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COLORADO RIVER CONFERENCE
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CALIFORNIA:

Senator Ralph E. Swing, of San
Bernardino, Chairman;

Assemblyman A. C. Finney, of
Brawley, Secretary;

Senator L. L. Dennett, of Modesto;
Assemblyman Walter J. Little, of

Los Angeles;
Arthur P. Davis, Oakland, Cali-

fornia, Engineer.

NEVADA:
Charles P. Squires, Las Vegas,

Chairman;
George A. Cole, Carson City;
George W. Borden, Carson City;
Levi Syphers, St. Thomas.

ARIZONA:

Cleve W. Van Dyke, of Miami,
Chairman;

H. S. McCluskey, of Phoenix, Sec-
retary;

Thomas Maddock, of Phoenix;
F. A. Reid, of Phoenix;
A. G. McGregor, of Warren.

John B. Ryan	 S. R. Criswell
E. W. Powers

Official Reporters.

10:45 o'Clock A. M.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE (of Ari-
zona): Gentlemen, if you will take
seats we will proceed with our busi-
ness in hand. I wish to state for Ari-
zona that we are glad to meet the dele-
gates from the other states. I hope
that we will be able to accomplish
something for the mutual welfare of
the Southwest. We have with us this
morning our governor, and I take
great pleasure in introducing our gov-
ernor to you, who has a few remarks
to make. (Applause.)

Gentlemen:
You meet here today in conference

in an endeavor to find a remedy fqx,,
and to reconcile some of the defects
contained in, the Colorado River Com-
pact, which was negotiated at Santa
Fe, New Mexico. This Compact pur-
ports to allocate the waters of the
Colorado River in accordance with the-
terms of a uniform law passed by
Congress and the seven states in the
Colorado River basin. By referring
to the law you will ascertain the fact
that it authorizes a compact appor-
tioning the water of the Colorado
River "between the states."

The first fundamental error in the
Compact is that it does not apportion
the water as authorized by law "be-
tween the states," but between arbi-
trary divisions called basins, the
"upper' and the "lower" basins, and
this was done without consideration
of conditions existing in the two arbi-
trary basins created. Under the arbi-
trary conditions established for the
division of the water, Arizona, due to
economic conditions, is subject to the
same difficulties as the upper basin
states and by signing the Compact
would, in competition with California,
be signing away all her rights and
hopes for future development.

The second fundamental error in
the Compact is that all of the water
that the upper basin states can ever
use (and some eminent engineers
claim more water than they can ever
use) has been apportioned to them,
while insufficient water was allocated
to the lower basin to irrigate all of
the lands suscetible to feasible devel-
opment and in return for this advan-
tage in allocation of water they give
nothing to the lower basin either in
recognition of rights, of storage facil-
ities or otherwise, unless we except
passible freedom from legislative and
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departmental coercion and threatened
law suits.

The third defect, in the Compact is
that no provision is made to prevent
water stored in the United States,
when it is released and the low water
flow increased from being applied to
Mexican lands and possible water
rights acquired in that country.

The fourth defect is that in the
allocation of water the upper basin
states will be served from the normal
flow of the river, while the lower
basin must depend on storage and no
allowance is made for evaporation
losses which will result to the lower
basin from the stored water.

Other defects exist which I shall
touch on later.

What is the reason for any compact
being negotiated which sets aside lhe
present well established and defined
water laws which govern the utiliza-
tion of water in all of the states of
the basin and the principles of which
were held by the United States Su-
preme Court to govern as between
the states in the basin? The only
answer that can be made, logically and
truthfully, is that it is dictated by the
farsighted business acumen of some
of the states in the basin who are
endeavoring to secure for use in the
distant future rights which they do
not now possess under the law. The
upper basin states are manifesting no
altruism in demanding a compact.
They do not take the position that it
is immaterial where development is
undertaken so long as it is in the
United States. They are demanding
all that they can get for their political
subdivisions or states. Why should
we not do likewise?

Economic law may be harsh, but it
is the only law that governs. We are
told by eminent authorities that $150,-
000,000 in unearned increment will be-
come attached to the lands of the
Imperial Valley as soon as adquate
storage facilities are provided to in-
sure a steady supply of water for
irrigation and flood control; and that
additional hundreds of millions or per-
haps billions of value in unearned in-
crement will accrue to southern Cali-
fornia municipalities and lands when

an abundance of electrical energy is
made available. Thus, under the
terms of the Colorado River Compact
the four upper basin states and Cali-
fornia achieve wealth, economic se-
curity and the assurance of the con-
tinuation of these benefits in per-
petuity.

What of Arizona and Nevada, the
remaining two states in the bain?
We are told, quoting ex-governor
Boyle, that Nevada can possibly util-
ize 10,000 horse power from the Colo-
rado River at this time; that they
may eventually utilize 100,000 horse
power and that they may irrigate not
to exceed 80,000 acres of land, Mr.
Weymouth and Mr. Davis, former
engineers of the United States Bureau
of Reclamation state 3,000 and 4,000
respectively.

You ask about Arizona? What does
she want from the Colorado River?
I say to you gentlemen, frankly, that
at this time all we ask for, if the
economic laws are to be set aside and
a treaty negotiated, is that Arizona
receive protection of her rights in-
cluding her future development. If
you ask me specifically what we want,
I reply to you frankly, without any
apology, that we do not know because
we have not sufficient data available
to determine what is is practicable to
develop.

Arizona is in the position, if the
present water laws remain undis-
turbed and unimpaired, of asking
nothing. We are fully satisfied with
the present laws as interpreted by
the United States Supreme Court.
We are fully able, under present laws,
to protect our interests from all of the
other six states in the basin and from
Mexico. We do not fear development
in California or in the upper basin
if the law, of priorities based upon
appropriation for beneficial use, re-
mains in full effect. But if that law
is to be disturbed, modified or set
aside, we have immediate cause for
alarm. The proposal to set the law
aside does not come from us.

We had not been particularly inter-
ested in the immediate development
of the 'Colorado River up to the time
the Compact was discussed. It is



COLORADO RIVER CONFERENCE	 5

only 13 years ago since we obtained
statehood. We have been developing
our resources within the interior of

this State. We think we have made
tremendous strides since 1912, con-
sidering our small population and
taxable wealth; in that our percentage
of increase in population exceeded
that of any other state in the Union
during that period. We were satisfied
to permit the Colorado River to re-
main a potential asset until we were
ready to utilize the same.

I have said to you that we do not
know in detail what Arizona wants
from the Colorado River. We do not
know because we have very few facts.
Under the Kincaid Act, passed by
Congress, the United States spent
over $2,000,000 in the vicinity of Boul-
der Canyon and practically none else-
where on the River. There is some
testimony that the Imperial Valley
Irrigation District has spent half a
million dollars in connection with the
proposed Boulder Canyon project and
we have no information as to how
much money Southern California
municipalities and the State of Nevada
and others interested have spent in
this connection. The lack of informa-
tion and data in regard to any other
portion of the river, other than at
Boulder Canyon, is very succinctly
stated by Colonel William Kelley,
Chief Engineer of the United State
Federal Power Commission, as fol-
lows:

"The need for more facts is the
rather astounding conclusion one
must reach from study of the data
at hand. While hundreds of thous-
ands of dollars have been expended
on intensive investigation at Boul-
der and Black Canyons, the various
damsites between Boulder and Dia-
mond Creek are untested, as is also
the site at Mohave Canyon. Drill-
ing at these sites and sufficient in-
vestigation and study to permit es-
timates of comparable accuracy to
be made for each are necessary be-
fore a satisfactory conclusion can
be reached."
When the Colorado River Compact

was negotiated the representatives of
the State of Arizona had not material

facts as to the possibilities of develop-
ment in this State, unless the informa-
tion as contained in the report of Mr.
Arthur P. Davis is to be accepted by
Arizona as accurate — something we
are not willing to accept.

The question may be raised that it
is not the fault of the other states
that Arizona is not in possesion of the
facts. Our reply is that Arizona is
not asking that the law of priorities
based upon appropriation for bene-
ficial use, be set aside. Arizona is
fully content with that law. We think
it is fair, equitable and just. Under
the provisions of that law there has
been no need for Arizona to be in aay
hurry about spending money for Colo-
rado River surveys or to fear early
development of the Colorado River
from any other source, as we spent
our money elsewhere where there was
more need of it.

Since the Colorado River Compact
was negotiated, engineers tell us that
it is possible to develop additionally
from 700,000 to 3,000,000 acres of land
in Arizona from the Colorado River.
Other engineers accept the data of
Mr. Arthur P. Davis which state§_that
it is only practiceable to irrigate some
280,000 acres of land, which includes
the Yuma Project, in Arizona from the
Colorado River. We think we have
secured sufficient information in the
past two years to justify the belief
that a considerably greater area in
this state can be irrigated from the
Colorado River and we want the water
to do it, if further surveys prove it
practicable.

In negotiating a treaty concerning
the Colorado River, we do not see our
way clear to allocate, by treaty, any
of the waters from Arizona streams
as a portion of the main Colorado
River. We insist that the laws of
Arizona shall govern on the basis of
prior appropriation for beneficial use
and remain undisturbed on Arizona
streams. We grant the same right to
Nevada and to California to utilize
the waters of all of the streams that
originate in their territory but we de-
cline to dispose of, to other states, by
treaty, rights in Arizona streams, that
can be acquired in no other way.
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Economic law and self-preservation
dictate our policy in this matter.

I think I appreciate fully that you
gentlemen did not come to Arizona
looking for charity. If Arizona signed
the Colorada River Compact in its
present form we would be signing
away our future right to utilize the
resources of the river without recom-
pense. If we have something you
want and can utilize, economic justice
dictates that it be paid for. I believe
Arizona and Nevada have a definite
interest in the Colorado River that re-
ceived no consideration in the Com-
pact and little consideration in the
discussion concerning it; and that is
the right to derive revenue from the
power developed by the harnessing
of the river within our borders.

I am not fully informed as to how
Nevada feels about the matter; but
the State of Arizona expects to derive
revenue from every unit of electrical
energy generated in this State that is
utilized in other states. The Colorado
River Compact does not deal with this
question, but the State Engineer of
California, in a communication ad-
dressed to the Governor of California,
states that the upper basin states
have some claim on power that may
be developed in the lower basin. I
deny that any such right exists. I re-
pudiate such doctrine. The Colorado
River Compact gives to the upper
basin states rights which they cannot
acquire under the law except by put-
ting the water to beneficial use before
it is utilized in the lower basin. What
do they give in return? Whether the
water be apportioned under existing
la*, or by treaty, when it comes to
the Arizona line the upper basin
states have lost all title and right to
it and Arizona will conclude no
treaty unless that right be fully recog-
nized and established.

Something has been said, from time
to time, about the nationalization of
the river; that Arizona is said to have
forfeited her rights under the terms
of the Enabling Act granting statehood
to this State; efforts have been made
to distort the law as it relates to navi-
gation and alleged rights the federal
government might have in a navigable

river are used as a basis for discuss-
ing nationalization of the river; In
this connection I say to you that so
long as the courts of this land remain
open, Arizona anticipates no menace
from that direction. We would expect
to get from the courts the same rights
that New York might.

Arizona asserts that she is a sov-
ereign state, with rights equal to those
of any other state. • That she has
jurisdiction over the bed of the
streams from high water mark to high
water mark within this State- and all
of the water that flows therein except
as title has been acquired under exist-
ing law, and that between the States
of Nevada and California, where the
stream is a border stream, that the
sovereign rights lay between those
two states and Arizona and that any
rights as to power sites that the fed-
eral government may have in the
stream are the rights of a proprietor
only, and I hope that some day that
usurped right of the United States
will be challenged and that Arizona
may have the opportunity to show in
the Supreme Court that when the Con-
gress of the United States made the
reservations as to power sites, that it
exceeded its authority in denying ad-
mittance to the Territory of Arizona
to the Union of the states, which com-
prise the United States, on an equal
basis with all of the other states.

Arizona asserts that, while the fed-
eral government as a proprietor may
own the lands abutting the dam sites
and the lands that will be overflowed,
the State of Arizona, as a sovereign,
owns the land in the bed of the
stream, upon which the dam will be
erected and the water in the stream
and that it reserves the right to tax
and derive revenue from any develop-
ment in the river in whatever manner
the laws of this State may devise.

In conclusion, gentlemen, I believe
that any decisions you may reach
should first of all stipulate that no
treaty allocating the waters of the
Colorado River shall be effective until
it is fully established between the
United States government and the
Mexican government, that no water
rights will accrue to Mexican lands
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resulting from any storage facilities
provided on the Colorado River or any

of its tributaries. Second, I believe

that all the water that may renaain
unappropriated for beneficial use, un-
der the terms of the Colorado River
Compact, by the upper basin, should

be the basis of apportionment in the
lower basin rather than that the allo-
cation be limited to 81/2 million acre
feet appropriated by the Compact.

At this time Arizona is asked to
negotiate and distribute resources
from the biggest asset she has be-
cause some other sections of the
country assert that immediate devel-
opment of this asset is imperative to
-their welfare. We are unprepared to
negotiate but if an adjudication can
be worked out that sounds anywhere
near fair and equitable to this State,
I shall be very glad of the same. I
stand ready to cooperate with you
and to make available any information
we possess. I trust that your labors
may prove successful. (Applause.)

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Now,
gentlemen, the next procedure will
be the determination on your part as
to what your permanent organization
shall be like, and how the proceedings
shall be conducted. It has been sug-
gested by representatives from Cali-
fornia and Nevada that our procedure
will be along informal lines, more of
a symposium than a debating society,
and I would like to hear from Sen-
ator Swing of California as to his sug-
gestion along that line.

SENATOR SWING; Mr. Van Dyke
and Members of the Committee: This
thought has occurred to me that per-
haps we could get further if we would
just turn this desk around So the
California Comrvittee could all sit
together, and the Nevada Committee
could all sit together and the Arizona
Committee. I take it there may be
one or two questions we would like to
ask after we get in that position, be-
fore we proceed. If we could do that
we could address one another back
and forth as though we were sitting,
each as a separate unit.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Your idea
is not to have any formal organiza-

tion or any chairman or anything of
that sort; just a symposium of dele-
gates representing the different
states?

SENATOR SWING: I am inclined
to think we may ask a little further
along that line. We are not an or-
ganization; we are each here as a
separate unit. I think we ought to
maintain that.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Would
your -  be that each state
spea through individual representa-
tives?

SENATOR SWING: 'Yes, I presume
through the chairman.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: You
wouldn't limit the representation of
the state to the chairman? The chair-
man may select any one of his dele-
gation to discuss any particular topic?

SENATOR SWING: That is up to
the state.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Now, Mr.
Squires, of Nevada, have you any
suggestion to make?

MR. SQUIRES (of Nevada): Mr.
Van Dyke and Gentlemen of the Con-
ference: I think that Senator Swing's
suggestion is a good one; that we
meet in the form of a round table dis-
cussion and that each state, being a
unit, speak through its chairman or
member designated by its delegation,
and I think we can do no better at
this time than to resolve ourselves
into such a body.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Is there
any suggestion on the part of the Ari-
zona delegation in reference to that
procedure. Is there any objection on
the part of any delegate to that pro-
cedure?

MR. REID (of Arizona): Mr. Chair-
man: It seems to me like we could
get further if we would at least or-
ganize ourselves into a temporary or-
ganization with a chairman, and have
the same purpose in mind that these
gentlemen have, but I believe our
proceeding would be more orderly if
we should select a chairman from one
of the other states to act as a chair-
man of the w hole committee
and then carry out their ideas. It
seems we would get further and would
be able to work in a more orderly
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manner in that method than we could
by not having some definite line or
program; that's just a suggestion.

MR. MADDOCK (of Arizona): Mr.
Chairman, I take the same viewpoint
I believe we could work out the sym-
posium all together. At the. same
time it might be better to have a
chairman. I believe we can dispense
with a sergeant at arms, but I believe
it would be better to have a chairman,
so if we did slip or numerous people
got to talking at the same time we
could have a check on it. In order
to get at this I suggest the name of
Mr. Squires of Nevada as chairman.

SENATOR SWING: We have not
acquiesced in any such program and
I know it is not the sense of the Cali-
fornia committee to acquiesce in that
program, because the minute you or-
ganize into an organization then you
lose your identity as units, and you
cannot progress, I don't think, along
that line. Lknow that is the sense of
the California delegation. This is
not an organization. We are simply
here as independent units just as
though each were single persons sit-
ting down to discuss this problem.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Any fur-
ther suggestion in reference to this
matter; how will we determine what
our organization will be, gentlemen?
Would it be wise to appoint first a
credentials committee, Mr. Swing, to
report as to who are the authorized
delegates?

SENATOR SWING: I apprehend
that we have notice of that. We have
official notice through our governor
of the representatives of Nevada and
Arizona and I apprehend you have a
similar one. Governor Richardson
stated to me he had forwarded them
to Governor Hunt.

MR. McCLUSKEY (of Arizona): We
have never received them.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: How
would it be to permit each state to
be the judge of its own delegation?

SENATOR SWING: That would
answer the purpose.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: This or-
ganization is suggested, it seems to
me, to be an organization which is an
organization of states with a spokes-

man, and we would resolve ourselves
into a sort of symposium where the
spokesman could speak for his state.
Is that the idea?

SENATOR SWING: That was the
thought of the California committee.

MR. McGREGOR (of Arizona): That
also seems to be the thought of the
Nevada committee. It seems that it
would only be proper to yield to the
majority and get together.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Any fur-
ther discussion on this question? If
there is no objection on the part of
any of the delegation it will be so
ordered by the chair that the organ-
ization will be one of state units ana
that each state will be represented
through a spokesman, either the chair-
man or some one selected by the dele-
gation to represent their discussion_

SENATOR SWING: Before we pro-
ceed with that may I make inquiry
about the official report of the pro-
ceedings. I notice these gentlemen
here (the reporters) arid we would
like to know that such report will be
available at the conclusion of the
meeting.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: The -Cor-
poration Commission of the State of
Arizona has kindly loaned to us their
official reporter—

SENATOR SWING: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: That is

our report. I understand that Cali-
fornia has made other arrangements.

SENATOR SWING: I think this
would be a good time to discuss the
matter. I received a letter from a
court reporter out here; is this the
gentleman (to Mr. Ryan)?

REPORTER RYAN: Yes, sir.
SENATOR SWING: That is all

right.
CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Is there

anything else to come before this tem-
porary organization? We have with
us the President of the Water Users'
Association who would like to make
an announcement at this time, and I
take pleasure in introducing the presi-
dent of our Water Users' Association.

MR. REID (of Arizona): Mr. Chair-
man, I just had to step out on a phone
call. Did you perfect a temporary
organization?
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CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: We de-
cided to go into a state organization
with the chairman representing each
state or a spokesman from each state
to represent its orgatnization, and re-
solve itself into an informal commis-
sion which will discuss the matter
along symposium lines.

MR. REID: I see. The thing I would
like to say to you gentlemen this
morning who have come over on this
Colorado River thing, Is that irriga-
tion has a great deal to do with that.
We feel that we have a very success-
ful project here in the Salt River val-
ley and one that is worth your time
to look it over, and I want to extend to
you an invitation on behalf of the
Association, to spend a day with us
and go over the project. We wont°
like to show you how we have carried
on our development here, and we feel
in a small way it is the same thing
that can be carried on in the Colo-
rado River. We also feel that we
might show you something that would
be of interest to you, something that
you might take back home with you,
and we would be more than glad for
the committee to spare the time to go
over the project with us and look it
over. We will furnish you facilities
for transportation and everything, to
show you as easily as we can the
project. If that invitation be accepted
we will be glad to make arrangements
whenever convenient to you gentle-
men as our visitors to take you out
on this trip. (Applause.)

SENATOR SWING: About how long
will it take?

MR. REID: Well, if we went to the
dams it would take us probably the
afternoon to drive up there. They
have nice acommodations up there
at the Apache Lodge where we could
stay•all night and come back in the
morning; drive through a very large
section of the valley on the way up
and also on the way back. About a
day or a day and a half, we can show
you the high points of the whole
project. We feel it will be worth
your while.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: I would
like to add to President Reid's invita-
tion, that inasmuch as we have or-

ganized on the symposium basis that
I can see no reason why we cannot
have informal discussions while en
route both ways and will give us, if
accepted, an opportunity to get ac-
quainted and get our ideas together,
so when we come back we will know
more or less what our program will
be. At the same time we will have
an object lesson before us, in a meas-
ure, of what the general situation
will be like.

(At this point J. K. Doolittle, a per-
son interested in some irrigation pro-
ject attempted to make a statement
but was informed by the chairman
that he would recognize only dele-
gates at this time.)

SENATOR SWING: Is it your idea
we go up before we attempt to—

MR. REID 'interposing): My idea,
gentlemen, would be that we make
this trip first and give us all a chance
to get acquainted and give us a chance
to visualize some things which we
think are possible on the Colorado
river; and give you some new ideas
to take back home with you gentle-
men on your project; give us an op-
portunity to discuss these things in
rather an informal way and we felt it
might make for speed in this con-
ference.

SENATOR SWING: It is suggested
by some of the members of the Cali-
fornia Committee that they are anxious
to get away. Personally I would like
to take the trip and at least one other
member of the California Committee
is very anxious to take the trip. Two
of them are quite anxious to complete
their work and get away. So couldn't
we at least get started and then try
to complete our work or get started
on it any way and then arrange some
time to go up. As I say, speaking per-
sonally, I want to accept the invita-
tion.

MR. REID: I will say this, gentle'
men, we would be very glad to have
you arrange that according to your
own program. If you accept it now
we will be glad to arrange it now. If
you feel that some of the members are
in such a hurry they haven't the time
to spare, and later on some of the
members might lay over and make the
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trip we will be glad to extend the in-
vitation that way. We felt this would
perhaps give us some ideas in work-
ing out the proposed agreement, if
any, between the states as to the Colo-
rado River. In other words, we
thought it might help by getting first-
hand view of a picture of our project
here. Maybe it wouldn't.

SENATOR SWING: Then may we
proceed with the discussion here with
the understanding we may take this
up later?

MR. REID: At any time. It is sug-
gested we proceed with the under-
standing we can take it up at any
time and accept this invitation.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: What is
your position with regard to Nevada?

MR. SQUIRES: That is very satis-
factory to us.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: What is
next in order of procedure?

SENATOR SWING: Mr. Van Dyke,
may we not move the desks so we can
get California around here and Ne-
vada there and Arizona there, and the
reporters can sit there?
CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: All right,

we will proceed to organize on that
basis.

(At this time the desks are moved
around in the form of a circle and
closer together.)

SENATOR SWING: Mr. Van Dyke,
as chairman of the Arizona Commit-
tee, I would like to ask whether or
not the address of Governor Hunt
expresses the sentiment of the com-
mittee. First, for the purpose of the
record, the California committee is
composed of Senator L. L. Dennett,
Assemblyman Walter S. Little, Assem-
blyman A. C. Finney and Ralph E.
Swing. Mr.. McClure, state engineer,
is not a member of the committee, but
an advisor of the committee.

MR. McCLUSKSY: The Arizona list
is composed of C. W. Van Dyke,
chairman, F. A. Reid, A. G. McGregor,
Thomas Maddock and H. S. McClus-
key.

MR. SQUIRES: Nevada representa-
tives, George W. Borden, George A.
Cole, Levi SypherS and C. B. Squires.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Now, Mr.
Swing, did you have a question you

wished to ask of the Arizona dele-
gation?

SENATOR SWING: Yes, does this
speech of Governor Hunt here express
the sentiments of the committee rep-
resenting Arizona as far as these
negotiations are concerned?

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: The com-
mittee has been authorized by the
governor to use its own discretion in
all matters as they may develop with-
out any restrictive instructions what-
soever.

SENATOR SWING: That isn't quite
an answer to the question. I was
trying to get at whether that ex-
presses the sentiment of the Commit-
tee.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: I don't
see, senator, just what bearing that
would have on the matter. I presume
our policy will develop as we go along.
We would have a right to develop our
policy as to Arizona the same as you
would have a right to develop your
policy.

SENATOR SWING: I assume per-
haps the speech would neither have
been made nor distributed had it not
been for some purpose. Otherwise it
would be entirely foreign to any dis-
cussion. Now, if it is foreign to the
discussion, of course, it is no part of
these proceedings.

MR. SQUIRES: Gentlemen of Cali-
fornia and Arizona: In behalf of the
Nevada delegation, I wish to express
our appreciation of your invitation to
meet in this conference and our pleas-
ure at meeting with you today. In
view of the fact that in a measure the
address of Governor Hunt seems to
state the position of Arizona, and with
the idea of placing the other states
perhaps on record as to what their
position may be in this conference, I
will speak now for Nevada. Nevada
comes to this conference with the
hope she may be helpful in bringing
about a better understanding between
the three states of the lower basin of
the Colorado, and that she may lend
her co-operation and assistance to her
sister states in settling the more ap-
parent than real conflict of interests
which have involved previous dis-
cussions of the Colorado River prob-
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lem.
The question of the development of

the Colorado River, as it seems to us,
advanced through various stages of
sentiment and politics until it has
now, we think, been crystalized by
the pressing necessities of the pres-
ent into a practical economic prob-
lem from which immediate relief must
be found.

Therefore I will state that the basis

of all negotiations in this conference
as far as Nevada is concerned must

be the recognition of the immediate
necessity for a dam at or near Black
or Boulder Canyon on the Colorado
River. That, gentlemen, is the posi-
tion Which Nevada takes in this mat-
ter.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Now, your
position there is that the basis of
negotiations must be what?

MR. SQUIRES: Must be the recog-
nition by this conference that that
is the thing to do.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Shall be
the recognition of the construction
of—

MR. SQUIRES: Shall be the recog-
nition of the necessity for a dam at
Boulder or Black Canyon.

SENATOR SWING: May I ask a
question? As I understand the con-
dition precedent to a discussion and
further proceeding in this matter, you
think that question should be disposed
of?

MR. SQUIRES: So far as the in-
terests of Nevada are concerned that
is the primary question. If we can-
not determine on that policy there is
no use of Nevada going any further
with the discussion.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Would
Nevada insist upon a determination of
that before we have any further dis-
cussion or would you permit us to
discuss the general phases of the sit-
uation leading up to the ultimate, ade-
quate and proper solution?

MR. BORDEN (of Nevada): With
the consent of the chairman, I wish
to state that our interests lie entirely
where our boundary is and if there
is no location of the dam along our
boundary we cannot very logically
come to any point in your territory

and tell you what to do with water at
that point, or that we had a part in
the solution of that question. We
have, as we believe, certain rights
along the Colorado, and the major
portion or practically all of those
rights lie in the Boulder Canyon or
vicinity. For a basis of determination
of any other situation which may
arise, Boulder Canyon is the logical
point for us to start from; we would
be on foreign ground any other place
and that is the reason for our stand
in that respect.

MR. MADDOCK: If the desires of
Nevada could be covered in a gen-
eral proposition tliat would include the
entire question, you wouldn't desire
to have this determination first, or
to make any discussion of any other
question predicated upon a previous
discussion of one particular subject,
will you?

MR. SQUIREIS: I think we are justi-
fied in assuming from this address of
the governor that such a direct solu-
tion of the question would not be
favorably received by Arizona. There-
fore, I think we might as well decide
that question first before we go any
further.

SENATOR SWING: California, of
course, is already on record in what is
known as the Finney Resolution
adopted by the California legislature,
ratifying the Colorado River Com-
pact, in which the ratification is made
dependent upon that, so our position
is in accord with yours, I think, at
least to some extent. It is perfectly
agreeable to us, I think, to concede
the position taken by you, as stated
by the Nevada delegation, and deter-
mine that question first.

MR. REID: Mr. Squires, may I ask
a question: Wouldn't it be logical for
the Nevada representatives here to
undertake to work it out in a broad
way, leading up perhaps to what you
want, rather than to start in the other
end to? It seems to me like if there
is any development made where we
are all going to be jointly interested
in it, we have got to have some agree-
ment worked out. Now, if, as the
thing progresses and as things de-
velop, then the position which you
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stated in the beginning, might be very
well taken in the end, provided you
are not satisfied with the negotiations.
It seems to me like it puts Arizona
in rather a wrong position to start in
with the idea that "Now, we have
come over here to negotiate the build-
ing of the Black Canyon Dam" or any
other dam. "Otherwise, we are not
ready to proceed with this confer-
ence." I don't hardly think you gen-
tlemen want to put us in that posi-
tion, where we have got to take it or
leave it. I don't assume that is the
idea of this delegation coming over
here.

SENATOR SWING: Haven't we
been pretty near put in that position
by this statement of Governor Hunt?

MR. REID: I don't think so, Mr.
Swing. Governor Hunt appointed a
committee here without any instruc-
tions whatsoever. The committee rep-
resenting Arizona is open to undertake
to negotiate some kina or a satisfac-
tory agreement with the three states
at interest here, and there is no rea-
son why we can't proceed along that
line. I would assume that if we nego-
tiate something here that Governor
Hunt would not agree to he would tell
us so. Until then we are going to
assume we have a perfect right to go
ahead with the conference and work
out a solution of this problem. But
up to this time we haven't been told
that.

MR. BORDEN: We understand from
Governor Hunt's statement there's
certain things he won't approve. He
has definitely placed out of considera-
tion certain things, because his ap-
proval is necessary as we look at it,
and at the same time, while he has
definitely stated these things, we have
a definite statement which Mr.
Squires has given which we think is
not in accord at this time with the
statement already made by the gov-
ernor, and if we can't get together
on his statement then we are in a
position that is not altogether satis-
factory, so with that thought in mind
we have presented the statement as
given by Mr. Squires.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Suppose

we proceed to a general discussion of
the problem and see if we haven't
some common ground upon which we
can stand and work toward that end.
I don't think you will find Arizona op-
posing any legitimate construction de-
velopment of the dam at the earliest
moment possible. Now, as to what the
position of the Arizona delegation will
be, I don't think it ought to be stated
before the discussion is made. I think
it is only fair that we discuss the gen-
eral situation first and find out if we
haven't some common ground on
which we can stand. I don't think we
ought to, in a commisson of this kind,
make a final statement. It is true if
we are going to get together we have
got to have a general discussion of an
informal nature and find out first what
we have in common. Second, build
from that. My opinion is this: I don't
think that the governor's statement is
one which he restricts this committee
to follow, His instructions to this
committee are to go ahead and see
if we can't work out some solution
of this problem and present the find-
ings of the committee and we have
authority to negotiate with you on
that basis.

SENATOR SWING: May I inquire
on that basis, what I deem now to be
quite important, what are we to un-
derstand is the authority of this com-
mittee of Arizona? How far can you
go in binding the state and disre-
garding the governor's statement?

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: I will ask
Mr. McCluskey to answer the question
for the Arizona delegation.

MR. McCLUSKEY: There is really
no authority in law for an official
Arizona committee. The authority
that was granted for the negotiation
on the compact itself is granted by an
act passed in 1921, which authorizes
the appointment of an official nego-
tiator for the State of Arizona. As
matters stand now that law is dead;
that is the work for which that law
was passed has been accomplished.
The compact has been negotiated.
Resolutions and bills were introduced
to create other official negotiations
in the last session of the legislature,
none of which became laws. I take
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it that this committee is unofficial,
that is as far as the law is concerned,
but it has been designated by the gov-
ernor to try to work out some pro-
posal that might be submitted, or
might be agreeable to the other two
states, and that might be submitted
to other legislatures or to the people
of the state as a possible solution of
the whole question. We are not bound
by any instructions whatsoever; we
are free to act.

SENATOR SWING: Have you au-
thority to enter into a compact on be-
half of your state?

MR. McCLUSKEY: No, sir.
MR. MADDOCK: May I say this:

The constitution of the State of Ari-
zona provides that the governor has
the authority to handle business be-
tween states, to negotiate. We feel
that we are working under that, but
we feel that we have no more au-
thority than any other delegation
here; that we cannot bind our state
and neither can any other delegation
bind the states; that the only thing
that can bind the states are the re-
spective legislatures of the states.
We feel that the various states have
different ideas. Various legislatures
have certainly shown that they had
various ideas, and we proposed if we
could get together some two years or
more after the last time that there
were any delegates together, we may
iron out some of these difficulties or
at least understand one another, but
we don't feel we can bind the State
of Arizona, nor do we feel that you can
bind California, nor the Nevada dele-
gation bind their state.

SENATOR SWING: The California
delegation, of course, has authority
to act.

MR. MADDOCK: Has the legisla-
ture of California the right to dele-
gate legislative authority to your com-
mittee, and have they done so?

SENATOR SWING: Not legislative
authority. Authority to enter into this
conference.

MR. MADDOCK: And anything you
would agree to would not bind the
State of California?

SENATOR SWING: No, would be
subject to confirmation.

MR. MADDOCK: We feel the same
way.

SENATOR SWING: Assuming now
that you are acting under the consti-
tutional authority and the governor
has the authority in the matter, then
don't that dignify his remarks here to
such an extent that we have to ac-
cept them as being the position of
Arizona, the governor being the per-
son, which under your constitution is
the only one authorized to negotiate?
He has stated to us the position of
Arizona. Assuming he is acting un-
der that constitutional authority we
are justified in assuming that this is
the position of Arizona, which, tak-
ing it a little further, is directly in
conflict with the position stated by
Nevada that they wish to assume.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Well, we
take it for granted, Mr. Swing, that
the purpose of this conference is to
discuss the fundamental relationship
that exists on the Colorado River
looking toward a solution of the prob-
lem where we can make progress. I
take it for granted that this is Gov-
ernor Hunt's opinion. He has ap-
pointed a committee here to repre-
sent Arizona and if we go into a dis-
cussion of the details of this prob-
lem in a general way we might find
some common ground upon which we
may stand, and it seems the logical
thing to do when we are gathered to-
gether here, to begin to discuss the
merits and demerits of the various
positions we have here. There may
be some things upon which we can
get together, and if there are I be-
lieve the peopl e of our respective
states expect us to do that. We are
here ready for progress; ready to do
something. We want to co-operate
with you in every way we can. You
can justify your position and we can
justify our position, and we can't
get anywhere by stating ultimatums.
We don't presume to state we have put
In an ultimatum here. We are anxious
to negotiate with you and to do some-
thing for the development and pro-
gress of this problem at this time.
I think that is our position. It seems
to me there's certain general things
we can discuss here leading up to
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this as we go along and perhaps we
can find a common ground upon which
we can stand. It may be we are pre-
pared to give you people everything
you want when we know what you
want, and the only way to find that
out is to discuss it and to proceed.
I cannot see that the speech made by
the governor is any deterrent to a
discussion of the situation in detail.

SENATOR SWING: We came out
here with the same thought in mind.
California's only purpose is to attempt
to arrive at an equitable solution of
this question. California wants noth-
ing that is unfair; California wants
nothing that she is not willing to ac-
cede to every other state, but we .did
not anticipate when we came
that the supreme power of the State
of Arizona was going to make a state-
ment that is practically—it is almost
an ultimatum, gentlemen. I don't see
how you can view it any other way.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Well, we
will concede at first that Arizona has
some equities in the Colorado River,
isn't that true? We will all concede
Arizona has some equities. We are
willing to concede that California has
some equities and we are willing to
concede that Nevada has some equi-
ties. That's our first concession.
Now, let us proceed to a determina-
tion of what those equities are.

MR. SYPHERS (of Nevada): Gen-
tlemen, you will excuse me for stand-
ing on my feet while I speak. I was
very much interested in the very able
-way in which Governor Hunt pre-
sented what he deems to be the claims
of Arizona. Governor Hunt, being the
administrative authority of the state
has done us the courtesy of appoint-
ing a committee to confer with us in
this matter. Yet, his speech, as chief
administrative authority of the state
has been so emphatic upon some
points, practically saying that, "come
what will, certain phases of the ques-
tion we are going to take to the su-
preme court of the United States if
decided against us." Then, under
that, he says in the concluding para-
graph of his speech: "At this time
Arizona is asked to negotiate and
distribute resources from the biggest

asset she has because some other sec-
tions of the country assert that the
immediate development of this asset
is imperative to their welfare. We
are unprepared to negotiate but if
an adjudication can be worked out
that sounds anywhere near fair and
equitable to this state, I shall be very
glad of the same. I stand ready to
co-operate with you and to make avail-
able any information we possess. I
trust that your labors may prove suc-
cessful."

Now,- on the face of it that seems
very fair, but by some declarations
made by the governor most emphati-
cally we cannot infer anything else
than that if Arizona does not get that
the matter is going to be taken into
court. So far as I can perceive the
situation, we other states are not in
a position to yield those things which
the governor makes imperative, and on
the face of the thing it seems to me
that Nevada is not taking any logical
position, in the light of the governor's
statement as chief authority of the
state, when we do say we have a
foundation on which to negotiate. If
this committee is in position to say
that, whether or not Arizona can
carry these matters into the supreme
court that the governor has stated em-
phatically must be done, if you are
prepared to say that is not so, then
there might be some profit in dis-
cussion, but unless you are prepared
to say that, it seems to me it is a
loss of time as far as Nevada is con-
cerned.

MR. McGREGOR: I was wondering
if you would make progress if you
would point out to us what is so ob-
jectionable in the statement made
by the governor.

MR. FINNEY: Is that assuming that
this is your statement and that you
commend everything here? We ought
not to be required to point out ob-
jections. If you are putting it forward
as a platform, then of course, it is
the subject of discussion

MR. MADDOCK: May I say this—
I am only speaking for myself; I can-
not speak for any one else:—For my-
self, for my conscience and for my
citizenship to the State of Arizona, I
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am here absolutely independent, and
before I was appointed I made no
pledges, nor was I required any by
the governor. At no time — I am
speaking frankly and openly—have I
been asked to state my position. The
only thing that binds me to any ar-
rangement is my conscience and my
desire to help my state, and I think
the other members of our committee
are the same way.

SENATOR SWING: What is your
answer to Nevada's position?

MR. MADDOCK: My Answer to Ne-
vada would be that the part is not
greater than the whole, and I don't
think our entire discussion should be
limited to one part of a great big
proposition.

SENATOR SWING: I concede that,
but assuming now that their position
has been made clear, is it as was
stated by one of their delegates, worth
while to take up the rest of the dis-
cussion?

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: We be-
lieve it is, Mr. Swing.

MR. BORDEN: As I understand it,
I think your constitution is similar to
ours, and we looked into that as far
as our own constitution is concerned
before we came down, and I don't
know that California is that way, but
I think Arizona's is, that the matters
between states must be handled
through their governors and conse-
quently this statement comes to us
out of rather a clear sky and as more
of an ultimatum, in fact more of an
ultimatum, I think, than ours was,
that there were certain things that
the governor wouldn't stand for, and
regardless of what was done here it
couldn't be carried on in that way;
that he would oppose it, and under
your constitution we think that he is
the last line on the subject unless it
goes to the Supreme Court. Conse-
quently we felt we should put forth a
proposition and find out whether or
not the Boulder or Black Canyon dam
can be a method of consideration and
a basis by which, if it was construct-
ed, then the division and everything
else could be worked out accordingly.
That does not, to our way of think-
ing, interfere seriously with such
power projects that you may have up

the river, but it does vitally interest
us, and it interests us all the more
in view of your constitutional author-
ity making the statement he has made
this morning.

MR. McGREGOR: He hasn't said
anything about the location of any
dam.

MR. BORDEN; No, only by infer-
ence.

MR. FINNEY: Does Arizona con-
sider that Nevada's request conflicts
with the statement of the governor?

MR. McCLUEKEY: I don't see
where it does. I think that the speech
of the governor must be taken as a
whole and considered as a whole,
and that the speech must be predicat-
ed on a discussion of the Colorado
River Compact as drawn at Santa Fe.
He points out what he summarizes as
defects in the compact and objects to
those defects in the compact, and
suggests that those ought to be rem-
edied as a basis for any adoption of
the compact as such, and he lays the
basis or what might be considered
reservations or limitations on the com-
pact and discusses in general the re-
lationships that exist between the
three states in the lower basin, and
their relationship to the compact.

Now, if the compact is eliminated
from the discussion entirely; consid-
ered as a dead proposition, the matter
then becomes a question, I would
take it, of what the economic inter-
ests of the three states are in the
lower basin; what the three states'
economic interests may be at Boulder
Canyon, if you care to discuss Boulder
Canyon. Arizona has an interest at
Boulder Canyon equal to any of the
three other states. At least an equal
interest with Nevada. The damsite
would be between those two states;
the stream is a border stream there.
It might be that .our interets, grant-
ing certain qualifications, might be
advanced further at this time by the
building of Boulder Canyon Dam, I
don't know. That is a matter for
subject of discussion. It may be that
California's interests as stated in your
resolution and stated by Mr. Swing,
is predicated wholly upon a discus-
sion of the proposition and the build-
ing at Boulder Canyon.

But, I think, as the governor has
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pointed out, that Arizona has other
interests as well as the interests at
Boulder Canyon; interests above
Boulder Canyon and interests below
Boulder Canyon where the river be-
comes a border stream between Cali-
fornia and Arizona, and in the con-
sideration of an agreement there is
something to be decided between
California and Arizona as well as be-
tween California and Nevada. I take
it this speech of the governor must
be taken, as I said as a premise, as
discussing the compact as written.
I concede and I contend, and I think
the Arizona delegation concedes and
contends that there is au identity of
interests in the building of a storage
reservoir, flood control, water for it:-
rigation, and power, and all three
states have an interest in that being
accomplished at an early date.

The question of division of the
benefits that might accrue from that
development, I think is of interest to
the three states. I feel confident that
neither Nevada nor California would
assert that Arizona would have no in-
terest in the dam at Boulder Canyon.
I know that Arizona has no such idea
in mind. It is certain that Nevada
has interests at Boulder Canyon, Cal-
ifornia has interests at Boulder Can-
yon. I take it that the governor's
statement in connection with the ben-
efits that would accrue from develop-
ment at Boulder Canyon is suggestive
of why Arizona needs some further
agreement than the Colorado River
Compact—as a basis—some other bas-
is than the Colorado River Compact,
to be arrived at before Arizona agrees
to the proposition of giving a permit
for the development from our State
Water Commissioner and under our
state law. And, I take it, when ref-
erence was made to the courts that
he answers the arguments or the
statements and the proposals—going
so strong as that—as advanced by, I
will say representatives, of the states
at interest, in pending legislation, in
stating that Arizona would resist de-
velopment until an ageement was
made defining her equities.

I see no reason to take it or to
state that the governor's remarks are
an ultimatum. I take it he expresses
his viewpoint as to what he thinks

the situation should be. He has stat-
ed to this commission or to his dele-
gates that they are absolutely free,
untrammeled and unbound and I do
not believe he knows the sentiment
or the beliefs of the delegates that
are on this commission. I know that
I do not know what the views of this
delegation are on all subjects or what
this conference might result in. It
might be satisfactory to the governor
and it might not. It might be satis-
factory to the governor and not to
the people of the State of Arizona,
through its legislature.

The only thing I can say to you as
one member of the delegation and a
member who does not expect to have
very much to say beyond what I have
already said, that I think we are all
prepared to go to work and try to
work something out here to find where
the identity of interests lie and ar-
rive at some basis where we can set-
tle upon an equitable apportionment
of these benefits.

MR. MADDOCK: I would like to
add a little aside that we have been
two days trying to find out what our
own opinions arc.

MR. SYPHERS: I am seeking in-
formation in regard to some ques-
tions I asked. Take on page two - of
the governor's statement, paragraph
three: "You ask about Arizona?
What does she want from the Colo-
rado River? I say to you gentlemen,
frankly, that at this time all we ask
for, if the economic laws are to be set
aside and a treaty negotiated, is that
Arizona receive protection of her
rights including her future develop-
ment. If you ask me specifically
what we want, I reply to you frankly,
without any apology, that we do not
know because we have not sufficient
data available to determine what it is
practicable to develop." Now, if this
honorable committee has data to clear-
ly define the position or basis on
which we can negotiate we would he
very glad to know that, but in the
face of the governor's statement that
you haven't, it seems to me it would
be rather difficult to get it.

MR. REID: Mr. Chariman, I want
to say this on my own account, that
my appointment on this committee
was made by Governor Hunt without
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any restrictions whatsoever. There's
been no time since we have been in
conference that he has imposed any
restrictions on us . In fact we have
never discussed this matter with
Governor Hunt : the committee has
not, and as far as the governor know-
ing the ideas of this committee, he
don't know it any more than you do.
I think this committee has ideas of its
own as to the way this development
should be made. Whether those ideas
are in accord with the ideas of you
gentlemen we don't know until we
get into the discussion of it. I feel
certain that each member of the com-
mittee is in the same position I am
in. I do not feel that this committee
is bound by any instructions what-
soever. I think Governor Hunt's
speech here this morning was made,
as Mr-, McCluskey says, as a whole to
the proposition, without any reference
to details. I do not think there is
any question but what we have got
enough information; I think this com-
mittee feels we have got enough in-
formation to work out an agreement
here to be submitted to the legislat-
ors of the State of Arizona or to the
people to work out a satisfactory de-
1, elopment on the Colorado River. 1 be-
lieve if you people take the same atti-
tude we will get somewhere on it.

If we are coming in here, each mak-
ing ultimatums, saying we are going
to have this or are going to have that
before we get anywhere, all I can say
on My own part is that my feeling is
that all that Arizona is going to ask
for is what is right and fair and just.
We are ready to go ahead; ready to
proceed with this development just
as last as we can get it in shape with-
out delay any further than is neces-
sary to have these things put in
legal shape, and if the delegations
from Nevada and California can take
the same position I think we have
got some common ground to start
from.

MR. BORDEN: There Is one thing
that has been mentioned that we feel
is entirely out of our jurisdiction;
that is the Santa Fe Compact. Our
state, through the legislature and the
governor has approved the Santa Fe
Compact, and we can begin from

there and go ahead, but to go back of
it we have no authority.

MR. McGREGOR: Does your state
have any objection to the substitution
of prior protection rather than the
compact?

MR. BORDEN: Our legislature has
answered that for us.

MR. MADDOCK: Could we say
this: That the Compact has been
before the people of the various states
for more than two years. This state
twice has had the matter up for the
solution of the legislature; the legis-
lature has twice refused to solve the
problem. Since California approved
it they have turned it down. The
Compact, having apparently been un-
able to be adopted, what we would
like to do is to find out what can
be approved.

MR. BORDEN: Our legislature bas
taken definite action on that. The
fact is we are not a legislative com-
mittee or body such as would have
any authority to go back of their ac-
tion.

MR. REID: Then are we to assume
that your authority has been entirely
taken away from you by the action of
the legislature, and that you came
down here to do one thing, and that
is to have Arizona ratify the Com-
pact?

MR. BORDEN: No.
MR. REID: What did you c,'- me

down here for?
MR. BORDEN: We came down here

with the idea of settling the lower
basin question if we could all three
get together on it, but you gentlemen,
the minute we state the lower basin
question, consider it as a question
that is predicated upon the Compact—

MR. REID: Not as far as Arizona
is concerned.

MR. BORDEN: No, but it is with
us.

MR. REID: Not necessarily. The
Compact has not been ratified. It
isn't legal and isn't binding upon the
State of Nevada until the other states
ratify it.

MR. BORDEN: We have ratified it
and it is binding upon us co that ex-
tent.

MR. REID: Not until ratified by
all seven states and approved by Con-
gress.
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MR. SWING: California ratified it.
MR. REID: Didn't ratify the six-

states compact?
MR. SWING: Yes.
MR. REID: Indeed they didn't, not

according to the dope we have; we
have the proceedings.

MR. SWING: We ratified it.
MR. REID: With reservations.
MR. SWING: Yes; have to be ac-

cepted by all the rest of them.
MR. MADDOCK: We think there

is a lot of misconception here simply
because we are each figuring for our
own states. Some one is carrying
the worst things in each state. What
we would like to do is to try to get,
at a joint meeting, some suggestion we
can offer to the legislatures of the
three states that will be approved by
them.

MR. SWING: We came here in
that spirit, as I anticipate Nevada
did also, but the minute we come in
we are confronted with an ultimatum
almost, containing things that cer-
tainly, from Nevada's standpoint, puts
them out of the running, and I am
not sure but what it does California,
and while you say you are not bound
by the governor, you are here repre-
senting the governor because you are
the governor's committee, appointed
under that constitutional authority,
and whatever you may say you are
necessarily, under the law, the gov-
ernor's representatives here today,
and when the governor speaks he
necessarily speaks for you, perhaps
not individually but collectively, but
when he speaks as he did this morn-
ing, as Nevada says, that cuts them
out.

MR. REID: 1 am sure he is not
speaking for, this committee.

MR. SWING: Not individually but
collectively. You are his committee
and he is the only authority there is.

MR. REID: That is all right.
CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Mr. Mc-

Cluskey would like to ask a question.
MR. McCLUSKEY: I would like to

ask a question of Nevada, wherein
the governor's remarks lets them out
of the picture.

MR. BORDEN: You are asking a
question with regard to us that you
just answered California and my an-
swer would be the same as yours that

the general policy there is such we
do not understand it exactly; mit be
has outlined definitely what he calls
his policy. Now, I think you fellows
can better give us an idea of what his
policy is. As we see it, from the
words that's been read here, I don't
think it is necessary to repeat them,
that we are more or less out of ths pic-
ture; in the first place with regards
to the Santa Fe Compact.

MR. McGREGOR: Would you like
us folks to repudiate what the gover-
nor says and start from there?

MR. SWING: I don't see how you
can.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Arizona
is ready and willing at this time to
enter into a negotiation and discus-
sion relative to the merits of this sit-
uation covering the entire subject and
we would like to proceed with that,
-with the hopes that something can be
accomplished for the welfare of the
three states. There's no definite ac-
tion taken as yet. Nothing has real-
ly happened yet concerning the mer-
its of the situation. I can see no ob-
jection inasmuch as we are here, to
going ahead and discussing the rela-
tive positions of the three states on
this matter in the hope that we can
arrive at some conclusion which will
be beneficial to all. I don't think
Arizona is opposed to your wishes. I
think probably we can work out some-
thing here which will be satisfactory
to all concerned, so that you will all
get just what you want. Certainly we
can't determine that by refusing to
discuss the problem. We are here
and we are ready to discuss, ready to
proceed. We believe we can work
out an understanding here which will
be fair and just to all interests. Mr.
McCluskey would like to ask Nevada
a question.

MR. McCLIJSKEY: Is it the idea
of the Nevada delegation, based upon
the statement that you were bound by
the compact, that Arizona should be
restricted in her developmeui u., the
terms of the Colorado River Compact?

MR. BORDEN: We undertook to
make no statement with regard to
Arizona. We are stating our own
limitations.

MR. REID: Gentlemen, I make
this suggestion: I think it is about
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the noon hour and I think it would be
well to adjourn this meeting until
about one-thirty or two oclock and
then you gentlemen get together and
discuss this problem between your-
selves. Our position is as the Chair-
man stated. We are ready to go
ahead with this thing. We are ready
to enter into negotiations to see what
we can work out. I don't see any rea-
son why the other delegations can't
take the same position, even though
it was unofficial. We don't expect
that all the things or acts or agree-
ments made here by this conference
are going to be binding upon thè
states. We feel if you gentlemen en-
tered into an agreement here you
would have to refer it back to your
legislature anyhow, so if we could get
something we could all agree on and
refer it to these different legislative
bodies it seems to me like we would
be getting somewhere, rather than
taking Oie position we are only will-
ing to negotiate when this is done or
something else is done. I suggest we
adjourn until 1:3G o'clock.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: The sug-
gestion is made that we adjourn until
two o'clock.

SENATOR SWING: Don't forget
we are living by a different hour than
you. Consequently we eat an hour
later and get up an hour later.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: I take
it our time now says twelve thirty.

SENATOR SWING: If the position
is as stated I see no use of further
discussion.

MR. SQUIRES: It seems to the
Nevada delegation that the whole dis-
cussion of the Colorado River prob-
lem from our standpoint and prob-
ably from the standpoint of the Cali-
fornia delegation as well, is based up-
on the question of whether or not Ari-
zona is prepared to withdraw its op-
position, if any it has, to a project at
Boulder Canyon, and the details of that
being worked out to some extent in a
way that may be found satisfactory'
to Arizona, if they are then prepared
to work in favor of such construction.
It seems to me from the standpoint of
Nevada that is the only point at issue,
and if we can assume that there is no
objection on the part of Arizona to
what we consider the essential tea-

tures of this development then it
seems to me we can go ahead with
other discussion and details and dis-
cuss other questions appertaining to
the subject, and I would suggest that
at the close of this recess Arizona,
if she may and is able, give us an an-
swer on that one particular question.
Then we can know whether we are
able to proceed with further discus-
sion.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Would
it be all right to adjourn to two o'clock
and give us an opportunity at that
time to answer the question?

MR. McCLUSKEY: Let me put a
question first. Mr. Squires, are we to
understand that the only discussion
or only understanding that is possible
to arrive at here must be predicated
upo,.- the acceptance by Arizona of
the ( )1orado Compact?

MR. SQUIRES: Not necessarily.
SENATOR SWING: I don't under-

stand that that question is involved
in this.

MR, McCLUSKEY: Let us say for
the sake of argument or for the sake
of developing the idea, that develop-
ment cannot proceed at Boulder Can-
yon without a permit from the State
of Arizona; let us assume that, and
that as a precedent to obtaining that
permit Arizona demands further pro-
tection than that given to her in the
Colorado Compact. Let us assume
that Arizona wants to see a dam con-
structed immediately at Boulder Can-
yon or anywhere, are we to assume
that Nevada and California will not
undertake to co-operate with Arizona
in trying to find a basis for giving
Arizona the protection that she thinks
she ought to have, as a basis to the
discussion of a development at Bould-
er Canyon? Assuming that the Impe-
rial Valley needs flood protection im-
mediately, a regulated water supply,
and Nevada places her entire stake
or interest in this pot at Boulder Can-
yon, Arizona having an interest there
I would like to know if Nevada and
California are willing to discuss some
further protection for Arizona than
the Colorado River Compact gives
her, precedent to a, discussion of the
development at Boulder Canyon?

MR. FINNEY: In other words you
wouldn't be prepared to go on and
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further negotiate unless these other
delegates are prepared to negotiate to
change the terms of the Colorado
River Compact?

MR. McCLUSKEY: We would like
to know whether or not Nevada and
California, through their delegations
here, as a basis for negotiations, are
going to hold Arizona to the terms
of the Colorado River Compact?

MR. FINNEY: Wouldn't it be tb,ir
for us to ask you whether you will ne-
gotiate further unless we are prepar-
ed to change the terms of the Colorado
River Compact?

SENATOR SWING: I don't think
the Colorado River Compact is in-
volved in the present discussion.

MR, FINNEY: It has been brought
,in.

SENATOR SWING: I don't think
it is involved.

MR. McCLUSKEY: Then if the
Colorado River Compact is not in-
volved I would say that Nevada and
California have no cause to take any
exception to the statements contain-
ed in the governor's speech, inasmuch
as his whole speech is predicated up-
on the Colorado River Compact being
a portion of this discussion.

SENATOR SWING: You under-
stood the question as asked by the
Nevada delegation? .

MR. McCLUSKEY: I am trying to
get a basis wherein we can consider
an answer to their question.

MR. McGREGOR: It seems that it
is not out of the way for the Nevada
delegation to point out specifically
what they are objecting to.

SENATOR SWING: Let us ,;es if
we understand Nevada. As I under-
stand Nevada's position is this, they
are prepared to go ahead and negoti.
ate with reference to the various mat-
ters provided Arizona will agree to
withdraw all objections to the con-
struction of the dam at or near Boul-
der Canyon.

MR. REID: I didn't understand it
that way.

SENATOR SWING: Let's see if I
correctly stated it, and if you will co-
operate in the construction.

MR. MADDOCK: Personally I am
perfectly prepared. I think I am pre-
pared to enter into any discussion,
and in that sum total everything that

Nevada wants at Boulder Canyon is
subject to discussion.

SENATOR SWING: That may be,
but from their standpoint, as I get
their remarks, it would be a waste of
time to take up the other matter if
we are going to break on this even-
tually.

MR. MADDOCK: The objection of
the upper basin states to any con-
struction in the lower basin is to
preserve their rights. That is why
the compact was entered into. You
cannot do anything in the Colorado in
one place without inadvertently do-
ing something somewhere else. All
we would like to do would be to have
all the various phases of the matters
discussed openly and frankly.

MR. SYPHERS: Mr. McCluskey,
do I understand it to be your position,
and I seem to get that idea from your
remarks, that in order for your com-
mittee to accede or agree to the con-
struction of a dam at Boulder Canyon
that there must be an agreement for
further protection for Arizona than
the seven states compact at present
provides?

MR. McCLUSKEY: I would an-
swer that this way: The Arizona leg-
islature has twice considered the Col-
orado River Compact, for 120 nays,
60 days at each session. The Colo-
rado River Compact hasn't had a
chance to receive the approval the
Arizona legislature as written. The
almost unanimous sentiment of the
last legislature was to require reser.
vations. I think that the overwhelm-
ing sentiment of the people of the
State of Arizona at this time is
against the Colorado River Compact
without reservations being made to
give us further protection.

Now, if Nevada puts us in the posi-
tion, and California puts us in the
position, of saying to you that we have
to withdraw all objections to Boulder
Canyon as a precedent to further dis-
cussion here, that simply means that
we have got to put ourselves in the
position of saying to you that we
have got to accept the Colorado River
Compact, something we cannot do.

Now, what we thought we might be
able to do here is to discuss our
identity of interests; what our in-
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terests were and what your interests
were and what California's interests
were at Boulder Canyon. I think you
are all agreed we all have some in-
terest there; is that agreed?

MR. SYPHERS: I understand your
position to be this, that because of
the history of the Compact before the
legislature you wouldn't like to go
back to the legislature and ask that
it be accepted?

MR. McCLUSKEY: I don't think
they would do it.

MR. SYPHERS: We are in the same
position on the other side of the line.
The Nevada Legislature has ratified
the compact, and while, as you say,
we are not bound by it until all have
approved it, yet our committee would
feel rather delicate about going to
our legislature and saying "You fel-
lows have made a mistake." We are
in the same position only on the op-
posite side of the line.

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: That is
the reason for the conference, is it
not?

SENATOR SWING: Did I correctly
state Nevada's position, Mr. Squires?

MR. SQUIRES: I think so.
CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: We all

understand that position. Suppose we
adjourn. Let us adjourn then until
two o'clock.

(Whereupon the conference ad-
journed until two oclock, Monday af-
ternoon, August 17, 1925.)

2 o'clock P. M., August 17, 1925.
All parties being present, as here-

tofore noted, the proceedings of the
Colorado River Conference were re-
sumed as follows:

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Are we
ready to proceed, gentlemen? I have
asked the reporter to give us in writ-
ing the question propounded by Mr.
Squires just before we adjourned;
and we have prepared an answer by
the Arizona delegation. Mr. Squires'
question was: "It seems to the Ne-
vada delegation that the whole dis-
cussion of the Colorado River prob-
lem from our standpoint and prob-
ably from the standpoint of the Cali-
fornia delegation as well, is based up-
on the question of whether or not

Arizona is prepared to withdraw its
opposition, if any it has, to a project
at Boulder Canyon, and the details of
that being worked out to some extent
in a way that may be found satisfac-
tory to Arizona, if they are then pre-
pared to work in favor of such con-
struction. It seems to me from the
standpoint of Nevada that is the only
point at issue, and if we can assume
that there is no objection on the part
of Arizona to what we consider the
essential features of this development
then it seems to me we can go ahead
with other discussion and details and
discuss other questions appertaining
to the subject, and I would suggest
that at the close of this recess Ari-
zona, if she may and is able, give us
an answer on that one particular ques-
tion. Then we can know whether we
are able to proceed with further dis-
cussion.-

Arizona offers this in reply: "The
Arizona Committee would reply to Mr.
Squires that it is ready to negotiate
with reference to the project at
Boulder Canyon or any other site, pro-
vided the details with reference to
that development can be worked out
in a manner satisfactory to Arizona,
and in the event we can arrive at an
agreement the Arizona Committee is
fully prepared to urge co-operation to
the fullest extent in such develop-
ment.

MR. SWING: Could we have that
read again, please?

CHAIRMAN VAN DYKE: Yes, I
will read it. (Typewritten copies of
the repli were handed to the Ne-
vada delegation and to the California
delegation.)

MR. SWING: May I make this in-
quiry from the Arizona Committee?
I just wrote this down hurriedly a
minute ago after I came in after
lunch. I think it expresses what we
were trying to arrive at, and I sub-
mitted it to Mr. Squires a moment
ago. I will just read it. I think this
really expresses the California
thought, I know on the subject. It
would have to be in some such form in
substance as this: It is agreed be-
tween the various representatives of
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the states here assembled that any
agreement entered into shall contain
in substance a proviso that the State
of Arizona shall immediately with-
draw its opposition to the construc-
tion of a dam at Boulder Canyon, at
or near Boulder Canyon, a darn in the
Colorado river at or near Boulder Can-
yon, and will urge immediate develop-
ment of such project in order that
the said states and the people jointly
may utilize at the earliest possible
moment the resources of this great
river now being wasted. If we can
agree on that I think we can pro-
ceed.

MR. REID: Mr. Chariman, may I
ask Mr. Swing a question?

CHIRMAN VAN DYKE: Yes.
MR.: REID: Is that in the form of

an ultimatum to the committee, to the
Arizona committee, that we must
agree on something like that in or-
der to proceed?

SENATOR SWING: Oh no. I tried
to express in here what I under-
stood was the question we were
discussing just before noon and the
form in which some action should i.,e
taken.

MR. REID: In other words, you
want us to enter into an agr2ement
to do certain things even before
we discuss it, is that the idea?

SENATOR SWING: No.
MR. REID: What is the object c.f

that resolution then?
SENATOR SWING: Tt is not in

the nature of a resolution. In fol-
lowing up the Nevada representa-
tive's statement then of course if
we are going to go ahead we want
to decide this question and get
it out of our way. We dispose of it
in this way, that in any agreement
that we may enter into in the future
between us here that agreement shall
contain a proviso in substance along
the lines I have read.

MR. .R.EID: Well, Mr. Swing, you
are not in a .position now, nor pre-
pared to state at this time just
what Nevada wants in that agree-
ment are you?

SENATOR SWING: No, I am not
in a position to state anything in re-

gard to what Nevada wants insofar
as Nevada goes.

MR REID: Are you in a position
to state just what California wants
in that agreement?

MR. SWING: Not entirely, no.
MR. REID: Is Mr. Squires, for

Nevada?
MR. SWING: You will have lo

address that remark to him.
MR. REID: Are you, Mr. Squires,

in a position to state definitely what
Nevada wants in this particular de-
velopment?

MR. SQUIRES: I think so. Our
position is quite clear, that assum-
ing that opposition to the construc-
tion of a dam at Boulder Canyon
is withdrawn by Arizona—

MR. MADDOCK: (Interrupting)
Just a moment. For my particular,
personal privilege and benefit, what
objection has there been on the part
of Arizona to the construction of
a dam at Boulder that must be with-
drawn?

MR. SQUIRES: I can't say def-
initely except it has been generally
understood that your governor had
the dam at Glen Canyon or some
other place up the river.

MR. MADDOCK: That is why we
thought this morning that we ought
to enter into a general discussion in
order that we could dissipate some
of the general misunderstandings
which were not real misunderstand-
ings and don't exist.

SENATOR SWING: Then, if there
is no opposition, why can't we say
there isn't any? Then that is easy.

MR. MADDOCK: We have submit-
ted the answer.

MR. SQUIRES: With reservations,
however.

MR. REID: The question which
Mr. Squires asked this morning if
Arizona would withdraw its opposi-
tion, if any it had, to the project
at Boulder Canyon, as far as I am
concerned, I never heard that Ari-
zona had any objections to a dam at
Boulder Canyon.

SENATOR SWING: Then there
would not be any serious objection to
such an agreement on your part?

MR. REID: Not at all if we had
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a clear understanding of what that
development was going to be. Nv e
don't want to agree to do something
until we know how the details of that
is going to work out. You say you are
not in a position to submit at this
time just what California wants in
that.

SENATOR SWING: On that particu-
lar 9

MR. REID: On that particular, are
you?
SENATOR SWING: I think suffici-
ently.

MR. REID: If you will just submit
that we will surely try to work it out.

MR. SWING: You know what the
construction at Boulder Canyon is.
There isn't anybody in this room that
don't know that.

MR. REID: We don't know what
California wants out of that. You
haven't stated; neither has Nevada
stated what they want out of it. If you
will state that we are prepared to
enter into a discussion of it with you.

SENATOR SWING: Have you ever
heard of the construction of a dam
in Boulder Canyon?

MR. REID: Yes.
SENATOR SWING: Are you in fa-

vor or opposed to the construction of
a dam in Boulder Canyon?

MR. REID: That depends on this
agreement entirely.

SENATOR SWING: What do you
mean by agreement?

MR. REID: What kind of an agree-
ment we would come to. Assuming
every detail was worked out to our
satisfaction I would be in favor cl
it.

SENATOR SWING: That isn't what
the governor says.

MR. REID: We are not talking
about what the governor says: we are
trying to negotiate something through
this committee.

SENATOR SWING: I think you
would have to go back to your prin-
cipal.

MR. REID: I don't think we do. I
don't think, I don't believe that needs
to enter into this agreement at all.

MR. MADDOCK: Will you allow
us to seek our own peace with our
governor?

SENATOR SWING: I haven't any
objection to that. That might be done
by a withdrawal of this statement.

MR. REID: I can't see any necessity
for the governor to withdraw any
statement. If we are going into a par-
ley here to come to an agreement, we
are going into it with open minds.
This committee, is I am sure to try
to work out something for the bene-
fit of California, Arizona and Nevada.
I am sure Arizona is just as much in-
terested in that development as any
of you gentlemen here. I feel we are
ready and willing to go ahead with
it. We want to see it go ahead. Now
you come in here and say that we
have to agree to something before
you work out the details; we have to
agree to a contract before we under-
stand what the nature of that contract
is. You are asking too much. Be
moderate in your request and we will
grant it.

SENATOR SWING: All we ask is
that you withdraw your opopsition.

MR. REID: We haven't offered any.
We never had any opposition.

SENATOR SWING: Then if you
hadn't any it is easy to agree to the
balance of it.

MR. REID: We can't withdraw
something that has never been ex-
pressed.

SENATOR SWING: It has been ex-
pressed.

MR. McCLUSKEY: Mr. Swing,
there are discussed in connection with
Boulder Canyon a Clark dam, a Los
Angeles project, a Southern Califor-
nia Edison project, an Arthur P. Davis,
the high dam project, a lower dam
project and a Kelley project, and
Boulder project and Black Canyon
project, all with several different
heights of dams and several different
methods of financing them and sev-
eral different methods of control. We
are particularly interested in the de-
tails of affecting those various pro-
positions. We have three or four dam-
sites in Arizona that one or two of
those dams propose to flood out. We
are interested in that detail among
many other details. The proposition of
a general statement—I don't know of
any particular objection in Arizona to



24
	

COLORADO RIVER CONFERENCE

development at Boulder Canyon. There
may be objection to certain develop-
ments at Boulder Canyon. That is
only one of the details that must be
ironed out by a discussion and worked
out.

MR. McGREGOR: There is lots of
objection in California to Boulder Can-.
yon also.

MR. REID: May I ask you another
question ? Haven't you some idea on
the part of the California delegation
as to the method of controlling the
appropriated and flood waters which
might be stored in any reservoir which
we would build on the river?

SENATOR SWING: Ask that ques-
tion again.

MR. REID: Haven't you some idea,
or your committee, of the method of
control which might be used on any
reservoir that might be built in the
river, whether at Boulder Canyon or
Black Canyon or whatever it may be?

SENATOR SWING: I can't answer
that question. In fact I don't think so.

MR. REID You don't think you
would be interested in the control fea-
ture of it at all?

SENATOR SWING: I didn't say
that. That isn't what you asked me.

MR. REID: You haven't any definite
plan on it?

SENATOR SWING: We haven't any
definite plan on it.

MR. FINNEY: Do you mean be-
tween private or government control?

MR. REID: I mean a division of
waters and a control of your normal
flows which is appropriated in the
State of Arizona and California to-
day. It seems to me like there art a
lot of things to enter into the ques-
tion of any construction, not only
from Nevada's viewpoint but from
California's, that you are just as in-
terested in it as we are.

SENATOR SWING: There is one
thing that Nevada wishes to know, and
that is that the construction of this
dam will be at or near a certain loca-
tion.

MR. REID: Let me ask you this in
that connection—

MR. MADDOCK: I don't quite un-
derstand our parlimentary procedure.
I have never participated in this par-

ticular arrangement, but an orderly
procedure would be, having replied to
Nevada that Nevada would tell us
whether or not our reply is satis-
factory, and I think we ought to set-
tle that before we proceed to the next
step.

MR. REID: Probably would, but the
idea I had in mind was that Mr.
Swing's proposal there—

SENATOR SWING: I thought I
stated at the time my own thoughts
lpon the subject.

MR. REID: I was trying to find out
whether the California delegation was
in a position to accept in its entirety
the proposition that the reservoir
might be built at Boulder Canyon
without any reservations.

SENATOR SWING: That question
has not been addressed to us directly
yet. The question now to be answered
is—

MR. REID: We tried to answer
that and if it is satisfactory—

SENATOR SWING: We will wait
until Nevada replies to you.

MR. REID: If it is satisfactory we
are ready to proceed. If it isn't satis-
factory it may be we can give you
a better answer.

MR. MADDOCK: I think if we had
gone on that trip we would break
down this reserve and get a little bet-
ter acquainted and WOUIG not De so
scared of one another. It looks like a
lot of preliminary hours are being
wasted by feeling the other fellow out.

MR. BORDEN: Well, gentlemen, we
consider this an answer in general-
ization with reservations similar to
the speech made to us this morning.
As far as the governor is concerned
we can see no difference in this and
the general trend of that talk. But
the meeting was started off laying
those premises and we feel that this
answer is in that same line, a general-
ization without any definite state
ment as to action except with reserva-
tions.

MR. REID: Well, have you gentle-
men got any specific proposal that
you want to make to have us give you
a specific answer on in reference to
that development?

MR. BORDEN: A dam at Black of



COLORADO RIVER CONFERENCE
	

25,

Boulder Canyon.
MR. REED: You have made it two

now instead of one.
MR. BORDEN: The Boulder Can-

yon is a long one. The upper end is
the Boulder site and the lower end
is the Black Canyon site. They are
about fifty miles apart.

MR. SQUIRES: Twenty miles.
MR. REID: Just how do you want

to make that development so we can
give you a specific answer: at which
point do you want to .make it and
what is the height of your darn and
what do you want to use it for, power
or irrigation or regulation of flood
control?

MR. BORDEN: We want to put the
dam in there and begin its develop-
ment.

MR. REID: For what purpose are
you going to put it in?

MR. BORDEN: Any useful develop-
ment we can get in our :tate. We
can get the same possibly in a dif-
ferent manner than you people can,
and we are willing to arbitrate those
rights as far as they are concerned;
but you have to start with something.
You can't start all over the state of
Arizona or Nevada and say "now some
place up here we are going to put
in a dam." Now what are the rights?
We want to cOnfine it to a '.ocation
which is in the Boulder Canyon, either
at the upper end at the Boulder Can-
yon site or at the lower end where
the Black Canyon site is. Put in orne-
thing. Start with a darn and then be-
gin to develop the use of the waters.

MR. REID: You ask us to make you
a definite, specific statement wth ref-
erence to this development and now I
say on the part of the committee I
think the committee can answer you
just as definitely if you will give us
defintely just what you want to do
and how you want to do it. I don't
think we could do that until we know
just what you want the committee to
do, whether you want the dam for a
power dam, or whether you want the
dam for a flood control darn or wheth-
er for storage of the normal flow or
a combination power dam or what.

MR. BORDEN: All four.
MR. REID: Just how do you want

to make that?
MR. BORDEN: Any time you get

water up above its normal flow so.
you can develop a head you can de-
velop all four of them. Suppose it is
only ten feet—

MR. REID: (Interrupting) How do
you want to do that and how do you
want to divide that water stored
there?

SENATOR SWING: Unless we get
rid of the first question it is no use
discussing the second one.

MR. REID: If we are going to
agree we are going to build a dam we
ought to know how it is going to be
built.

MR. SWING: The latter part Is-
how it is going to be built, whether
with cernent or—

MR. REID: (Interrupting) No, I
don't mean the type of construction. I
mean whether it is going to be built
for a power dam or whether it is go-
ing to be built for flood control or
whether it is for a storage reservoir
or whether it is going to be a com-
bination darn to develop power and
store those waters and how we are
going to divide the water and the
power.

SENATOR SWING: Well, trie
question is one of construction.

MR. REID: Leave that out.
SENATOR SWING: Even the size

of it is a matter for the government;
it isn't a matter for our determina-
tion, but whatever dam is constructed
there should be constructed immedi-•
ately and it should be constructed at
or near this point. That is all we
are concerned in.

MR. REID: Would you be in favor-

of constructing a darn at Boulder Can--
yon which would be a power dam
alone?

SENATOR SWING: That isn't a
question for me to determine. That
isn't a question which this delegation
will have to determine.

MR. REID: I mean would your -

delegation be in favor of that?
SENATOR SWING: That isn't a

question that this delegation will have
to determine.

MR. REID: It seems to me you .
would have some influence in that.
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SENATOR SWING: Whatever
dam is constructed Nevada wants it
constructed at once at that point at
the earliest possible opportunity and
we agree on that.

MR. REID: As I understand Ne-
vada has two points instead of one.

MR. BORDEN: It is all the same.
MR. REID: That is two damsites

you have in mind?
MR. SQUIRES: It is all the same.

Perhaps they have made examina-
tions at three or four or half a dozen
different sites in the same general
canyon, in the same locality with a
view of getting the best foundation
conditions and ascertaining where is
the most feasible site. It is all the
same thing.

MR. REID: Why, Mr. Squires, you
say—you didn't, but the other gentle-
man there did state our answer wasn't
specific enough. Just in what respect
isn't our answer specific enough?

MR. SQUIRES: It says you a.to
ready to negotiate with regard to
the construction of a dam at Boulder
Canyon or some other site.

MR. REID: We have stated we are
ready to negotiate with regard to the
construction of a dam on the river
anywhere which might be beneficial
to the parties interested. We don't
care where the place is. If it is found
it is most feasible there I assume we
would all be for it. I don't see any rea-
son why we should mot.

MR. MADDOCK May I ask this
question, Mr. Swing, suppose the en-
gineers of the government that are
now engaged by the government were
not for Boulder Canyon as an initial
development but for some other point,
do you think in our acquiescence to
withdrawing all objection, which we
do not admit exists, we should also
say we should do everything we can
to overcome present governmental en-
gineers' opinions of some other point?
We are about in the saine position
as you would if we should ask you,
California and Nevada, to withdraw
all objections to Diamond Creek site
and immediately you would feel up
in the air, I presume.

MR. SWING: No. I don't think we
would be up in the air. We know ex-

actly what we mean. 1 assume you
know pretty well what this other sub-
ject means.

MR. REID: We think we do and
that is the reason we want to find
out what he wants us to answer spe-
cifically.

MR. FINNEY: May I make an inquiry
here? Suppose you define a little
more definitely the construction and
the manner of building and the con-
trol.

MR. REID: That is the point ex-
actly.

MR. FINNEY: Just supposing we
say, and perhaps it may be agreeable
to Nevada that you should favor the
construction of a dam ai- or near Boul-
der Canyon, that is the way the en-
gineers have expressed it, and that is
a matter that we, you, nor I can de-
termine in this negotiation, but the
general location that you would be
satisfied to support a darn at or near
Boulder Canyon would confine 25,000,-
000 acre feet of water, which would
be constructed by government influ-
ence, owned and controlled by the
government. Would not that be a def-
inite proposition?

MR. REID: It would be quite def-
inite and I think the committee would
be in favor of construction at Boulder
Canyon if after we work out the de-
tails—

MR. FINNEY: What details? Ne-
vada has asked you simply to agree
to that in principle, not as to how wide
or thick the walls should be or just
where the abutment should be placed,
but just asking an agreement in prin-
ciple.

MR. REID: No, I think not, be-
cause an agreement in principle would
involve an agreement in detail, be-
cause if we agree to go into an
an agreement to build a reservoir at
Boulder n_ anyon we might be ready
to do that provided we knew how the
water was going to be distributed, and
provided ws knew how the power
was going to be discributed and the
control over that dam.

MR. FINNEY: I suggested a gov-
ernment co itrol and that would suggest
a manner of working out the division
of the water, the allocation of the
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water and the development of power
and also the division of power.

MR. REID: We could agree wheth-
er we wanted government control or
whether we didn't want government
control.

MR. FINNEY: I have suggested
what California really wanted with ref-
erence to that when it undertook—

MR. REID: Now, isn't it a fact
that the thing that California is inter-
etsed in in any construction on the
river up there is flood control; second,
regulation of water supply; and third,
division of such flood water as that
dam may store; and fourth, the di-
vision of the power, or the allocation
of the power as it might be developed.
Aren't those the things that you are
interested in?

MR. FINNEY: Yes.
MR. REID: Now the means that

you arrive at that—
MR. FINNEY (interrupting): The

distribution of water would have to
be controlled by a division of the
water in the lower basin.

MR. REID: That is all we ask you
gentlemen to do, is to say specifi-
cally how you want that done and we
will give you a definite answer.

MR. FINNEY: That can't be done
until we dispose of all other questions,
like first claim upon the water—

MR. REID (interrupting): That is
the way we feel about it.

MR. FINNEY: But they say you
can't do it unless you are willing
to agree, in principle at least, that
there shall be a dam constructed at
or near Boulder Canyon, something
in the nature we have described.

MR. MADDOCK: One point here:
You made the statement the dam at
Boulder Canyon of 25,000,000 acre feet.

MR. FINNEY: Yes sir.
MR. MADDOCK: As I remember it

the copy I saw of the California bill
said 20,000,000.

MR. FINNEY: Yes, it did. That
was my bill.

MR, MADDOCK: You have raised
the figure five million.

MR. FINNEY: Well, the height of
the dam, we always concluded is 505
feet, I believe. I don't remember th.1
exact amount that would be stored,

actually 26,000,000 acre feet, and if
you allow for evaporation, and to al-
low for variation we named 20,000,-
000 acre feet. That is the real basis
claimed but we gave the specific
million feet.

MR. MADDOCK: I was just won-
dering about the increase and whether
you weren't in close accord with
your own legislature which said twen-
ty million if I remember it.

MR. REID: I Want to ask Mr.
Squires one more question over there
to try to clear up this Boulder Canyon
thing. Mr. Squires, on the part of the
Nevada delegation, isn' it tyou thought
that any development made in the
canyon should, whether it is Boulder
Canyon or Black Canyon, inure to
the benefit of Nevada to such an ex-
tent as you would work out by an
agreement with the other three states?

MR. SQUIRES: Oh, yes, certainly.
MR. REID: Now, if you could not

get a satisfactory agreement where
you weren't going to get any ad-
vantages out of Boulder Canyon you
would not be very much in favor of it,

would you?
MR. SQUIRES: I think we are in

much the same position as California
is in that rPsnect. The Question has
been discussed in its various phases
for five or six years and the best in-
formation seems to be that the way to
utilize the river to the greatest ad-
vantage of the three scr , thern states
is for construction at Boulder Can-
yon.

MR. RETD: Well, you can all say
that might be true. On the other hand
if you arrive at any agreement as to
the division of water and the power
that that darn would develop—

MR. SQUIRES (interposing): We
have not arrived at any agreement as
to the d'-'^ion. but we have asked that
as a preliminary to attempt to arrive
at such an agreement that you ce'n-
cede, at least in principle, that that is
the proper place for the construction,
that that is a suitable place.

MR. REID: Would not you insist on
the part of Nevada that a satisfactory
agreement to that effect be negoti-
ated before you would enter into an
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agreement to build a dam at Boulder
Canyon?

MR. SQUIRES: We would cer-
tainly insist that we should receive
such protection and such benefits as
we consider essential before we could
enter into a final agreement.

MR. REID: Just what are those?
MR. SQUIRES: Oh, I think that

this matter is simply preliminary to
the discussion of the other problems.
If we can arrive now at an - agreement
similar to what Senator Swing read,
why I think then we are in a position
to go on and discuss the various de-
tails and phases  of the division of
those benefits.

MR. REID: I think the Arizona
Commision's position is very clear
that we have no objection to a dam
at Boulder Canyon or any other place,
providing you can show us that that
is the feasible place to put it.

MR. SQUIRES: Of course we don't
assume that any proposal you might
make for a dam there would be the
final and binding decision of this con-
ference necessarily, if the details
could not be worked out in a manner
satisfactory to California, Arizona and
Nevada.

MR. REID: Your interests are just
the same as ours in the Boulder Can-
yon, aren't they. You have half on
your side and half on the Arizona side.

MR. SQUIRES: Much the same.
MR. REID: You would want those

interests protected before you would
enter into an agreement to allow any-
body to build a dam?

MR. SQUIRES: Certainly.
MR. REID: All we want to find

out is that—is just what that is, and
we may be with you one hundred per
cent.

MR. SQUIRES: Having assumed
that that is a proper place to begin
this development, then it seems we are
on ground for discussion of these
other details; but, it seems to me
that first we should have a clear un-
derstanding, expressed in about the
words of Senator Swing, that that is
the general project.

MR. REID: Could you assume this
—could you assume that you would

very likely come to an agreement with
all parties concerned if it developed
that all those things could be taken
care of, and which Arizona wants
taken care of, and which I am pretty
sure California wants taken care of,
could be worked out in detail, that
then we might all agree on building
a dam at Boulder Canyon?

MR. SWING: I think that would
be a violent assumption in view of
your Governor's statement here.

MR. MADDOCK: Just what was the
Governor's statement about Boulder
Canyon? I have been looking for it,
and I do not find it.

MR. SWING: The entire tone of
it.

MR. MADDOCK: But what is the
statement?

MR. SWING: You have the state-
ment.

MR. MADDOCK: I can't find it.
Will you point it out?

MR. SWING: The only thing we
want—

MR. MADDOCK: If you make it
Plain, we will answer you.

MR. SWING: If we enter into an
agreement at all, if we come to an
agreement, then that the agreement,
when reduced to writing, shall con-
tain a proviso in substance as I read
a moment ago. If we don't enter into
an agreement, we can throw it in the
waste basket.

MR. REID: Why not work out
these details and then do that?

MR. SWING: We came here to do
that, but when I heard this speech
this morning—

MR. REID (interrupting) I want to
state again on the part of the Commit-
tee of Arizona that we are ready and
willing and anxious to go ahead with
these negotiations, and work out a
satisfactory agreement if one can be
reached.

MR. SWING: Perhaps you are. I
am not questioning your sincerity at
all.

MR. REID: If you people are not
willing to do that, we are sorry, but we
can't help it.

MR. SWING: If you will agree any
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agreement we enter into shall contain
a provision, a stipulation in substance
as I read, we can go ah ead. Without
such an agreement, I don't see the
use of taking up the discussion of any
other question at all.

MR. REID: What do you mean?
We will agree to what, now?

MR. SWING: Do you want me to
read it again?

MR. REID: Yes, read it again.
MR. SWING: Well, it is in sub-

stance—
MR. REID: Make it specific.
MR. SWING: Well, I did. Enter In-

to an agreement between the various
representatives of Arizona, Nevada
and California, here assembled, that
any agreement entered into shall con-
tain in substance a proviso that the
State of Arizona shall immediately
withdraw its opposition, if any it has,
to the construe-don of a dam in the
Colorado river at or near Boulder
Canyon, and will urge the immediate
development of such project in order
that the said states and the people
generally may utilize at the earliest
possible moment the resources of this
great river now being wasted.

MR. REID: Well, I think, Mr.
Swing, that you could very well add to
that, and I think we could agree to
it, that if any agreement is entered
into, the objection to any particular
development will be withdrawn upon
the part of Arizona.

MR. SWING: I don't think we want
to ask that.

MR. REID: I think our commttee
would be willing to make that agree-
ment by adding that to it.

MR. McGREGOR: I would like to
know if Mr. Swing is asking us to ap-
prove the Swing-Johnson Bill, as it is
now?

MR. SWING. I haven't asked any
such thing; haven't even mentioned
it.

MR. MADDOCK: Well, you insist-
ed vigorously upon our supporting
Boulder Canyon. Supposing that the
Government should go in at Mohave
or Topock or Needles, whatever you
call it, one place having three names.

MR. SWING: I don't think that
question is before us. We are deal-
ing with a condition which does not
contemplate such a report, because
there isn't any.

MR. MADDOCK: Beg your pardon?
MR. McGREGOR: I personally have

alwayS assumed that whoever puts up
that money will put it up wherever
they want to, either private capital or
government money, or whatever agen-
cy puts it up should have the privilege
of selecting the site, as a business
proposition.

MR. SWING: May we confer for a
moment? Is this room vacant (indi-
cating an ante-room)?

(The California and Nevada delega-
tions retire to the ante-room and con-
fer for five minutes and return).

MR. SWING: California has
nothing further to add.

MR. SQUIRES: Nevada has
nothing further to add.

MR. REID: So, Mr. Squires, your
idea is that our answer in replying
to this question is not definite enough?

MR. SQUIRES: No. Our idea is
that it is not definite; does not accept.
the Boulder Canyon project in prin-
ciple, and leaves us wth no basis for
discussion that I can see.

MR. REID: Let us suppose for a
minute that we are willing to concede
in principle that we were willing to
build a dam at Boulder Canyon, then
how would you want the division of
the profits derived from that darn,
either from water or from power?

MR. SQUIRES: I presume those
questions would be a matter for fur-
ther discussion.
- MR. REID: If we can agree on
those points, I think we might agree
on Boulder Canyon. I might say for
myself personally I think Boulder Can-
yon is one of the most feasible sites
upon the river, and perhaps could be
quicker developed than any other pro-
ject on the river. On the other hand,
I would want to know just what we
were going into when we went into it,
whether it was Boulder Canyon or
some other damsite. I think you peo-
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pie are in the same position as we are.
If this dam is built up there, you want
to derive some revenue from it.

MR. SQUIRES: We want to derive
some benefits, naturally.

MR. REID: Now you want to de-
rive the most benefits possible to get
from the development that is made?

MR. SQUIRES: All we want is
what the State is entitled to, and we
want the State to derive that, na-
turally.

MR. REID: How is the best way
you think to get those revenues? By
having the Government go in there
and build that dam, and allocating you
a certain block of power; or, having
the State go in there and build that
dam and reserve to itself a certain
block of power and allocate to you
a certain block of power? Which is
your thought on that?

MR. SQUIRES: I don't think any
of the states are in a position to go in
there and do that construction.

MR. REID: Well, let us assume for
a minute that they could.

MR. SQUIRES: I don't think it
would be a fair assumption at least in-
so far as Nevada is concerned.

MR. REID: Then it is your idea
that the government go in there, if the
government should go in there and
build it that you would be allocated a

block of power or allowed to tax
that development a certain amount?

MR. SQUIRES: That, doubtless,

would be a matter for our legislatures
to determine, as to whether they
would tax the development of power

there. It is not for us perhaps to

determine.
MR. REID: Then again I will ask

you how would you allocate the

waters which were stored in that res-

ervoir built at Boulder Canyon?
MR. SQUIRES: That would be by

such an agreement as might be ar-

rived at by the delegations of the three

states here.
MR. REID: Aren't you willing to

go on and thrash out these things in

order to arrive at this agreement?
MR. SQUIRES: Not unless the

proposition of the Boulder Canyon

project is generally understood is first
agreed to.

MR. MADDOCK: Mr. Squires, is it
the desire of the Nevada Committee
to negotiate with reference to Boulder
Canyon between the two states involv-
ed without regard to the rights of the
remaining states in the Colorado ba-
sin?

MR. SQUIRES: Not at all.
MR. SWING: What do you mean

by "remaining states"; all seven?
MR. MADDOCK: Yes sir.
MR. SQUIRES: So far as this con-

ference is concerned it has to do, I
take it, with the division of benefits
accruing to the states of the lower
basin. I don't think—

MR. REID: (interposing) Well, if
we can agree on the benefits I think
we might very well agree on your
damsite.

MR. SQUIRES: Well, if we can
agree on that damsite tentatively, then
we are in a position to go ahead and
negotiate and see what further we can
agree on in the matter of details.

MR. REID: I will say this, I
think this committee, gentlemen,
this Arizona Committee, is absolu'e-
ly open-minded in this thing and we
don't want to be technical on any one
particular point. On the other hand, I
don't think that either one of you
gentlemen representing your commit-
tees from California or Nevada want
to say that you, pertinent to this in-
cident, that you have to build a dam
at Parker first. You would not want
to go into that kind of an agreement,
would you

MR. SQUIRES: I didn't get that
question.

MR. REID: I say you would Lot,
as representing the Nevada delega-
tion, you would not want—supposing
you were to take the position that
you wanted to build a dam at Parker?
rather than Boulder Canyon? Would
it not be just as tenable for Cali-
fornia to take the position or for
Arizona to take the position that
you have to build a dam down there
first?

MR. SWING: I don't believe we
are getting any place, and I can't
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avoid the conclusion that we ar-
rived at this morning with the state-
ment here issued by the governor
and printed and passed around to us
correctly expresses the sentiment of
Arizona. It might not express the
sentiment of the individual members
of the committee, yet one ,, ery perti-
nent remark which at least seems to
express the opinion of the chief execu-
tive of this state—

MR. MADT2,OCK: (biterposing)
Is this the remark about Boulder?
I want you to find me the one
about Boulder.

MR. SWING: I want to complete
this. We have a right to assume
this correctly expresses his views,
and being a committee appointed ùy
him we must assume to some ex-
tent it expresses the views of the
committee.

MR. REID: You underestimate
this committee, sir.

MR. SWING: Well, you are to
represent the governor.

MR. MADDOCK: We are represent-
ing the State of Arizona, sir.

MR. SWING: Well, through the
governor. When he says: 'we."

MR. FINNEY: What page is that?
MR. SWING: "We are satisfied

to permit the Colorado River to re-
main a potential asset until we
were ready to utilize the same."
That appears to be his attitude and
I don't see where we are getting
anywhere with this discussion.

MR. McCLUSKEY: He speaks in
the past tense.

MR SWING: He don't suggest
anything else.

MR. McCLUSKEY: He says: "We
were," which is the past tense.

MR. REID: The object and pur-
pose of this committee meeting with
the representatives here was to try
to work out something.

MR. SWING: I know, but the very
first question that comes up simply
prolongs the discussion with ar)par-
ently no intention to accede to this
request, and I don't see where we
are getting anywhere, and speaking
for the California Committee, as far
as it is concerned, I don't see that

there is any use of us attempting
to proceed any further.

MR. REID: Then it is your idea,
even though you came over here to
try to work out something, you re-
fuse to go into it, to work out
a satisfactory agreement?

Mr. SWING: No, we came ever
here with open minds, with the in
tent and with the purpose of at-
tempting to arrive at something. We
came here and we were confronted
the very first thing with the state-
ment of your governor which makes
it impossible for us to ever arrive
at any place where we can agree on
anything, and I think that it is a
waste of time to attempt to negotiate
any further.

MR. McGREGOR: You want us
to sign on the dotted line, do you?

MR. SWING: No, I don't want you
to sign anything.

MR. MADDOCK: Is it possible
that we might make one between two
states; is that possible ?

MR. SWING: I don't believe so.
MR. MADDOCK: Does Nevada

feel the same way; if it is not
possible for the three of us to get
together, do you think it is possible
at this time for us to at least dis-
cuss some method between two of
the states that control possibly the
best water darn sites in the entire
river, as we are all here?

MR. BORDEN: It is very diffi-
cult for any two states to settle
their own rights without knowing
what the rights of the third state
are. We are all too close knit for
that, and it isn't hardly a question
for two states, any two sL4. tes could
settle.

MR. MADDOCK: Well, if we have
now come to the parting of the
ways—

MR. BORDEN: Just before you
go ahead I wish to finish that state-
ment. Our plan was we would meet
on a common ground for the three
sotes, and a common ground for the
three states, literally speaking, is
the Boulder Canyon Dam that we
mentioned.

MR. REID: We haven't denied
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that.
MR. FINNEY: You haven't ad-

mitted it.
MR. REID: We haven't denied it

providing the details were worked
out.

MR. FINNEY: You haven't admit-
ted it at all. You have admitted it
with the condition if something else
happened.

MR. MADDOCK: We admit
Boulder Canyon Dam providing it
does not hurt our own development,
providing the government engineers
would approve it and providing an
arrangement is made to take care
of and utilize power and water which
is developed by it.

MR. FINNEY: May I ask you
a question?

MR. REID: Certainly. I wish you
would stay here and ask us a lot of
questions.

MR. FINNEY: Do you think we
would have a right to divide the
power generated at the Boulder Dam
between these states without con-
sultation with the other states?

MR. MADDOCK: I think the up-
per basin states can divide the water
in the upper states, and I think those
things that are wholly within our
states we can handle, and that the
three states can parley.

MR. FINNEY: You think we can
divide the power generated at Bould-
er Canyon without consulting any-
body else except the government?

MR. MADDOCK: Under the Con-
stitution of the United States it
provides that states can execute
treaties bewteen themselves, and I
think if we can agree on something
here and get the approVal of the
Federal Government that we can ig-
nore the upper basin states on things
that are entirely within our own
states.

I want to say this, I want to say it
because we have got quite a lot of
differences of opinions and because
we are apparently not getting this
ironed out. I want to start off with
this: I do not belong to the same
political party that the governor of
this state does; I have never sup-
ported him. I make that statement

so that you will probably see that I
am speaking as a citizen and not for
any political party. We wanted to
get together with you; we wanted
to bind you with inseparable bonds
of mutual interest; perhaps against
Mexico; perhaps against some out-
side interest. We wanted the pro-
tection that you people are willing to
give the upper basin and that is an
opportunity for their slow develop-
ment. We wanted your help to get
the assent of the federal governMent
to the construction in here. We want
your help in order to get capital to de-
velop here our natural resources. We
need your help. We need your help

_because you people will have to use
more of our resources if they are de-
veloped, and we would like to get
together with you.

Now, I am going to tell you some-
thing frankly along political lines.
When this compact came up—and this
is only my opinion—the State of Ari-
zona would have accepted it by a ten
to one vote. The opinion changed in
this state and it changed so much
that in the last political campaign
there wasn't a man running for the
office of governor that was willing to
run on a straight acceptance-of-the
pact platform, despite the fact that
some of them had advocated it for
some time before then. And there
were some men who were out open
for the compact that didn't run be-
cause the best advice they could get
was that they could not make it.
Another thing, it was proposed in this
state that they would put over the
pact by initiative. The people that
believed in it after looking over this
state became of the opinion that they
could not do it and they ceaed in
their efforts. Now the opinion in this
state has changed. In my honest
opinion the majority of the people id
this state today are against the com-
pact unless it is changed to protect
Arizona. Everything that is being
done is anticipating that position. Had
you gentlemen come over here two
years ago we probably could have set-
tled this thing easy, but since the
last two years has elapsed more land
has been farmed; three times as much
land presumably in Arizona than when
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they met and made the Santa Fe
Compact. And another big thing,
there is less water now according to
the best engineering advises
there was at the time of the Santa Fe
Compact. That means that this ques-
tion is getting increasingly hard to
answer. Hatred is being engendered
and we are getting further and fur-
ther apart. Now, I want to say this,
looking at this frankly, the governor
of this state, whether or not you like
his message will be the governor of
this state for a year and a half. He
has a constitutional right to call or
not to call our legislature. That
means that if you gentlemen do not
agree to negotiate that you are proba-
bly up against a year and a half of
delay. Now, the last legislature that
had this question up voted in the
senate fifteen to four and in, the
house 31 to 16. This compact or any
compact is a higher law than the
laws passed by the legislature, be-
cause it takes on the same force as a
treaty. It is absolutely subordinate
to the veto of the governor and to the
right of the people of this state to
impose a referendum against it, and
a referendum might be invoked even
in the event the legislature could
pass something that might satisfy you.
And unless something is done and
this matter is settled, you will un-
doubtedly find in the State of Arizona
enough people that will inaugurate a
referendum. That would mean under
our law that you would have to wait
another two years with bitterness and
delay going on, with development go-
ing on in the upper basin and the
Colorado River Compact only inau-
gurated because they wanted their
slow development protected and our
inactivity is protecting their slow de-
velopment because it is all going on
right now. It only takes seven sena-
tors according to our constitution to
block any compact or any arrange-
ment with you. I am just looking at
this thing practically from your stand-
point, trying to get this over in the
State of Arizona. Seven senators can
block it; sixteen members of the
House can block it. If the next gov-
ernor of this state happens to be of

the same mind it only takes five sen-
ators and twelve members of the
House to block it. Everything here
means delay. The whole thing is
pointing to delay. The first sugges-
tion was one of unit rule and we ac-
quiesced in it. We haven't had any
secret caucuses but that is all right.

Now, here is one point, I want to
say to you, we believe we can give
you everything that you want or need
in both California and Nevada, but
we are not willing to do this: We are
not willing to let the sheep of flood
protection cover up the wolf of power
and water greed. (Applause.) We will
not allow you to get away with our
resources just simply because you
need protection. We want to give you
that protection. We would be glad to.
We would be glad to help you in any
way to get the Imperial Valley away
from the menace of the Mexican con-
trol. We are glad to help you that
way and if the people of this state
feel that way I will tell you that our
representatives and senators will be
that way or we will change them.
(Applause.) Now then, I want to say
one thing and just this in closing, if
this delay that I prophesy does occur,
and if finally you do start something,
but the engineering estimate is from
ten to twenty years, you run up
against the inevitable breaking of the
Colorado River back into the Imperial
Valley. If this two or three years'
delay, added to the construction per-
iod, so delays that you get a big flood
there and forever drowns out your
valley, I say to you gentlemen that
the blood of that valley is upon your
own heads. (Applause.)

MR. SWING: I take it from the
applause and so forth—

MR. SWING: It would not hardly
be proper for us to make any political
speeches today, but I want to say
this: We did come here with the
hope of accomplishing something. We
have realized for some time past that
Arizona has been the blocking stone
in the development of the Colorado
River. We feel that the development
of the State of Arizona is of as much
importance in the state of California
as to the people of Arizona them-
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selves, and that is one of the reasons
why we were willing to leave our
homes and our business to come here
at our own expense to meet and at-
tempt to accomplish something. We
did know in advance that your gov-
ernor was not in favor—that is we
knew it by past acts. We were told
however by the press reports and by
a letter through Governor Richardson
as I recall it that the governor had
kept entirely out, that he had appoint-
ed a disinterested committee to meet
with us to try and solve these prob-
lems, and yet when we arrive here
the first thing we are confronted with
is what appears to be an ultimatum
by the only authority in the state
that has any authority to act in this
matter. It is true you gentlemen say
you are not bound by the governor
nor by his statements, but how can
you say that in view of the fact that
you. turn right around and in the next
breath say that he is the only one
that can negotiate in behalf of this
state. I don't know; I don't see how
your two positions are consistent. If
you are right in that the governor is
the only one that can negotiate on
behalf of the state, then it must be
that your governor has the right to
state the conditions under which he
will negotiate, and when he states
those conditions certainly the com-
mittee which he appoints must at
least give them consideration and to
some extent be bound by them. The
first question that came up was one
propounded by Nevada and it seemed
to us that it was only a fair question,
that if we did arrive at a con-
clusion and agree on the development
and distribution of the waters and
the rights of the various people then
that the opposition, if any, you have,—
I don't know that you have any—but
any opposition that you may have
would be withdrawn to the immediate
development, because this immediate
development is what we are concern-
ed in. You know, of course you know,
because it is common knowledge, that
the thing, one of the principle things
that has prevented the government
from taking action is the fact that the
compact has not been ratified by Ah-

zona. We don't ask you to ratify the
compact. That is not what we are
doing. We are not asking you to tie
to any particular plan; but there was
one thing that Nevada insisted upon—
and that we could not agree upon.
So as long as that is true, we just as
well quit good friends, without get-
ting into a further discussion whica
might, perhaps, the longer we discumb
these things, sometimes like the
weather they don't cool off any; and
while the weather is still at least
pleasant, I think it is a good time to
terminate further negotiations.

MR. McCLUSKEY: What I want
to say, what I wanted to do was to
ask you three or four simple ques-
tions.

MR. SWING: Do you want to ask
them now?

MR. McCLUSKEY: I don't want to.
interrupt your speech.

MR. SWING: I wasn't making a
speech. I knew better after Mr. Mad-
dock getting all the applause he did.
When I make a speech I like to have
some appause too. (Applause.)

MR. SWING: It is with sincere
regret, I want you all to know it, it
is with sincere regret that we feel
confronted with this proposition; but
honest, fellows, I don't see where, in
view of the situation, as it now con-
fronts us, I don't see where a further -

discussion of the other matters that
are involved would get us any place.

MR. McCLUSKEY: Mr. Swing,
you say you want "immediate devel-
opment." Indirectly what you want
from that immediate development is
first flood control? Is that right?

MR. SWING: Well, one follows the
other. What we want, what we are
after is this: to utilize this now wast-
ed energy, whatever way you are
a mind to put it, we want to utilize
it and not allow it to go to waste.

MR. McCLIJSKEY: We are agreed
on that. What you want first is flood
control.

MR. SWING: What do you mean,
"first?"

MR. McCLUSKEY: The four ques-
tions I have in mind.

MR. SWING: I can't answer mat
affirmatively, if that is what you want
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me to do.
MR. McCLUSKEY: A.ssume that

the order in which the questions are
asked having no bearing as to their
relative importance.

MR. SWING: We wish flood con-
trol.

MR. McCLUSKEY: You wish regu-
lated flow of the water for irrigation?

MR. SWING: That follows, yes.
MR. McCLUSKEY: You wish

power.
MR. SWING: We wish storage.
MR. McCLUSKEY: You wish stor-

age to insure the regulated flow of
the water for Irrigation. You wish
power?

MR. SWING: Power is an incident
that this committee, speaking for Cal-
ifornia, has not any authority to act
upon. I think that is purely govern-
mental. .

MR. McCLUSKEY: Assuming a
great many arguments placed on the
record in the Swing-Johnson bill hèar-
ings from California are correct, that
Los Angeles says she is in the market
for power, and needs power urgently
at the present time, and needed it
particularly last year.

MR. SWING: Perhaps, but we are
not representing Los Angeles. We
are representing the state of Cali-
fornia.

MR. McCLUSKEY: A portion of
California needs power, and wants
power from the Colorado river.

MR. SWING: I presume they could
utilize it.

MR. McCLUSKEY: Assuming Cali-
fornia wants flood protection, regula-
tion of the flow of the river for irri-
gation, and for bringing in more lands;
for taking water over into the Coastal
planes, and that power for Los An-
geles—if the State of Arizona is will-
ing to negotiate and give you all that
you are asking for on that basis, what
particular concern is it of Californig
whether or not the dam and the dams
that give them are to be located at
any given point?

MR. SWING: That is not particular
—your question there involves things
that—a condition that don't exist. You
base it on a hypothesis that does not
exist because the minute you do that

you ignore your Governor's statement.
Necessarily you do, because it is im-
possible to negotiate on the basis set
ont in the Governor's statement, arid
that is what we have to look at.

MR. McCLUSKEY: That is an eva-
sion.

MR. SWING: It has never been
withdrawn.

MR. McCLUSKEY: I cited you a
hypothetical question.

MR. MADDOCK: We are not the
governor. I tried to be.

MR. 3/1cCLUSKEY: I cited you an
hypothetical condition: if we are able
to negotiate an agreement with the
people of California that the people
of Arizona will accept,— why should
you make the basis of us giving you
that precendent to giving it to you
from a certain designated point.

MR. SWING: That came from Ne-
vada.

MR. McCLUSKEY: I am talking to
California now.

MR. SWING: We joined in witn
Nevada because that is the most
practical place for development of
the Colorado river.

MR. McCLUSKEY: Assuming for
the sake of this discussion we might
be able to get together with Nevada—

MR. SWING: Let us get back to the
prior question. It was put to you in
a very few words and you understood
it because you had it typewritten, and
you came back and evaded the ques-
tion. The only efect that can Mire
is a political effect, and we don't care
to be a party to your political
troublés out here, and I am not going
to become involved in them.

MR. McCLUSKEY: This is not
political in any way whatever; it is
just an attempt to try to get in con-
tact with your minds, and see what
you are after, to see what you are
thinking. What I am trying to get at
is what line of march you are travel-
ing on.

MR. SWING: We are not traveling
along the lines outlined by the Gov-
ernor.

MR. McCLUSKEY: We want to see
wherein you differ with him.

MR. SWING: I am satisfied there
is no use of it, Mr. McCluskey; and I
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think you are too. I think you realize
yourself, as we realized the minute
we heard that speech that our cake
was dough.

MR. MADDOCK: I am still of tne
opinion that if that invitation of Mr.
Reid's was adopted and we had gone
out and seen our development and
given you a picture of what we have
done, we would have gotten better
acquainted and we would have had
less fencing.

MR. SWING: Perhaps we made a
mistake in not taking that ride.

MR. REID: I will renew that invita-
tion and give you an opportunity to
still have that ride. We will be glad
to have you.

MR. MADDOCK: And without obli-
gating you to any further negotiation.

MR. FINNEY: (Addressing Mr.
McCluskey) Do you have a site on the
Colorado river?

MR. McCLUSKEY: I have no par-
ticular site on the Colorado river. I
don't know. I want to leave that to
the engineers.

MR. FINNEY: They have been
studying it for twenty-five or fifty
years.

MR. MADDOCK: And they don't
agree on it yet.

MR. McCLI7SKEY: Some of the en-
gineers.

MR. SWING: There is quite a num-
ber of us that would like to take that
trip.

MR. REID: I will say this: that we
will renew that Invitation and be glad
to have all of you gentlemen go WI,Lil
us, and take the trip, and adjourn
this meeting until we get back, and
then break—and then if you want to
break it up in a row, all right.

MR. SWING: We don't want to
break it up in a row. There isn't any
way you can get any row with Cali-
fornia.

MR. REID: As I say it looks to me
like if you people are open-minded in
this matter, and you want to be op'en-
minded in this matter, that we have
some common grounds to get together
on and work out an agreement. Of
course, if you people don't wb.nt to
and refuse to enter into negotiations,
as I stated before, we are very sorry.
I just want to say one more thing
before you gentlemen leave. I see some
of you going—and that is this that if
you care to accept that invitation, we
would be very glad indeed, and I say
this without any reservations, to take
you over this trip and show you our
development here, and as I say, if
you care to, we would be glad to ad-
journ this meeting until you get back;
and if you want to come in again, and
endeavor to work out some amicable
agreement of this thing, or some set-
tlement of this thing, we would be
glad to stay in here as long as you
gentlemen want us to. All of the
members of this Committee are very
busy men. I am myself, but we are
willing to give our time, and what
ability we have in order to try to
work out this problem. The only thing
we ask is that we get the co-operation
of California and Nevada, and if we
can get that we can work it out. If
we cannot get it we can't go very far
towards working it out.

MR. FINNEY: Some of our commit-
tee cannot accept, and some can ac-
cept your invitation.

MR. REID: We would be glad to
know the number who can accept and
would like to make the trip.


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36
	Page 37
	Page 38
	Page 39



