénefits” category is even more speculative, including dollar figures for
Bureau guesses as to the “increase or improvement in settlement and
investment opportunities, community facilities, and services and sta-
bilization of the local and regional economy.”

I"he only Lrue criterion of economic justification of reclamation is
reimbursability which has been the required busis of findings of
feasibility since the inception of Federal reclamation in 1902. It

should be maintained in the law without change. ‘This the project
utterly fails to do.
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(18) Fifty years of rectamation law, precedent, and experience are jetli~
soned by the project
xample 1.—Present law requires repayment within 40 years, with
regpect to power and municipal water, and 40 years plus a develop-
ment period of not to exceed 10 years with respect to irrigation.
Under this bill:
(e) The power allocation is permitted to be repaid in 100 years;
(b) the municipal water allocation is permitted to be repaid in
50 years from the date of completion of cach unit;
() the irrigation allocation is permitted to be repaid in 50
years “in addition to any development period authorized by law.”
Thus, the repayment period for power is extended 60 years, municipal
water 10 years, and irrigation 10 ycars plus an undetermined period,
over existing law.

Example 2.—Present law requires that no contract relating to
power or municipal water be made unless it will not impair the
project. for irrigation purposes. Under the bill, contracts relating to
municipal water may be made without regard to this section. Al-
though this may not be a bad result, it is another symptom of eroding’
the roclamation law by individual picees of legislation instead of con-
sidering such matters in the context of a national water policy bill.

Ezample 3.—Present law requives interest at “not less than’ 3
percent per annum on the power investment. Under this bill, inter-
est would be the cost of money to the United States, or about 2%
percent per annum.

Erample 4.—Present law requires a finding of enginecering and
financial feasibility, tho latter to be in terms of the 40-ycar repayment
ability. Under this bill, the so-callod benefit-cost ratio has been
substituted for financial feasibility in order to come up with an
“economic’”’ feasibility based on fantastic national benefits supposedly
to be realized. This constitutes one of the greatest breaches of

resent law and leaves Congress with no well-defined standards of
easibility whatsoever.
(14) The project wholly ignores the Howver Commission report
_ The Hoover Commission report has just been released. The bill
ignores any of the counsel to be gained from the labors of the Com-
mission, which has completed u detailed study of this entire complex
field. 1n fact, the proponents of this gigantic scheme tried to get it
through Congress before the Hoover Commission made its report, so
blind have they been to tho true national welfare in connection with
water resourcees.

However one may disagree with some of the recommendations of
the Commission and the task force, your minority submits-that the
members of this group should be heard before Congress commits itself
to the :::o:,;c_mmﬁ. precedents of this bill, 1t should not be forgotten
that this Comumission was established by Congress to report to Con-
gress so that Congress might consider the wilvisubility of legislation to
implement some if not all of the Conunission reconunendations.
Regurdless of the jeers heard [rom spokesmen for special interests,
your minority considers that the people of this country respect the
industry and the sincerity of the Hoover Comumission inquiries.

Your minority believes that the people are entitled to and will
demand u thorough consideration of the Commission reports in every

field. “For example, in the water resources ficld, the Commission

report relates five conditions which the task force found to be necessary
for the success of reclamation projects:

1. They must have technical feasibility.

2. They must be sound financially.

3. They must have fertile soil capable of agricultural production
over long periods of years.

4.. They must have adequate and suitable water supply.

5. There must be farmers available who are interested in and
enthusiastic for irrigation agriculture.

Relating these to the project before Congress, the record shows there
is question as to the technical feasibility of tho proposed 700-foot
Glen Canyon Dam; the financing is wholly unsound; the soil by and
large is of dubious quality; and the water supply is actively inligitation
in the Supreme Court. .

The Comumission further found “experience shows that the farmers
alone cannot bear the wholo cost of irrigation projects.” Conceding
this, would it not be a proper inquiry for Congress to cetermine what
the farmers should pay? Should they pay ouly 12 percent, as this
bill allows? If so, who should bear the balance of the cost, local area
residents or the taxpayer in every corner of this Nation?

The Hoover Commission makes a pertinent suggestion on this
scoro—that the beneficiaries (including States) contribute at least 50
percent—which may well be forgotten if the “hydro-headed”” monster
now before Congress becomes law.

(18) The bill includes projects which have been disapproved by the Bureau
of the Budget

The Budget Burcau has specifically recommended that the Cure-
canti, Flaming Gorge, and Navaho units not be authorized at this
time. The Burcau has pointed out that there is no adequate basis
for appraising the merits of these projects due to the lack of data on
engineering, financial, and economic feasibility, detniled estimates of
costs and benefits, and sufficient other pertinent information necessary
for .w. complete understanding of the justification and necessity for the
works.

With respect to participating projects outrightly authorized for
construction in scction 1 of the bill, the Bureau of the Budget has
submitted that their authorization should be conditioned upon a new
finding of favorable cconomic justification by the Sccretary of Interior
which must include (@) a joint study with the Department of Agri-
culture of the direct agricultural bencfits of each project and (b) a
reavaluation of the nondirect benefits of each project, based upon &
regxamination of the methods presently used to computo the indirect
and public benefits of reclamation projects. Based on the insuffi-
ciency of the available information regarding these participating
projects, which this bill would authorize, the Budget Burcau bas
stated that a reexamination is necessary “so that there could be no
doubt about (he cconomic justification of the projects finnlly under-
taken.”

Congress should not undertake to authorize questionable or
unjustified projects.  Until the information requested by tho Bureau
of the Budget s made available, Congress should .not act on these
projects. '



(16) The bill varies substantially and materially from the adminisiration-
approved project

(@) The bill’'s projects are different.—The administration recom-
mended authorization of 2 storage units, Glen Canyon and Echo Park,
and 11 participating reclamation projects, at an estimated construc-
tion cost of $930 million.

The Seuate bill authorizes 6 storage units including Curecanti
Flaming Gorge. Juniper, and Navajo in addition to Glen Canyon and
Echo Park, and 22 additional reclamation projects, involving a com-
bined estimated construction cost of over $1.6 billion. ,

The House bill authorizes 4 storage units—Glen Canyon, Flaming
Gorge, Curecanti, and Navajo—and the 11 participating projects
recommended by the Sceretary. It also in section 2 provides what is
tantamount to an advance commitment of the Congress to authorize
the 23 additional reclumation projects (the same as named in the Sen-
ate bill with I addition, Arimas-LaPlata).

(0) A reexamination of economic justification of the project, called for
by the administration, is necessary.—The administration recommended
that the legislation provide that authorization of the 11 participating
projects be conditioned on a new finding of favorable economic justifi-
cation and of financial feasibility under specified financial require-
ments, with reports submitted to the Congress on each project; and
that new studies of direet agricultural benefits be made jointly with
the Department of Agriculture.

The hill contains no provision for the reevaluation specified by the
administration whatsoever and hevee ignores this important require-
ment set forth as a condition. precedent to administration approval. |

(¢) Financial repayment features are basically contrary to those
approved and recommended by the administration. —The administration
set up as a requirement that all reimbursable costs of the project
should be repnid in 50 years, together with interest on the unamortized
balance of the investments in power and municipal water supply
features.

The bill departs materially from the specified repayment criteris.
It apparently adheres to repayment of irvigation investment in 50
years, as recommended.  However, it provides that the power invest-
ment be repaid within the expected cconomic life of the power unit
but not exceeding 100 years, or twice the 50-year repayment period
specified by the administration.

U7) The project should not be authorized at this time because the eco-
nomic, engineering and financial surcey prerequisite to its proper
evaluation are still inadequate and incomplete

The official reports of the Bureau of Reclamation and the testimony
of Burean witnesses clearly show that the investigations, survoeys
and studies in regard to engineering and the cconomic and financial
aspects ol the proposed Colorado River storage project and participat-
Ing projects are incomplete and inadequate.

The provisions of the Senate bill itsolf, which require further studies
and report by the Seeretary of the Interior on economic feasibility
and financial reimbursability of the 11 participating projecls previously
recommended by the Seceretary, demonstrate that _.e.:Lv_c information
18 not now available even on those projects that the Bureau has
already reported upon.  The House bill secks to eover up this defi-

ciency even in the face of the clear recommendation of the administra-
tion that these projects be reevaluated before authorization.

The Senate bill with which the House bill S_m_.; go to conference
includes authorization of scores of projects on which no reports have
as yet been submitted by the Secretary of the Interior, on many of
which only the barest recounaissance data is now available. =~

The record reveals the need for much more thorough investigations
and studies of the proposcd storage units. Kven as to the Glen
Canyon storage unit, the Interior Department officials have expressed
concern over the adequacy of the foundations and have stated that
decisions as to final plans would not be made until further studies are:
completed after authorization. Plans for the other storage dams are
even less decisive. Thus there is grave question as to the adequacy
of cost estimates and the financial feasibility of the storage features

e project. ) :
of Hm,@mwwmemo? it is clenr from the record of the hearings that the pro-
posed storage units of the project will not supply any water to the
reclamation components now proposed and are not necded to cnable:
these projects to obtain wid use the amount of water estimated by the
Bureau to be required.  Yet under the House bill, it is _:.s.w.umi_ to
spend about $600 mitlion, and under the Senate bill about $750 mil-
lion, for storage units that ure not to be needed to meet basic water
supply requirements for at least 25 years and probably more.

In view of the foregoing, action on the project at this time would be
premature and without justification.

(18) The project would critically impair the quantity and_quality of
water to which the lower Colorado Basin States, particularly south-
ern California, have prior rights .

A football field is slightly more than a acre of ground. Cover it a
foot deep with water und you would have about an acre-foot of water.
Cover it with & tower of water 11,000 miles high, m..:m you have an
idea of the amount of water parched southern California will lose if
the project is built as now planned. o .

This is true because the multi-billion-dollar project is designed to put
approximately 48 million acre-feet of water in storage behind dams in
Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, and Now Mexico. Another 10 million
acre-feet of water would be dissipated into thin nir by evaporation dur-
EWHM%MWWM million aere-feet of water would not flow down the O:._E...io
River from the upper basin States of Wyoming, Utah, New ?—c.m:.b,
and Colorado to the lower basin States of Arizona, 295:.5.. and Cali--
fornia. Thereafter, the dams would evaporate another oc:bec acre--
feot of wator per year, enowgh to supply the needs of u city of 3 nillion
pooplo. The magnitude of the evaporation is apparent when mx::_::.mm.
with the 400,000 acre-fect figure that is to be put to beneficial nse by
the 11 irrigation components recommended by the Bureau. .

Yot so vital is this water in the lower basin that even ec.r_..«.._._._._&
Arizona and Californin are before the United States Supreme Court

itieating their rights to it

—_e_@ﬁm_nm._.em_; :.n_...,..z that. the upper basin is 2:.:._.2_ Lo wse some of :.::v
58 million aere-feet, but contends that most of it must be left (lowin
down to the lower basin under provisions of & solemn contraet entorec
into by these 7 States in 1922 known as the Colorado River compact.
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Californin’s basic position is that she conforms to the compact and
must insist that the States of the upper basin and the Federal Govern-
ment. do likewise in the planning and administration of the project.
Californin thus is fighting only to preserve rights to water she already
hds and not for any new and additional water rights.

That is why billions from the United States Treasury should not be
spent to build the upper Colorado project. in such a manuer as merely
to transport the oasis of southern California to Wyoming, Colorado,
Utah, and New Mexico. In the process, linancial ruin would be im-
poscd on almost G million southern Californians. These States can
plan their projects without this disastrous result and California de-
mands that they do so.

Additionally, the project threatens seriously to impair the quality of
water, if any, southern California might receive from the river after
project construction.

No one contends the quality of the water even now received from
the Colorado River approaches excellence. Millions of dollars have
been spent for purifying devices to remove hardening alkalis and salts
before use in homes and factories. Yet witnesses for the Bureau of
Reclamation have told Congress they neither concern themselves with
water quality nor recognize any responsibility whatever to operate the
proposed project with regard to this vital subject.

Only after scarching cross-examination would they admit that their
files contained no more than the most sketchy information on the sub-
ject.  Based on it they reluctantly confessed even the initial features
of the overall project would raise these impurities by a thumping
12 percent when the water reaches California.

That figure would jump to 54 percent if additional projects now in
the planning stage are added to those presently under consideration.

Competent engineers estimate 1.2 tons of alkali and salt would be
added to cvery acre-foot of waler available for use in southern
California.

Irrigators use at least 3 acre-feet of water per acre in a year to grow
their crops. That would deposit 3.6 tons a year of such impurities on

every acre. Just how long soil could continue growing crops in face

of this is speculative. .

The effect would be similar in home and industrial water systems,
to say nothing of the already irritated digestive tracts of almost 6
million southern Californians.

(19) The project would critically impair operations at Hoover Dam and
lose $187 million in revenues lo the Federal Treasury

During the 25-year period of filling the dams contemplated by the
bill, firm power output at Hoover Dam would be reduced by 25
percent. Secondary energy would be wiped out entircly. This
shortage would cost the lower basin about 200 additional millions of
dollars for replacement pewer and cost the Federal Treasury about
$187 million in lost revenues.

To say the least, this is a strange power policy for the Federal
Government to follow. TFirst it builds Hoover Dam on the lower
reaches of the Colorado River. The power can be produced very
cheaply so the Scerctary of the Interior enters into contracts to sell
certain quantities of power at rates of 2 mills per kilowatt-hour and
Jess. Then the Federal Government builds additional dams upstream.

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 47

Here power cannot be produced so cheaply. But in order Lo generate
power at these upstream dams to be sold at 6 mills, it cuts back the
production of 2-mill power at Hoover Dam, which is already con-
structed and operating efficiently. This is Government waste with
8 VeNEeancs. o .

Essentially, the Colorado River storage project implices the destrue-
tion or impairment of 25 percent of the value of the Boulder Canyon
project to help make possible the construction of & new project
upstream, to furnish power at over twice the cost and water at several
times the cost of that which would be taken away from the lower
basin, in violation of the covenant of the Government in the Boulder
Canyon Project Act and in the power and water contracts made under

" that act.

Moreover, the Federal Government will be in breach of solemn
contractual obligations if it curtails energy output at Hoover by
intercepting water for creating power heads at the upstream dams.
The project may not legally impound water for power purposes if
needed to generate clectrical energy at the lower basin dams. If the
Federal Government breaches its contracts with power contractees in
the lower basin by cutting back power deliveries at Hoover Dam, it
will be subject to suit for hundreds of millions of dollars in damages.

(20) The assistance to Navajo Indians in the bill is Mg@igible; cost of
project’s benefits is $200,000 for each and every Navajo farm

The assistance to the Navajo Indians in the bill would be negligible
without the addition of the costly Nava'B reclamation project.

The bill would suthorize the Navajo Dam and Reservoir only and
this does not irrigate any Navajo lands. The water stored in the
reservoir could not be used for irrigation of Indian lands unless and
until canals and other facilitics of an additional reclamation project
are authorized and built, involving a construction cost of $175 million
or more.

According to testimony presented at the hearings, the Indian
Burcau contemplates that the additional reclamation project would
provide for 1,100 Navajo Indian family farms. The cost per family
farm would be about $200,000. Indian Burcau witnesses cstimate
the gross income por family farm would be 85,000 a year. In com-
parison, it should be noted that the $200,000 of capital proposed to be
expended per family farm would, if invested at 5 percent interest,
yield an income of twice the estimated gross farm income.

In view of these facts, consideration might well be given to some
different program for use of Federal funds to rehabilitate the Navajo
Indians that would be more beneficial to them and more practicable
and effective from the standpoint of the Federal Government than the
costly irrigation project as proposed. In this connection, the record
indicates that it is not certain that the Navajo Indians cither want to
farm irrigated lands, or would succeed as irrigation farmers.

(21) The project would forever tie the future of the intermountain West to
o horse-and-bugqy farm economy and forestall development of ils
rich industrial potential .

The region in which the project would be constructed is lxnlpcllevnbly
rich in natural resources. These are the mecasures of its future
potential.



‘I'he water resources of the area are of measurable quantity, and their
potential benefits to agriculture would be small. On the other hand,
the benefits which these limited water supplies could bring to a pro-
gram of industrial expansion are immeasurable and of unlim;ted value.

Irrigation is a very uncconomic user of water. The value of crops
grown under western irrigation is equal to about 10 cents for each
1,000 gallons of water withdrawn. The value of manufactured
products amounts to about $5 for each-1,000 gallons withdrawn.

The potential thermal power resources of the project area are beyond
comprehension. In the heart of this land, the Burcau of Reclamation
is proposing a horse-and-buggy economy that would cripple forever
opportunities to create a profitable ard unlimited industrial economy,

Steam or nuclear plants to provide electrical encrgy in these States

could be built by private capital, with no Federal subsidy involved.
They would create new employment in the coalfields and in the in-
dustries that would build to take advantage of the available power.
Thus a sound stone would be placed in the area’s economy by each
plant and each job created, and the plants, the new industries, and
those employed by them, would pay taxes to the local, State and
Federal Governments.

Agricultural development will seriously. injure, if not kill, all oppor-
tunities to build such a sound cconomy. There is only so much water,
and the most wasteful way to use it would be by subsidizing unneeded,
extravagant, and wasteful irrigation projects.: The hope of the area
lies in a modern-age industrial program, not_a surplus-ridden farm
economy.

JoHN P. SavLor.
Joun R. PiuLion.
Craic HosMER.
James B. Urr.
James A. HaLky.
Geo. A. Suurorp.

A MINORITY REPORT IN OPPOSITION TO H. R. 3383 AS
REPORTED BY THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

INTRODUCTION

i very early days of the Nation’s history the Federal Gov-
err?rlr?:r?ttﬁ:,s bgn n.bslre toypromot,e economic gr'm'vth by expenditure
of its handiest and cheapest resource—land. Millions of acres cf land
have been given to individuals, to corporations, and to lesser GoYeynl;
ment agencies, the proceeds from the salo of which, or the use of which_
were for the promotion of the Nation's economy. Now, hf)wever;
Federal investment in economic growth m,v‘olves cash from t,a..\payeni1
funds in the United States Treasury. The sum total of all suc
expenditures affects the tax rates, and because the taxpayer is payin
such a large share of his income in taxes he is entitled to get his fu
money’s worth from each suggested additional expenditure. .

The Colorado River storage project as here proposed, in our opinion,
is one which is uneconomical and unnecessary, and will not contribute
to our national economic growth, but on the contrary will constitute
2 hendicap and a drain on the Nation’s purse.

ExpeEnpITURES FOR WATER RESOURCES

Since 1941 the Federal Government has appropriated some $9%
billion for water resource projects and has authorized projects which
will cost another $18} billion. We are informed that if all proposed
projects presently under discussion and consideration, including the
upper Colorado River storage project, werce authorized, the above
totals would amount to over $70 billion. This is an astounding figure,
it is equal to one-fourth of the national debt.

Cosrs

Most Federal water projects seem to have one thing in common,
a major underestimation of costs. ) o

IIl‘;s{.ims),t.es of benefits also have been excessive. Examination by
the Hoover Task Force on Water Resources has revealed that con-
struction cost per acre for irvigated land of a group of Bureau of -
Reclamation proposed projects varied from $140 to $1,475 an acre,
despite considerable doubt that any of the land involved, if provided
with a full water supply would have an avernze market value over
$150 per acre. Any amount spent for construction over that sum
would amount to a subsidy.

Costs IN BinL IN Present Form

The cost of the proposed storaue projects, plus the participating
projects, as originally offered in this bill was estimated nl approxi-
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mately $1,055 million. By eliminating Echo Park and its recrea-
tional area by $176 million and $21 million, as well as the fund for
Curecanti Dam and Reservoir of $49 million, and adding to the
project $36 million for the Navajo Dam, plus an overall reduction
of 10 percent, we arrive at a cost figure of $760 million. This method
of cost determination to us is unsound. It leaves the actual cost
somewhers, but considering all of the provisos, and possibilities of
increases as a result of future study, there is no possibility of deter-
mining what this cost will be. i

‘This is unrealistic. The bill as the majority reports it commit
the Nation to a program of construction the cost of which, to put it
I?ildlg is an unknown amount. This is one reason why we oppese
this bill.

Costs PEr Acre

The Bureau of Reclamation presented cost figures for initial partici:
pating projects. Costs allocated to irrigations varied from $210 to
$794 per acre, or an unweighted average of over $400 per acre. Little
of this land even with sufficient water would command a fair market
value as high as this. Costs estimated for some 22 other possible
participating projects, on the basis of only partial investigation, run
as high or higher, and up to $1,530 per acre in one instance. We
deem these costs excessive and economically unsound. :

There exist at least 20 million acres of undeveloped fertile land in humid aress
of the United States which can be developed for agriculture at a fraction of the
cost of the acreage serviced by the upper Colorado storage project. o

The Department of Agriculture reports there are more than 20
million acres of undeveloped fertile land in the humid areas of the
United States which can be developed by low-cost drainage. Develop-
ment costs would be from $60 to $100 an acre for such land. The
cost involved to taxpayers of the Nation in developing new and sup-
plemental water for the acreage serviced by the upper Colorado

roject, which amounts in all to only about 600 square miles of new
and, would range up to 50 times as much for each acre developed.

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

Acres Acres
Alabama..__________.__.__ 683,000 Missouri. .. . ___________ 323, 000
Arkansas._._____________. 1, 865,000 New York..__________.__. 100, 000
Floridfx _______ e 1, 970, 000 North Carolina___________ 1, 157, 000
Georgia________._________ 1,721,000 Ohio_. .. .. _____________. 95, 000
Tiinois_ .. __._..__________ 69, 000 Pennsylvania_ _ 90, 0600
Indiana . _______._________ 135, 000 South Carolina__ -- 996, 000
Ken‘tgcky ................ 170,000 Teunessee. ..o _______ 242, 600
Louisiana_ _______________ 2,769,000 Toxas..___________._.__._. 3, 928, 000
Michigan_________________ 690, 000 Virginia__________________ 514, 000
Minnesota________________ 874, 000 Wisconsin_ __________._____ 316, 000

Mississippi. _ .. ___________ 1, 272, 000
TesTiMONY AT THE HEARINGS

Testimony of proponents of the Colorado River storage project we
fecl has been hazy and incomplete.

The program as-presented by the Bureau of Reclamation lacks
preciseness of detail and accuracy of information. B

We are asked to authorize a project consisting of some major storage
rojects and & varying number of so-called participating projects.
he number of these remains unknown despite voluminous testimony.

Not even the precise location, size, and dimensions are presented with
any degree of exactitude. )

We are told that this additional land is needed to produce crops

for an anticipated great increase in population within the next quarter
of & century while at the same time we are perplexed by the existence
.of a surplus of a number of the basic crops.

Again we are astonished to hear that this vitally needed agricultural
land will not be able to support the cost of the .construction, that
power to be generated at relatively high cost at the storage dams
will pay oll of the cost save a diminutive figure of $82 million of a
total of about $320 million for irrigation costs. It seems strange to
us that 143,000 acres of land getting full irrigation, 243,000 acres
getting supplomental water can’t do better than that. This is only
onc-fourth of the cost, and over an indeterminate period of years,
something in excess of 50 vears. o :

The project is located in an area where population is 3 persons per
square mile, compared to the national nverage of 51. Whero are the
consumers.of electric power to buy the vast amounts expected to be

cnerated here? What are the inducements offered to newcomers?
%Io cvidence has been offered of any new industries or sufficient
amounts of domestic power demand to justily this contention.

Most water resource development prograns offered to the Congress
for approval make use of what is known as the bencfit-to-cost ratio,
by which it is sought to demonstrate that expected benefits, reason-
ably demonstrated, will exceed costs.  Tn some hovderline cases the
national welfare is introduced into the balance.  Here in this instance
we say the case is not proved and no question of national welfare is
involved that does not have a better answer elsewhere. )

Here is an attempt to hang a group of projects together, as we see 1t,
some justified and some not, dependent upon an improved source of
water supply, to be financed over an excessively long term of years,
one-third by water users, two-thirds by power revenues, with a
doubtlul market for high-cost power, in a thinly settled arvea, primarily
to establish priority of use of such water as may be available. TFora
project of this nature we cannot in all fairness offer our support.

We suggest that authorization be withheld. At some future date,
if proper facts are offered in support of proponent’s contentions, we
would give further consideration to the project.

Excrssivi Cost

The bill in its proposed (or present) form amounts to a blank check
to a Government covstruction agency which has been treated over-
generously already i the past.  Total costs ave unknown, only
preliminary and partial studies have been made on most of the
participating projects. )

Interest charges alone for the full period allowed for repayment

i o . illi 1 $1,153 million
are estimated to amount to between $320 million and $1,153 I
or from-about 30 percent to more than 100 pereent of the original esti-
mated eonstruction cost.  This, of course, will be subject to revision



upward should more participating projects be added, and there are
many being talked of, of dubious value to say the lcast.

Extension of the repayment period to the year 2032 is & departure
from precedent and means that it is entirely probable that that. year
will be beyond the economic life of some of the units. .

Almost complete dependence for repayment of the costs of the
project upon a system of high-cost hydro projects amounts, in our
minds, to fiscal necromancy. There is considerable doubt as to the
availai)ility of a ready market for this high-cost power (at 6 mills per
kilowatt hour). Sufficient evidence to justify dependence upon this
source of revenue for repayment costs has not been presented.

It is doubtful if consumers will utilize and pay the high rates that will
be necessary to liquidate the cost of the project, at such high rates as
would place project power rates far above that of hydro projects
elsewhere. They would necessarily be far above established rates at
other reclamation projects.

It is passing strange too, to have such dependence placed on hydro-
power near the center of the largest coal reserves in the Nation, which
necd only to be mined to produce steam-generated power to the full
extent of any foreseeable demand. The oil shale deposits of the
Colorado Plateau are another potential source of energy to compete
with this high-cost hydropower.

Errecr or Ecno Dam EviMINATION

The elimination of Echo Park Dam and Reservoir and restriction
in size of the Curicante project in our minds weakens considerably the
entire project. The already questionable ability of the project to
repay its costs is further weakened. The loss of the revenues from
power thus eliminated in our minds are alone sufficient to condemn
the entire project in its present form. '

Echo Park Dam s still in the bill.—The committee voted to strike
the controversial Echo Park Dam from the bill. But is it out?

The Desert News of Salt Lake City, Utaeh, which has been cam-
Eaigning hard for the project, reported from Washington on the action

y the committee: :

Backers of the river bill and Echo Park were not dismayed by th'e’.’I?hursday
vote. It has long been a part of upper basin States’ strategy to delete the Echo

Park Dam in the House bill on the hope that it will be restored by a joint House-.

Senate conference committee. Otherwise, House leaders said it would be im-
possible to get the project bill through the Rules Committee and past the House.

Lcho Park is still in the bill because we are advised the project
will not work without it. Under Secretary of the Interior Ralph A.
Tudor, testified before the 83d Congress that taking Echo Park Dam
out of the upper Colorado storage project would Ee like taking the
pistons out of the engine of an automobile. Tho project will not
function without Echo Park Dam.

Commissioner of Reclamation, W. A. Dexheimer, testified before
the committee this year that the project would not be economicall
feasible without Echo Park Dam. He stated that the sconomic feasi-
bility of the project might be established without Echo Park if some
of the participating projects nlso wero deleted. However, this .was
not done by the committee. In other words, the committee:sonds
to the House & bill which the Commissioner of Reclamation conceded
would be economically infeasible.

ConcLusion

Presuming, and it is a rash presumption in our minds, that the
project is actually built at prescnt cost estimates, the power is sold
at the .bus bar at 6 mills (usual revenue from other Federal power
projects ranges from 3 to 4 mills) it will still be at least 78 years from
start of construction to completion of construction costs. That is
under the most favorable conditions.

As against this possibility there are these factors to be weighed.
Reasonable doubt cost can be held down to estimate. This is based
on past performance. Reasonable doubt as to sales of power reachin
expectations. At least reasonable doubts as to the availability o
sufficient water supply.

A project which depends for its justification upon information as
in(]:omplet,e and inexact as has been true in this instance is of doubtful
value. . )

We suggest a great deal more study, the development of more
precise cost figures, more economic financing arrangements, before we
act upon a project of such magnitude.

The bill as offered by the majority. of the committee would commit
the Nation to a program which may cost up to $5 billion before it is
completed. This is & project of doubtful value and one based upon
utilization of water resources about which there is real doubt as to
their existence in fact.

James A. HaLEY,
Geo. A. SHUFORD.



ADVERSE REPORT ON UPPER COLORADO PROJECT
(To accompany H. R. 3383)

Initial cost

Cost of initial projeet__..____ e $1, 600, 000, 000
Cost to each person in United States .- - ccoenvaoamamaaea- 10

Cost to each congressional district. - ccooomcmaccaoaan-- 3, 500. 000

Ultimale cost

Potential minimum cost of ultimate project. .- - - - ----zmza-= $3, 200, 000, 000
Potential cost to each person in the United States. - _....- 20
Potential cost to each congressional distriet. .- .- _.cooo--- 7, 000, 000
, Who pays the bill?
Investment by irrigators benefited . .. oeooooea_saa-o 0
Investinent by power companijes and consumers. _....--ooo--- 0
Investment by upper Colorado States_ .. ccooeeanno- 0
Initinl investment by taxpayers of United States_ . ---- $1, 600, 000, 000

Potential investment by United States taxpayers. . occooann 3, 200, 000, 000
Project is financially bankrupt ' h

ALLOCATION OF COSTS

Nonreimbursable, fishing, recreation, flood control._ . ... $8, 708, 000
Municipal Waber. - oo e ceeemmeemmeaeee- 72, 275, 000
POWer CONSUMEES - - o oo eemmeccmcccmammea-—m—mm——me—n—=- 656, 604, 000
Irrigators (farmers) oo oo .- e eeemmm————— 915, 372, 000

O T IS 1, 652. 959, 000

ALLOCATION OF REPAYMENTS

Irrigators to repay (out of irrigation costs

of $915,372,000) . coooeeeeeo - $187,787,000 or 20 percent of cost.
Power consumers to repay (out of power
costs of $656,604,000) .- oo —--.o-- $1,456,464,000 or 222 percent of cost.

REPAYMENT PERIOD

Provided for in House bill, S. 500 (substitute) (estimated at 6-mill power
rate and 2% percent interest rate, 4 storage units, 12 participating proj- Years

CCbS) - e emmccc e e mmmmmmmee—c = e mmmm———————— 100
Estimated reeayment period for 6 stornge units, 34 participating projects,

at actual 2% é)ercent interest (no Hgures available) . __oooo--- 120
Two projects, ocoscberry and Emery(Utah), have estimated repayment

periods of OVer. . e cicmeo e e eaaee fmmmmne 200

United States taxpayers lo receive valueless dollars

Purchasing power of dollar in 1905 .. oo ooe e aaan oo $1. 00

Purchasing power of dollar today, in 1056 . oo commaccaececeneeen .32

Estimnted purchasing power of dollar in 2055 (100 years from now) ... .05
54

Sale price of power (6 mills per kilowatt-hour)

Power unit &?&'fﬁ& Proit or
watt-hour| 10SS
4.7
so|
8.4 —2.4
Flaming Gorge.. ———- .- a—e- 8.4 gy
Who subsidizes whom?
Number of acres to be newly irrigated___ . . ooo-ooeeoo- 506, 000
Number of acres to receive supplemental irrigation. .. __.-.-------- 406, 000
Number of farms to be irrigated at 100 acres per farm, 3 supplemental
irrigated acres equals 1 newly irrigated acre__.......- farmers-_ 6, 700
Number of potential electricity consumers_ .. coooeooonomaann- 750, 000
Subsidy to irrigators by electricity consumers .
Mills per kilowalt
. hour
Wholesale price of clectricity underbill_____ o ooooooieooe-o 6
Cost of electricity at Clen Canyon._ oo icooeca-omao- 4.7
750,000 consumers of electricity would subsidize 6,700 farmers to the
extent of the differential between the cost (4.7 mills) and the sale price
of electricity (6 mills) ___.--—__ - ecmmmeem——ane
Subsidy lo irrigators by electricily consumers . )
Cost of irrigation projects._ - - . oo oo ie e $915, 372, 000
To be repaid by irrigators (6,700 farms) . ooooo.ooooo-- 187, 787, 000

Direct subsidy hy 750,000 cleetricity consumers to 6,700 farmers. - 727, 585, 000

Subsidy by United Stales tazpuyers

The loss in vahie of dollar due to inflation upon $1,652,969,000
invested now and to be repaid in average of 50 years; estimated
loss about two-thirds of investment_ _ __ . ... ... $1, 217, 653, 000
Loss of inlerest at 3 percent upon irrigation iuvestment of )
$187,787,000 repuyable by irrigators without interest over an
average of 50 years; total 150 percent without compounding ]
INterest . oo oo amemmmmmmmmm—meammm e —mmm= 281, 680, 000

IniTiaL CosTt ($1.6 BriLion)

The total estimated construction costs for this project is
$1,658,460,100. Based on a United States population of 160 million,
the cost would average $10 for every person in t?le United States. The
cost would average $3,500,000 for each congressional district with a
population of 350,000.

The Senate bill, S. 500, fully or conditionally, authorizes 6 storage
units (lams, roservoirs, and hydro plants) and 34 participating
(irrigntion) projects. The estimated overall construction costs of
these projects is $1,658,460,100.

The House bill, H. R. 3383, was substituted in the House Interior
Committee by S. 500. The House bill fully or conditionally authorizes
4 storage units and 34 participating projects. 1t proposes an authori-
zation of $760 million. This figure is unrealistic. This estimate was
arrived at only for the purpose of making this project a little less
unpalatable to the Members of the House.
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The bill actually initiates construction on 23 of the 34 participating
projects by directing the preparation of detailed designs and specifica-
tions for these projects. The cost of these projects was left off the
appropriation authorization on the theory that they were merely
being “programed.” The estimated cost of these 23 J)rojects, amount-
ing to $570 million, should be added to the estimated authorization of
$760 million.

The House Interior Committee reduced its estimates by arbitrarily
cutting 10 percent off the construction costs submitted by the Bureau
of Reclamation. It also left ofT the cost of construction for the Cure-
canti Dam although it is subject only to a report by the Secretary of
the Interior. The arbitrary reduction of the 10 percent and the cost
of the Curccanti Dam amounts to $130 million. The addition of $130
million and the $570 million to the $760 million results in a total cost
of $1,460 million for the projects as authorized by the House bill.

With the prospect of a conference on the Senate and House bills, it
is reasonable to count on o total initial construction cost of $1,658,-
460,100 for this project.

UrtiMaTE CosT 1o TaxpavErs ($3.2 BILLion)

5. 500 and H. R. 3383 would authorize only the “initial phase’ of
the upper Colorado project. The “ultimate plan” would cost 2 mini-
mum total of $3.2 billion or $1.6 billion additional.

Thus, the potential cost is $20 per person and $7 million per con-
gressional district on the average. '

The projects included in the present bills are merely the “initial

hase” of the proposed upper Colorado storage project. The Senate
bill would authorize 6 storage uunits while the House bill would author-
1zc 4 storage units.

The ““vltimate plan” is contained in the report of the Department
of the Interior to Congress, Avril 6, 1954, House Document No. 364,
83d Congress. This “plan” would construct 10 storage units (dams,
reservoirs, and powerplants) as compared to the initial phase of 6 stor-
age units in the Senate bill and 4 storage units in the House bill.

The “ultimate plan” for the upper Colorado project lists 100 proj-
ects as potential participating irrigation projects. The Senate and
House bills would each authorize 34 of these irrigation projects.

The total cost of the additional storage units and irrigation projects
contained in the “ultimate plan” is estimated at between $1.5 billion
and $3 billion. An example of the potential liability is found in the-
central Utah project. This project is one of the 34 irrigation projects
contained in this bill. The initial cost for irrigating 28,000 acres of
new land is $231,044,000. In the comprehensive “ultimate plan,” the
project would be enlarged to irrigate 200,000 acres of new land. Tho
prorated additional cost for this 1 project will approximate $1 billion.

A potential liability of $1,600 mullion would be & most conservative
estimato of the additional cost to the taxpaycrs to complete the ‘‘ulti-

mate plan” over and above the projects authorized by S. 500 and
H. R. 3383.

PorenrtiaL Liasinrry Due To UnbpeErEsTiIMATES OF Cosr

The Bureau of Reclamation issued a report in March 1952 upon the
cost increases over original estimates for reclamation projects. This

report upon all projects, dating from 1903 to 1952, showed that the
completed project costs averaged 105.7 percent above the original costs
estimated by the Reclamation Bureau. L

On this basis, it is reasonable to assume that the cost of the “initial
phase’’ of the upper Colorado project will amount to $3.2 billion rather
than the estimated $1.6 billion.

Wro Pavs tae BiLn?

The irrigators who presumably receive tho greatest benefits invest
pothing in this project. o ) ]

The power companies would save the original cost of investment in
steam plants and purchase power at the cost of generating power 1n
steam plants. They, too, would make no investment of any kind.
The power consumers would not be required to furnish n.n{] capital.

The four upper Colorado States, Colorado, New Mexico, tah and
Wyoming, escape making any investment. The project is designed,
primarily, to enable these 4 States to divide the monies produced by
water power among the 4 States. . o .

The full cost of $1.6 billion (potential, $3.2 billion) is to be borne
by the taxpayers of the United States.

Prosect Is GuarRaANTEED BANKRUPTCY

This project. is hopeless with respect to financial feasibility. In
general, the power users and the taxpayers are called upon to sub-
sidize $915,372,000 of irrigation costs. The farmers would repay at
the most optimistic estimates only 20 percent of the costs in inflated
dollars over a period of up to 120 years. ) o

The farm repayments total $187,787,000 to be repaid without
interest after a development period of 10 years.

The purchasing power of the dollar has declined from $1 to $0.32
in the past 50 years, from 1905 to 1955. Most of this loss of value
occurred in the last 25 years. There is an increasing acceleration of
inflation and decline in dollar value. No one.can reliably foretell
the value of the dollar 100 years from now. However, at the present
rate of inflation (2 percent per year or more) the value of the dollar
100 years from now would be nearly zero.

An Economic CATASTROPHE

AGRICULTURE
Billions
Agricultural surplus as of May 31, 1955 o aanna $4. 89
Agricultural loans on surplus as of May 31, 1955_________ . __.....- 2. 304
Total surplus and loans as of May 31, 19556 ... ... o -naen 7. 194

Nore.—The above figures do not includo commitnients under law.

This bill would add the production of 506,000 newly irrigated acres
and 406,000 supplemental irrigated acres to our agricultural surpluses.
The taxpayers and consumers would bear the additional burden of
subsidizing this surplus production. ) ) o
" This bill ropresents a “planned economy” in which production is
not to be directed by the domand of the consumer but is planned and
directed by our “bureaucratic planners.” This bill would commit and



mortgage these lands to an agricultural economy for the next 100
years. The irrigation districts must see to it that all farms continue
to produce so that the total repayment costs can be met. This leads
to tremendous political pressures for more and more governmental
subsidies and agricultumfpurchases of surpluses.

This increased agricultural production depresses prices for every
farmer in the United States. Instead of alleviating our agricultural
ills, our problem becomes increasingly acute for botE the farmers and
out taxpayers.

ELECTRICITY RATES

The rate of 6 mills per kilowatt-hour is an exceedingly high rate for
electricity. It compares with a 2.41-mill rate for power sold by the
Bouneville Power Administration. ,

This artificial high cost of power constitutes a penalization of the
consumers in the four upper Colorado Basin States. It will foreclose
the industrialization of this arca and condemn the people of Colorado,
Utah, Wyoming, and New Mexico to agricultural serfdom for the next.
100 years.

Corrossar Waste or Warir REsOuRCE

Water is one of the precious resources of the Western States.  The
use of water for irrigation is the most inefficient use that water can be
put to.

For example, 1,000 gallons of water will produce 10 cents in value
‘when used for irrigation. For industrial uses the 1,000 gallons of
water will produce $5 in value. .

This project would waste precious water for a noneconomic use to
produce agricultural surpluses.

Tue Socrorosicar Navayo Prosner

Both the House and Senate versions of S. 500 provide for the con-
struction of a dam and reservoir as a storage unit for the Navujo
project.

The cost of the dam is $36,592,000. It has no powerplant and can
only be used for the storage of irrigation water. This authorization
commits the United States to a further authorization to complete the
Navajo irrigation project. The total cost of this project is estimated
to be $212,037,000.

This project is not proposed as a sound reclamation project. It is
submitted as a “relief project’’ to rescttle 1,100 Navajo Indian fum-
ilies upon irrigated lands. "It is “planned” to have these families ruise
fruit and other cultivated crops. E

The present income of the Navajo Indian is $150 per vear. The
“planners” have not specified who will supply the additional $10,000
to $15,000 needed for agricultural machinery. Presumably it will be
the United States taxpayor.

A summary of the financial aspects of the Navajo project follows:
Total cost of Navajo projeet. . _____________________________ $212, 037, 300
Nuvajo families to be resettled . ________  TTTTTTTTTmTmoes 1,100
nvestment for 1 Navajo family

Acres to be irrigated__________
Cost of irrigation for 1 acre.__________ T TITTTTmmTmeTmmon $1, 540

This project has not been studied or approved by the Bureau of
Reclamation. The investigation, findings, and recommendations are
made by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. It is specifically stated to be
a social project to bring relief to low-income Navajo Indians. .

This project would serve to keep the Bureau of Indian Affairs in
business for another 100 years. Instead of terminating supervision
and guardianship over Indians, this project would tend to perpetuate
our supervision over Indians. . ) »

It is contrary to the stated policy of Congress to end supervision
over Indians as soon as practicable.

CoNCLUSION

The upper Colorado reclamation project is an economic folly, a
financial I;nkruptcy, and a sociological tragedy. This bill should ba
recommitted for the good of everyone concerned.

JorN R. PiLLion,
Member, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
United States House of Representatives.
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