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ABSTRACT 

Between 1963—1968, western water interests sought to construct two dams in 

Grand Canyon as part of the Central Arizona Project. The Sierra Club led a national 

opposition campaign that environmental historians argue defeated the dams. 

Environmentalists claimed a great victory, and scholars and popular writers lauded the 

Sierra Club as the savior of Grand Canyon. 

Despite the laurels heaped upon the Sierra Club, its ability to mobilize public 

opinion did not enable it to appreciably influence Congress where the issue was 

actually decided. California politicians thwarted Arizona's attempts to build the 

project for decades, and when Stewart Udall, a former Arizona congressman became 

Interior Secretary in 1960, he promoted a regional plan predicated upon water 

importation from the Columbia River to gain California's support. Washington 

Senator Henry Jackson, the powerful Interior Committee Chairman, opposed the 

scheme, and California water strategists used Jackson's opposition and the 

environmentalists' campaign as pretexts to withdraw their backing in autumn of 1966. 

Knowing that Arizona's disproportionate political influence would end with his and 

Senator Carl Hayden's impending retirements, the pragmatic Udall obtained 

congressional passage of a bare-bones CAP without dams just months before he and 

Senator Hay den left office in 1968. 

However, the anti-dam effort was an important event in American 

envirormiental history because it propelled the Sierra Club to the undisputed leadership 
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of the environmental movement. Although most conservation organizations curtailed 

their lobbying efforts after the Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of the 

Federal Lobbying Act in 1954, the club continued its legislative agenda into the next 

decade. When the IRS revoked the club's tax deductible status after David Brower 

placed ads in national newspapers in June of 1966, hundreds of thousands of people 

wrote Qjngress, accusing the government of violating the club's constitutional rights. 

The anti-dam campaign drew strong support from free speech, anti-war, and civil 

liberties advocates, and the Sierra Club used this public sympathy to solidify its 

position of environmental leadership after Congress passed the National Environmental 

Policy Act in 1970, giving environmental advocates access to the policy-making 

process for the first time. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Between 1963-1968, Congress considered several proposals calling for the 

construction of dams in Grand Canyon, America's most spectacular natural wonder, to 

provide hydroelectric power and revenue for the construction of the Central Arizona 

Project (CAP). The Sierra Qub and other organizations mounted a national publicity 

campaign historians credit with defeating the proposals and by the end of the 

controversy in 1968, the Sierra Qub had emerged as the leading environmental 

advocate in the United States at a time when environmentalism had become a 

mainstream issue. The Sierra Qub was able to gain a large national constituency 

during the controversy, and afterwards it parlayed its reputation as the savior of Grand 

Canyon into influence at the policy-making level, where it continues to wield power as 

an activist environmental organization. 

The few environmental historians who have written of the controversy have 

focused primarily upon the Sierra Qub's successful mobilization of public opinion 

which resulted in one of the largest outpourings of public sentiment in American 

history when measured by the number of letters written to Congress, federal officials 

and agencies. Although difficult to tabulate, it appears as though hundreds of 

thousands of people wrote Congress protesting the proposed damming of Grand 

Canyon. These historians argue that this tremendous public outcry the Sierra Qub 

generated translated into changes in policy, and that Interior Secretary Stewart Udall, a 

strong proponent of the Grand Canyon dams initially, changed his mind as a result of 
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the public reaction and after experiencing a shift in his own environmental 

consciousness, he worked within the political process and helped the envirorunentalists 

to prevail.' 

However, these arguments consider inadequately the intricate and complex 

nature of the political aspects of the controversy and instead assign undue weight to 

the actions and influence of the Sierra Club and other environmental organizations, as 

well as the influence public opinion had upon the formation of policy in the late 

'For examples of these arguments, please see Roderick Nash, Wilderness and 
the American Mind 3d ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), 227-237; and 
Roderick Nash, ed. Grand Canyon of the Living Colorado (New York: Ballentine 
Books, 1970), 99-107; see also Alfi-ed Runte, National Parks the American Experience 
2d ed. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1987), 191, which originated as a 
dissertation under the direction of Dr. Nash; and Philip Fradkin, A River No More 
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1984), 228-234; see also Russell Martin, A 
Story That Stands Like A Dam. Glen Canvon and the Struggle for the Soul of the 
West (New York: Henry Holt Inc., 1989), 250-274. Fradkin cites both Wilderness 
and the American Mind, and Grand Canvon of the Living Colorado, as support for his 
argiunent, while Martin cites Wilderness, and Fradkin. Stephen Fox also cites 
Wilderness, along with some primary sources in The American Conservation 
Movement (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1981), 320, but holds to Nash's 
conclusion that the Sierra Qub stopped the dams. Mark Reisner's Cadillac Desert 
(New York: Penguin Books, 1987), 281-301, though a more joumalistic account, also 
discusses the political aspects of the controversy in much greater detail than the 
aforementioned historiography. However, Reisner too, concludes that the dams were 
deleted because of the Sierra Club's campaign. See also Hal Rothman, The Greening 
of a Nation? (New York; Harcourt Brace Inc., 1998), 75-79, and John Opie, Nature's 
Nation: An Environmental History of the United States (New York: Harcourt Brace, 
Inc., 1998), 393-394, both of whom echo Nash's arguments. Helen Ingram in Water 
Politics. Continuity and Change (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 
1990), 55-56, 59, also contends that the conservationists wielded decisive political 
power that the CAP advocates "underestimated." Possibly the only publication that 
does not credit the Sierra Club with the victory is Rich Johnson's Central Arizona 
Project (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1977), an account of Johnson's own 
experiences while fighting for the Central Arizona Project. 
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1960s. This dissertation represents the first attempt to understand the Grand Canyon 

dam controversy in the context of shifting political agendas, technological 

advancements and social ttimult during the period historians recognize as the genesis 

of the modem environmental movement. I have attempted to illuminate the 

complexity of the controversy at many levels within these pages, and have had a 

wealth of documentary and oral history sources upon which to rely, as well as a topic 

rich in intrigue and personality, to write about. 

The Grand Canyon dam controversy occurred on two levels: in the court of 

public opinion, and within the political process. This analysis will investigate the 

development and interrelationship between these two levels of the debate, and assess 

the effect that the public outcry had upon the formulation of policy. It will also assess 

the place and meaning of the Grand Canyon dam controversy within the context of 

U.S. environmental history after 1945, and explore the linkages between it and other 

western environmental controversies, in particular, the debate over the Echo Park dams 

that occurred ten years previously which has been interpreted by leadmg historians 

such as Roderick Nash and Stephen Fox as a reversal of the harmful precedent of 

invading national parks for water development begun during the Hetch Hetchy debates 

of 1905-1913.' 

'Nash, Wilderness. 200; and Fox, American Conservation Movement. 289. 
Mark Harvey, a leading historian of the Echo Park controversy disagrees with these 
interpretations and argues that little was resolved by the outcome if one examines it in 
the light of subsequent controversies over the Colorado River and other western water 
resources. Please see Mark Harvey, A Symbol of Wildemess (Albuquerque: 



The Grand Canyon dam controversy took place in a complex political context, 

and offers fertile ground for the scholar interested in examining the policy-making 

process during the formative years of the modem environmental movement. To the 

delight of the historian and researcher, the story is dominated by a fascinating and 

eclectic cast of characters such as: Arizona's shrewd representatives Morris Udall and 

John Rhodes; powerful Arizona Senator Carl Hayden; Wayne Aspinall of Colorado, 

the "prickly" House Interior Committee Chairman; Washington's uncompromising 

Senator Henry Jackson; Floyd Dominy, Reclamation Commissioner and, according to 

environmentalists, an environmental exploiter without peer; the ingenious legal 

strategist Northcutt Ely of Califomia; David Brower, Sierra Club Executive Director 

and strident environmental advocate; and the pragmatic Interior Secretary and former 

Arizona congressman Stewart Udall, all of whom influenced the eventual outcome of 

the controversy. 

The debate over Grand Canyon was also shaped by the bitter dispute between 

the states of Arizona and Califomia which, during the first six decades of the 

twentieth century, had battled in the Congress and the courts, and almost exchanged 

gunfire on at least one occasion over the development of the Colorado River. From 

the 1920s through 1963, Califomia won three Supreme Court cases, and shepherded 

legislation through Congress that enabled it to utilize not only its own share of the 

river, but almost one million acre feet of water Arizona claimed. In 1950-1951 Carl 

University of New Mexico Press, 1994), 294. 
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Hayden obtained Senate passage of Central Arizona Project bills only to see the 

legislation defeated in the House Interior Committee because of the stridem opposition 

of California's congressional representatives. The enmity between the two states grew 

when these same California congressmen pushed legislation through Congress, 

throwing the entire issue of lower Colorado basin water rights into the U.S. Supreme 

Court. After the longest and most voluminous litigation in United States history, the 

Court decided in favor of Arizona in 1963. Yet the Califomia opposition continued, 

and gaining California's support became an obsession of virtually every Arizona 

politician with the exception of Senator Hayden, who believed he possessed the power 

to obtain congressional passage of the Central Arizona Project in the wake of the 

Supreme Court decision. 

Stewart Udall, who was named Interior Secretary by President Kennedy in 

1960 formulated a regional water plan designed to gain Califomia's political backing 

for the Central Arizona Project and he introduced it amid great fanfare immediately 

after the Supreme Court handed down its ruling. However, after three years of 

tumultuous and sometimes bitter debate within the Congress, and among Arizona's 

own water advocates, the regional scheme was defeated in 1966, undone by the very 

political deals Udall had hoped would ensure its passage. After the failure of Stewart 

Udall's grandiose proposal in September of 1966, he and Senator Hayden pushed a 

bare-bones Central Arizona Project without dams in Grand Canyon through Congress 

that President Lyndon Johnson signed into law on September 30, 1968. 
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Historians contend that Stewart Udall, the author of The Quiet Crisis, changed 

his mind about the dams in late 1966 because he was torn between loyalties to his 

native state and his own preservationist leanings, deciding ultimately, to give in to the 

latter. The publication of The Quiet Crisis occupies a very prominent position among 

the events of the 1960s that, historians argue, helped facilitate the emergence of 

modem environmentalism. Yet it appears as though its author had not completely 

reached a modem environmental consciousness himself by the time the book was 

published. Indeed, the documentary record and Udall's own personal recollections 

support a conclusion that he made his decision out of political pragmatism to gain the 

support of Washington Senator Hetiry Jackson who, as Chairman of the Senate Interior 

Committee, had opposed the dams because they were the primary means of financing 

the importation of water into the Colorado River basin from the Pacific Northwest. 

By removing the dams from the Central Arizona Project bill in 1967, Udall gained 

Jackson's backing and virtually assured that the Senate would approve the scheme. I 

believe that the evidence supports an argument that Stewart Udall would have 

supported the construction of the Grand Canyon dams had congressional support for 

them existed in late 1966, and I will argue throughout this dissertation that despite the 

preservationists' national publicity campaign, it appears as though the Grand Canyon 

dams were eliminated because of the political intrigue between Arizona and California 

and Stewart Udall's political pragmatism, rather than as a result of the 

environmentalists' ability to influence Congress. 
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With the emergence of modem environmentalism after World War Two, the 

meaning and usage of certain terms has shifted over time. In this discussion, 

"conservation," preservation" and "environmentalism" are used interchangeably 

because of changes in meaning that have occurred over the last fifty years. For 

example, historians writing of "conservation" organizations in the 1950s, would use 

the term "envirorunental" organizations to describe these same groups in 1998. 

Likewise, advocates of Pinchotian resource management also referred to themselves as 

"conservationists," and modem environmentalists often use the term "conservationists" 

as a pejorative term to describe proponents of wise-use today. Because the term 

"conservation(ist)" has held dual meanings for much of the twentieth century, I have 

used the term as understood at the time, and have clarified its meaning for the modem 

reader through the use of appropriate modifiers throughout this narrative. Likewise, 

the meanings American society have associated with the term "wilderness" have also 

evolved since the British colonized the Virginia tidewater region in 1607, and I have 

used this word to refer to places twentieth-century environmentalists thought it 

important to protect for scenic and psychological reasons, rather than to refer to an 

idealized pristine landscape untouched by human development. 

I also make references to the "public" throughout this narrative, and in doing 

so, I refer to the large numbers of people who expressed their opposition to the Grand 

Canyon dams through letters or other means of protest rather than tlie American public 

at large. However, I would caution the reader to be aware that the positions taken by 
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these letter writers is not necessarily a representative sample of public opinion as a 

whole. One thing that is striking about the environmentalists' anti-dam campaign is 

the large number of letters written by persons holding advanced degrees. How and 

why this was the case is beyond the scope ot the current analysis, however, one must 

be cognizant both of the prominent role played by educated elites during the campaign 

as well as how small a segment of the American people actually felt motivated enough 

to express their concern. 

Environmental historians contend that the Sierra Qub had emerged as the 

leading environmental organization in the United States by the time the Grand Canyon 

dam controversy ended. This dissertation will also examine how and why the Sierra 

Qub gained this reputation. I argue that of all the influential conservation 

organizations, the club's leadership made a conscious decision to challenge IRS 

prohibitions on lobbying in the wake of the 1954 Supreme Court mling in United 

States V. Harriss. which upheld the constitutionality of the Federal Regulation of 

Lobbying Act of 1945. This holding had a chilling effect upon the lobbying efforts of 

other conservation organizations because their leaders feared the loss of their groups' 

tax deductible status. The Sierra Club, which had risen to prominence during the 

Echo Park controversy, was in a position to claim the leadership of the emerging 

environmental movement because it alone chose to risk an DRS revocation of its tax 

deductibility. By 1963, when the Grand Canyon dam controversy began, other 

organizations looked to the club for guidance and it solidified this position of 
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leadership as the controversy unfolded by making appeals to the American public 

through the mass media. When the IRS revoked the Sierra Club's tax deductible status 

in June of 1966 after David Brower placed ads condemning the proposed damming of 

Grand Canyon in national newspapers, it precipitated a wave of public sympathy for 

the club from people concerned with civil liberties issues, and created a broad 

constituency from which the club's leadership drew strength to push its environmental 

agenda in subsequent environmental debates. 

Historians Roderick Nash and Marc Reisner contend that the environmental 

movement "came of age" during the controversy because environmentalists were able 

to apply enough pressure to convince Congress to delete the dams from the 

legislation.^ Although my thesis stands in opposition to these arguments because I 

believe the evidence demonstrates just the opposite, it is not my intent to minimize the 

impact that the controversy had upon the growing strength of the envirorunental 

movement, and particularly upon the emergence of the Sierra Club as the leading 

environmental organization. As the following pages will show, the evidence suggests 

that although the Sierra Club did not wield the ability to effect actual changes in 

policy in the case of Grand Canyon, its ability to mobilize public opinion during this 

campaign catapulted the organization into the undisputed leadership of the 

environmental movement at almost the exact instant that Congress granted 

'Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 295; and Nash, Wilderness. 235. The quote is taken 
from Reisner. 
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environmentalists unprecedented access to the policy making process through the 

passage of the National Environmental Policy Act in 1969/ Hence, in a very real 

sense, the Grand Canyon dam controversy represents the point at which the Sierra 

Club "came of age" because of the position of preeminence it had gained within the 

environmental movement as an activist organization, even though I believe the same 

cannot be said of the environmental movement as a whole. 

This dissertation is organized chronologically for several reasons. First, 

although most accounts of the Grand Canyon dam controversy only discuss the period 

between 1963-1968, the seeds for conflict were sown much earlier in the twentieth 

century, and it is impossible to evaluate the events of the 1960s without understanding 

their historical antecedents. For example, the degree of hostility and suspicion 

Califomia and Arizona water officials held toward each other during the 1960s took 

decades to develop, and it is only upon consideration of the depth of these feelings 

that one can understand how the Arizona/California conflict could derail the Central 

Arizona Project in 1966. Therefore, I have devoted the first third of the dissertation to 

events that occurred prior to 1960. Second, much of this analysis focuses upon the 

evolution of ideas, political and social transformations, and legal authority, all of 

which have changed over time. Again, one carmot isolate the Grand Canyon dam 

controversy from the changing political and social context of the post World War n 

period. Finally, a chronological approach is necessitated because I have used policy 

•^President Richard Nixon signed NEPA into law on January 1, 1970. 
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formation as a prism through which to view the controversy. Congresses meet for two 

years at a time, and events that affect one Congress may have little or no effect upon 

another. Consequently, one encounters factors that may affect the Grand Canyon 

debate during one Congress that have little bearing upon it in the next. One prominent 

example is Stewart Udall's increasing concern over his own and Carl Hayden's 

retirements in 1968. Though not a paramount concern during the first session of the 

89th Congress in 1965, by the 90th Congress of 1967-1968, with a Republican 

presidency becoming ever more likely and the elderly Senator Hayden in failing 

health, Udall was forced to find a solution to the dilemma while Arizona still 

possessed enough political strength to obtain the passage of the proposal. Thus, the 

Grand Canyon dam controversy took place against, and was affected by, a larger 

backdrop of shifting unpredictable political currents that waxed and waned over time. 

In this dissertation I also examine how the controversy played out both in the 

court of public opinion and in Congress. The political intrigue surrounding the latter 

began to take shape around the turn of the century when entrepreneurs sought to 

utilize water from the lower Colorado to bring California's Imperial Valley into 

cultivation. Chapter one examines early twentieth century proposals for utilizing the 

hydroelectric and irrigation potential of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon, the 

creation of the Colorado River Compact of 1922, and its consequences, especially the 

creation of the Arizona/California political rivalry that underlay all subsequent 

developments. Chapter two discusses the consolidation of Arizona's political power 
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after World War II, as well as Arizona's preparations to obtain the CAP as a federal 

project, the resistance of Park Service Director Newton Drury to these proposals, and 

the slow awakening of the conservation organizations to renewed threats to the 

national park system, as well as philosophical differences between conservationists 

themselves. Chapter three continues the discussion of Arizona's attempts to obtain the 

CAP and the defeat of these proposals in 1950-1951, the initiation of Arizona v. 

Califomia. the Echo Park controversy and its ramifications for Grand Canyon, and the 

emerging Internal Revenue Service threats to conservationists' lobbying efforts, and 

how various organizations reacted to them. State proposals as well as the emergence 

of political leaders such as Stewart and Morris Udall, John Rhodes, Wayne Aspinall, 

the Sierra Qub's evolving strategy in case of an IRS revocation, the position of 

Arizona's Native American tribes, and Stewart Udall's initial consideration of a 

regional water plan and his reasoning behind it are covered in chapter four. 

The year 1963, the focus of chapter five, is critical for it is during this year 

that Stewart Udall introduced the Pacific Southwest Water Plan, and gained the 

tentative blessing of both Califomia and Wayne Aspinall. Carl Hayden's renewed 

efforts to gain a bare bones project in the wake of Arizona's victory in the Supreme 

Court, and the initiation of the conservationists' opposition campaign are also 

discussed. Chapter six covers the rift between Hayden and Udall, the problems of 

presidential politics during the 1964 election year, Udall's pragmatic decision to pursue 

a high Bridge Canyon Dam, the Columbia River diversion-and its ramifications, and 
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the preservationists' attempts to publicize the growing threat to Grand Canyon. 

Chapter seven discusses the context in which the controversy was unfolding, 

particularly the social concerns of the 1960s over threats to civil liberties, free speech 

and civil rights, as well as the 1965 House hearings in the Irrigation and Reclamation 

Subcommittee, and the preservationists' realization that their legal and technical 

argvmients were not powerful enough to change reclamation policy. As a result, David 

Brower of the Sierra Qub, and Richard Bradley of the Colorado Open Space 

Coordinating Council mounted a campaign to attain access to the national media, and 

chapter eight discusses their efforts and eventual success, the steps the pro-dam 

interests took to counter them, and the unfolding drama in the House Interior 

Conmiittee hearings of May 1966. Chapter nine analyzes the results of the Sierra 

Qub's national media campaign including the public reaction to the IRS revocation 

and the complex pwlitical intrigue that caused the regional plan to unravel in the 

House Rules Committee when on the brink of success. Interior Secretary Udall's 

practical decision to pursue a bill without dams in Grand Canyon, a strategy that led to 

the passage of CAP legislation in 1968, is also treated in this chapter as are the 

hardball political maneuvers Carl Hayden used to gain the backing of a reluctant 

Wayne Aspinall in the House. 

The Grand Canyon dam controversy, one of the most important environmental 

debates in American history, constitutes an important case study for modem policy 

makers seeking historical precedents for environmental policy decisions as well as for 
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historians seeking to analyze the machinations of the congressional system. Although 

I argue that the Sierra Club had relatively little influence within the political process 

during the debate over Grand Canyon, nevertheless, the tactics it used to mobilize 

public opinion, and the success it had in doing so proved important as 

environmentalists gained access to the levers of real political power after the passage 

of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 1969. After the enactment of 

NEPA, Congress could no longer afford to ignore public reaction as it had during the 

Grand Canyon dam controversy because environmental advocates and the 

organizations they supported now possessed access to the political process. 

The Sierra Qub, having attained the reputation as the leading activist 

organization by virtue of its having "saved" Grand Canyon in 1968, commanded an 

enoraious constituency that it was able to mobilize to fight future environmental 

battles. Although one can argue that the mere preservation of natural phenomena had 

become anachronistic by the close of the 1960s, and hence, that the Grand Canyon 

dam debate constituted the last major campaign of John Muir style preservationism, it 

also represents an important transition as preservationist organizations such as the 

Sierra Club, having gained a large national audience during the Grand Canyon debate, 

began to espouse a more ecologically based environmentalism to this new 

constituency. Perhaps this is the most important legacy of the Grand Canyon dam 

controversy, for in leading the last great fight in favor of old style preservationism, the 

Sierra Club gained a reputation for environmental activism and enough public and 
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congressional recognition to enable it to transcend the John Muir tradition, allowing 

the club to continue as a leading environmental advocate in the post NEPA period. 
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CHAPTER 1 

A "PROFITLESS LOCALITY'" 

In the Grand Canyon, Arizona has a natural wonder which [is] 
unparalleled throughout the rest of the world. [Tin the interest of the 
country . . . keep this great wonder of natiu^e as it is now ... I hope 
you will not have a building of any kind, not a sununer cottage, a hotel 
or anything else, to mar the wonderful grandeur, the sublimity, the great 
loveliness and beauty of the Canyon. Leave it as it is. You caimot 
improve on it. The ages have been at work on it, and man can only 
mar it. 

— Theodore Roosevelt, upon seeing Grand 
Canyon for the first time in May, 1903.^ 

Millions of years ago, after the oceans retreated and the forces of plate 

tectonics formed the North American Continent, the creation of Grand Canyon began. 

As the Earth's internal pressures heaved the Colorado Plateau skyward, the river 

responded by cleaving it in two. Aided by wind, ice, and fire, the Colorado River 

carved its way relentlessly through solid rock, maintaining a constant elevation as the 

walls of the deepening canyon rose around it. Nature flung enormous boulders and 

dams of lava into its path, attempting to dissuade the river from its erosive mission, 

but eventually these obstacles succumbed, and the Colorado remained wild, unfettered, 

and omnipotent.^ 

'Joseph C. Ives, Report upon the Colorado River of the West (Washington 
D.C.: Govenunent Printing Office, 1861), 110. 

^New York Sun. 7 May 1903. 

^Stephen W. Carothers and Brian T. Brown, The Colorado River through Grand 
Canyon: Natural History and Human Change (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 
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Human use of Grand Canyon first occurred between 3,000 and 1,200 years 

B.C.E. Little is known of these early denizens of the plateau who left split willow 

figurines as the only record of their passing. The Anasazi began farming the area 

about 2,000 years ago and by 1,250 A.D. their descendants had built numerous 

villages on both rims and used irrigation to grow fields of maize and squash. For 

reasons that remain a mystery to archaeologists, permanent habitation ceased around 

1,250 A.D. although evidence of frequent visitation by Native Americans exists after 

this time."* 

Spaniards led by Garcia Lopez de Cardenas, searching for the fabled Seven 

Cities of Cibola, were the first Europeans to encounter Grand Canyon in September of 

1540. The Spaniards left the canyon after making a half-hearted attempt to reach the 

river, perhaps viewing it as an impediment to exploration. Catholic missionaries 

followed and attempted to convert the Native Americans of the region from their 

traditional religions. Francisco Tomas Garces, a Jesuit priest, arrived in Havasu 

Canyon on June 20, 1776, where he encountered the Havasupai who promptly threw a 

1991), 39. It is ironic that despite the best efforts of western water interests and the 
federal government, only nature has successfully dammed the Colorado River in Grand 
Canyon. The most recent lava dam, known as the Toroweap Cascade, occurred 
140,000 years ago near present day Lava Falls. The dam measured approximately 225 
feet in height, and created a lake at least forty miles long within the canyon. 

•*J. Donald Hughes, In The House Of Stone And Light (Grand Canyon Natural 
History Association, 1978), 9-14. Even the Havasupai and Hualapai did not live in 
Grand Canyon proper, choosing instead to occupy the tributary canyons and plateau of 
the south rim. 
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five-day feast in his honor. Though he did not convert many of the Havasupai to 

Catholicism, he noted their irrigation methods and successful agricultural ventures and, 

upon seeing Grand Canyon for the first time, named the river at its bottom the Rio 

Colorado. 

An American trapper named James Ohio Pattie claimed to have "discovered" 

the canyon in March of 1826, in his diary of dubious veracity. Other mountain men 

also arrived at Grand Canyon but left few records of their observations. Captain John 

Fremont's military surveying expeditions passed near the canyon without actually 

reaching it in 1844, and so little accurate information existed in 1848 when the United 

States took possession of the Southwest from Mexico at the end of the Mexican War. 

During the next several years, the federal govenunent sponsored surveys to map the 

Mexican Cession, which appeared as a large blank area on official maps of the 

period.® 

The United States War Department commissioned Lieutenant Joseph Christmas 

Ives to lead an expedition up the lower reaches of the Colorado in 1857. The purpose 

of the mission was to ascertain the navigability of the river, upstream from the Gulf of 

California. Ives launched his stem-wheeled paddleboat. The Explorer, in December 

and managed to pilot his craft nearly four hundred miles upriver to the mouth of Black 

Canyon, where the boat collided with a submerged rock and incurred severe damage. 

Ives and half of his men set out on foot eventually reaching Grand Canyon, while the 

'Ibid., 21, 27. 
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remainder effected repairs and returned to Yuma. Though Ives was impressed by the 

grandeur of the canyon, he evaluated it in utilitarian terms stating; 

The region last explored is, of course, altogether valueless. It can be 
approached only from the south, and after entering it there is nothing to 
do but to leave. Ours has been the first, and will doubtless be the last, 
party of whites to visit this profitless locality. It seems intended by 
nature that the Colorado River, along the greater portion of its lonely 
and majestic way, shall be forever unvisited and undisturbed.'^ 

One cannot help but wonder what Ives would have thought of the fierce congressional 

debates and massive public outcry that erupted over proposals to construct dams in 

this "valueless" region scarcely one hundred years later. 

Major John Wesley Powell, a veteran of the American Civil War who had lost 

his right arm at the battle of Shiloh, embarked upon his epic voyage down the 

Colorado in the spring of 1869. Despite reports of the party's demise, the expedition 

successfully navigated the river through Grand Canyon, and made another voyage 

through the upper Canyon to Kanab Creek in 1871. The resulting fame propelled 

Powell into a tumultuous bureaucratic career that cuhninated in his becoming the 

second director of the United States Geological Survey (USGS) in 1881. Powell was 

an innovative thinker who frequently aired his views in a public fashion, much to the 

chagrin of his superiors and western land speculators. 

During the 1870s, as western migration reached beyond the ninety-eighth 

meridian, real-estate speculation and misrepresentation of agricultural opportunities ran 

'Joseph C. Ives, Report Upon The Colorado River. 110. 
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rampant. Fueled by the promise of cheap land and spurred on by the reasoning of 

"rain follows the plow," tens of thousands of hopeful dry-farmers poured into the 

uncharted Southwest, designated on maps as the Great American Desert. Fearing a 

disaster of Biblical proportions, Powell published A Report on the Arid Region of the 

United States in 1878, based upon his eleven years of western experience. 

Powell advocated replacing land-use and water laws developed in the humid 

East with settlement policies designed for the West's arid environment. Specifically, 

Powell proposed a system of grazing and irrigation districts with irrigation farms of no 

more than eighty acres and pasturage farms of four sections. The most revolutionary 

aspect of Powell's idea was to replace the western water law doctrine of prior 

appropriation with statutes tying water rights to the land. Water usage and regulation 

policy would be determined locally rather than at the state or federal levels. However, 

Powell also believed that the federal government must take on the responsibility of 

development and construction of large water projects, and throughout the report he 

argued that even with irrigation, only a small amount of western land could practicably 

be reclaimed. 

Powell's proposals elicited strident protests from western politicians, cattle 

interests, real estate speculators, and government bureaucracies. Eventually the 

intensity of the opposition drove Powell from his position in the USGS in 1893 and he 

spent the rest of his life vigorously opposing uncontrolled western expansion until his 
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death in 1902/ Meanwhile, encouraged by promoters, railroad land grants, and federal 

settlement policies such as the homestead acts and their progeny, the population 

growth of the American West, the driest section of the nation, continued to accelerate. 

Private individuals and corporations tried to construct irrigation works to bring 

water to potentially rich western farmland. However, most sites where water could 

easily be diverted onto prospective farmland were settled by the late 1880s, and 

millions of acres of fertile soil lay uncultivated because farmers and small irrigation 

districts lacked the resources to constmct large scale water projects. As a result, 

several western states including California and Colorado attempted to construct 

irrigation works but most of these efforts ended in failure. 

The first Anglo attempts to divert the Colorado River took place downstream 

of Grand Canyon, where it forms the border between California and Arizona. 

Flowing into the Gulf of California, it bisects one of the most arid regions in the 

American West. Though the soil is fertile, the region's annual mean rainfall of 2.4 

inches prevented the development of a viable agricultural industry on either side of the 

border. Charles Rockwood, an eastern visionary, sought to irrigate these potentially 

rich farmlands with water from the Colorado by building a canal from the river to 

'John Wesley Powell, The Exploration of the Colorado and Its Canvons (New 
York; Dover Publications, 1961 (1895)), 119, 286-287. The party arrived at the foot 
of Grand Canyon without the Howland brothers or William Dunn who abandoned the 
expedition on August 28, 1869 and were never heard from again. See also John 
Wesley Powell, Report on the Arid Region of the United States (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1962 (1878)), ix-xi, xvi, xxiii, 44, 48, 54. Powell became head of 
the USGS in 1881 after the publication of this report. 
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California's Imperial Valley. This project, the first attempt to divert water from the 

main stream of the Colorado on a large scale, resulted in one of the most spectacular 

failures of private irrigation in the history of westem reclamation. 

Rockwood and his partner George Chaffey, constructed a canal that delivered 

water to the Imperial Valley in 1901. They soon discovered why the river had been 

nicknamed "Big Red," for the canal soon filled with silt. Undaunted, they dug another 

with the same result. Still determined to bring the Imperial Valley into cultivation, 

they constructed a temporary charmel while the first canal was being cleared of silt 

during the spring rainy season of 1905. A flood surge destroyed the headgate to the 

charmel and the rampaging waters of the Colorado flowed unimpeded into the Salton 

Sink, a natural depression within the valley that, when full of water, is known as the 

Salton Sea. The river widened the fissure in its west bank to a half mile and washed 

away a vast amount of topsoil in addition to Rockwood's investment. Finally, after 

two years of nonstop effort, the Southem Pacific Railroad sealed the breach in 1907, 

retiuTiing the impetuous river to its former bed.' 

As a result, developmental interests from Califomia and Arizona placed high 

priority upon hamessing this untamed, yet potentially beneficial, natural resource, and 

began to consider the construction of a great dam to control flood peaks and provide a 

'Donald Worster, Rivers of Empire (New York: Pantheon Books, 1985), 194-
197; and Marc Reisner, Cadillac Desert: The American West and Its Disappearing 
Water. (New York: Penguin Books, 1986), 127-129. Chaffey managed to escape the 
fiasco, having withdrawn from the partnership in 1901. 
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constant flow for downstream agriculture. Rockwood's debacle had made it painfully 

clear that construction of projects of the scale necessary to stabilize the Colorado's 

flow and to channel the water was beyond the capability of individuals, corporations 

and or even states. Faced with explosive population growth and with thousands of 

square miles of potentially rich agricultural land lying fallow, western agricultural 

interests began lobbying for federal assistance. Congress passed the Newlands 

Reclamation Act of 1902 creating the Federal Reclamation Service, and charged the 

new bureau with the task of opening vast areas of the West to agriculture through the 

construction of massive water projects.' 

Even before Congress passed the Newlands Act, western developmental 

interests viewed Grand Canyon as an ideal place to construct hydroelectric and water 

storage projects. By the 1890s developmental interests recognized that the only 

feasible means by which the power potential of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon 

could be tapped was by gaining the backing of the federal government. Stating that 

the "supply of water in the Colorado is an unfailing one and sooner or later it will be 

the source of all great irrigation enterprises in Arizona," the Salt Lake City Tribune 

advocated the construction of a steel framed dam on the Colorado River in Grand 

Canyon in 1893, at the same time that Utah was attempting to wrest all land north of 

the Colorado River from the territory of Arizona. Though Utah's land grab did not 

'Norris Hundley, Water and the West (Berkeley: University of California Press 
1975), 9-10; see also Marc Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 112-118 passim. 
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succeed, this proposal is noteworthy because it was conceived as a hydroelectric 

project rather than for water storage.'" This proposal foreshadowed the policy 

Reclamation Bureau developed in the twentieth century of using hydro-projects to pay 

for expensive irrigation works such as canals and timnels. The dams at the center of 

the controversy of the 1950s and 1960s were also designed for power generation rather 

than water storage. 

The Reclamation Service initiated the construction of Roosevelt Dam on the 

Salt River in central Arizona in 1905 and completed it in 1911. This majestic 

structure, the first large water storage facility built by the Service, was assembled from 

hand-hewn blocks of native red granite and stood 280 feet tall. The project also 

included a small hydroelectric generator that produced the first reclamation electricity. 

Until the 1990s, Roosevelt Dam remained the highest rock masonry dam in the world; 

however, it has recently been overlaid with concrete and raised an additional 35 feet." 

Officials within the Service began to view the sale of electricity as a potential 

source of revenue for future projects, an idea that eventually became the mainstay of 

reclamation policy. Though its primary focus remained the construction of irrigation 

works, the Reclamation Service expanded its hydroelectric capacity at Roosevelt Dam 

'"Salt Lake Citv Tribune. 28 November 1893; Coconino Sun. 22 March 1902. 

"For detailed studies of the Bureau of Reclamation, please see William E. 
Wame, The Bureau of Reclamation (New York: Praeger Publishers Inc., 1973) 13-14; 
and Michael C. Robinson, Water For the West: the Bureau of Reclamation 1902-1977 
(Chicago: The Public Works Historical Society, 1979) 19-21, 28. 
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and built eighteen power plants across the West by 1923. But during its infancy, the 

Service was beset by problems that in time proved insurmountable. Widespread land 

speculation and the inability of irrigators to repay the costs of water project 

construction forced Congress to amend the Reclamation Act to enforce the 160 acre 

land ownership limit and subsidize the cost of reclamation water. Finally the 

Department of the Interior completely overhauled the agency in spring, 1923, and 

renamed it the Bureau of Reclamation.'^ 

Though the Reclamation Service engaged in extensive construction in other 

parts of the West, it all but ignored the lower Colorado River for the first two decades 

of the twentieth century. Consequently, private interests within the territory of 

Arizona and many of the western states began to formulate plans to construct water 

projects in Grand Canyon. Arizona promoters made extraordinary claims about the 

Colorado's potential, one going so far as to claim that the energy potential was far 

greater than that of Niagara Falls. Despite this rhetoric, most early proposals focused 

upon the constmction of small scale projects on tributary streams. David Babbitt of 

Flagstaff formed the Grand Canyon Electric Power Company in 1902 and made one of 

the first attempts to generate hydro-power within the canyon. Babbitt's company 

'^Robinson, Water For the West. 38-44; problems with land speculation and 
increased subsidization of delivered water continued to plague the bureau up to the 
present; please see Richard Berkman and Kip Vicusi, Damming the West: Ralph 
Nader's Study Group Retx)rt on the Bureau of Reclamation (New York: Grossman 
Publishers, 1973), passim, for an exhaustive discourse upon speculation, agricultural 
subsidies and other problems faced by the Bureau. 
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conducted studies of Bright Angel Creek and built a small generating plant that 

supplied power to residences and hotels on the rim. Another developer. Dr. A. J. 

Chandler, attempted to obtain European capital to finance the construction of a plant 

on Kanab Creek, and reflecting the optimism of the times, he argued that one plant 

built upon this relatively small stream could provide power for Prescott, Phoenix and 

other Arizona communities. However, Chandler did not succeed in obtaining 

financing while Babbitt's ventiu-e, though it only generated a small amount of power, 

provided electricity to the south rim until it was replaced by power generated at Glen 

Canyon Dam in 1965.'^ 

Others sought to utilize the power potential of the main stem, and tried water 

wheels and other fanciful ideas but none of these schemes worked. Water interests 

conceded that the seasonal water fluctuations constituted an insurmountable difficulty 

because they were so extreme that a power wheel would be rendered incapable of 

generating power during periods of low water while torrential spring floods might 

destroy it.'^ As in other parts of the West, it seemed as though efforts to develop the 

hydropower potential of this reach of the river could only succeed with federal 

"Coconino Sun. 13 April 1901 and 30 August 1902; and Phoenix Republican. 
21 June 1902; see also Hughes, Stone and Light. 65; and A.B. West to Morris Udall, 
17 November 1966, folder 23, box 483, Morris Udall Papers, Special Collections, 
University of Arizona, hereinafter cited as Morris Udall Papers. Babbitt's power plant 
lay within what eventually became Grand Canyon National Park. 

"Kingman Miner. 22 February 1902; see also Coconino Sun. 21 June 1902. 
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backing. In 1910, it appeared that the Colorado River and Grand Canyon would prove 

Ives' assessment correct by posing insurmountable obstacles to water development. 

However, several events occurred prior to 1920 that brought construction of a 

main stream dam within the realm of possibility and foreshadowed the bitter 

controversy of the 1960s. Private interests obtained enough capital to contemplate 

seriously building a hydroelectric dam on the main stem of the Colorado in Grand 

Canyon. A powerful Arizona political figure emerged who based his political and 

economic future upon the utilization of the Colorado River. A new enviroiunental 

philosophy crystallized and began to touch the fringes of American society by 1910 — 

the idea that the highest and best use of some namral phenomena lay in their 

preservation. And a federal official caught in the middle attempted to find a balance 

between the these conflicting interests. 

During the 1960s westem water interests led by Arizona Senator Carl Hayden, 

and conservation organizations fought one of the most aciimonious battles in the 

history of American environmentalism. Stewart Udall, the Secretary of the Interior 

found himself caught between these opposing forces and though he first supported the 

construction of hydro-dams in Grand Canyon, he eventually opposed the dams for 

pragmatic reasons, a position congruent to but not in agreement with that of the 

environmentalists. But in 1910, Ralph Cameron, the last congressional delegate from 

the territory of Arizona and a futtu-e U.S. senator, held most of Arizona's political 

power. Cameron was a figure of some notoriety with a reputation of advancing his 
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varied interests through legal and extralegal means. Cameron came to Grand Canyon 

in 1884 and by 1900, he had staked more than 35 mineral claims in the canyon, built 

a hotel, and was charging tourists a dollar apiece to ride mules down the Bright Angel 

Trail he had constructed. Claiming that he "would make more money out of the 

Grand Canyon than any other man," Cameron went ahead with his plans for 

development even after President Theodore Roosevelt proclaimed the eastern portion 

of Grand Canyon a national monument in 1908, under the Antiquities Act of 1906. 

By the time Arizona became a state in 1912, Cameron had sold options to mining 

consortiums in Philadelphia and New York and had initiated plans to provide power 

for these and other mining interests by constructing a hydroelectric dam in the heart of 

Grand Canyon National Monument, on the main stem of the Colorado River itself.'^ 

As Cameron formulated his plans for Grand Canyon an event occurred that 

would influence environmental debates for much of the twentieth century — the 

struggle over the construction of a dam in the Hetch Hetchy Valley located in a 

remote comer of Yosemite National Park. John Muir and the Sierra Club advocated 

its preservation, while Gifford Pinchot, founder of the U.S. Forest Service contended 

that the valley should be used as a reservoir site. Pinchot, the father of scientific 

'^Robert Shankland, Steve Mather of the National Parks (New York: Alfred 
Knopf, 1970), 225-42; see also Bert Cameron, interview transcribed by William E. 
Austin, June 21, 1939 in Grand Canyon Items, Vol 2, Grand Canyon National Park 
Reference Library, hereinafter described as (GCNPRL); and Coconino Sun. 24 May 
1912. Cameron's claims predated the establishment of Grand Canyon National 
Monument and so some question existed as to their validity. The Supreme Court 
nullified them in 1920. 
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resource management in the United States, espoused a policy of resource conservation 

and stated that resource management should exist "for the greatest good to the greatest 

number for the longest time," and added further that, "[cjonservation stands for the for 

the development and use of water power now, without delay." Pinchot and Muir, 

good friends at one point, parted over the issue of preservation versus conservation. 

After 1905, this break became more and more acute as preservationists and 

conservationists fought this, the first important environmental battle of the twentieth 

century.'® 

Though the Sierra Club had battled wildemess exploiters since its inception, 

and successfully defended Yosemite and other national parks from various intrusions, 

it lacked political sophistication. In 1901, congressmen allied with the city of San 

Francisco and Pacific Gas and Electric Company quietly sponsored and passed a bill 

which authorized the Secretary of the Interior to grant rights of way for water projects 

through the three national parks located in California. The Sierra Club, inexperienced 

in political subterfuge, did not become aware of this act until 1905. Thus when it 

joined the battle for Hetch Hetchy Valley, viewed by some as a mirror image of 

'®For an in-depth discussion of the Hetch Hetchy controversy, please see 
Michael Cohen, The History of the Sierra Oub. 1892-1970 (San Francisco: Sierra 
Qub Books, 1988), 22-31 passim; and Holoway R. Jones, John Muir and the Sierra 
Club: The Battle for Yosemite (San Francisco: Sierra Qub, 1965), 6-8; see also 
Gifford Pinchot, The Fight for Conservation (Garden City, NY: Harcourt, Brace, 1910) 
42-50; and Roderick Nash, Wildemess and the American Mind 3d ed., (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1982), 134-139; see also Steven Fox, The American 
Conservation Movement: John Muir and His Legacy (Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Press, 1981), 139-146. 
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Yosemite Valley itself, the groundwork for the defeat of the preservationists' agenda 

had been already been laid." 

Even worse for the cause of preservation, a division emerged within the club 

between members who supported water development and those favoring preservation, 

a division that ran so deep that the club's board of directors framed an initiative and 

asked the membership to vote on the issue. Preservation out-polled conservation 3.6 

to 1, and so Mutr and the club continued to lobby stridently against the Hetch Hetchy 

dam. Muir even managed to convince Theodore Roosevelt to withdraw his support for 

the project. But Gifford Pinchot and the city of San Francisco argued just as 

vociferously in favor of the dam. The preservationists' lack of vigilance during the 

early years of the controversy eventually proved fatal and the water development 

passed both houses of Congress with substantial majorities in fall 1913. Politically 

outgunned and outnumbered, the Sierra Qub had lost this battle and on December 19, 

1913, President Woodrow Wilson signed the Raker Act, granting San Francisco all 

water rights in the valley. Embittered and heartbroken by the loss, John Muir died the 

following year.'® 

''The three parks were Yosemite, Sequoia, and General Grant, a small reserve 
created to protect the Sierra Redwood named after the Civil War hero and 18th 
president. 

Alfred Runte, National Parks: The American Experience. 2d ed. (Lincoln: 
University of Nebraska Press, 1989), 77-82; see also Cohen, The History of the Sierra 
Qub. 22-31. The results of the initiative were 589 in favor of the preservation of 
Hetch Hetchy Valley, and 161 opposed, out of a total membership of about 1000, most 
of whom lived in the San Francisco Bay area. 
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The Hetch Hetchy debate gave rise to two oppositional political impulses that 

had inunediate effects upon Grand Canyon. By passing the Raker Act, Congress 

established a precedent that economic concerns would supersede preservationist values 

even within national parks ostensibly created to protect areas of natural splendor from 

exploitation. But the lost cause of Hetch Hetchy also motivated the Sierra Club and 

influential preservationists such as Frederick Law Olmsted, Stephen T. Mather, and 

Horace Albright, to press Congress for increased federal protection of national parks, a 

sentiment that seemed to be gaining momentum by the end of 1914." 

Cameron and Arizona power interests kept a close eye upon these two 

Congressional impulses and the possible ramifications for their own plans to develop 

the hydroelectric and reclamation potential of Grand Canyon. Despite the push to 

protect the national parks, it appeared as though congressional proponents of water 

projects had the upper hand. In May, 1914, the House passed the Ferris Bill, a 

"Runte, National Parks. 100-105. In 1916, Congress rewarded their persistence 
by passing legislation that created the National Park Service within the Interior 
Department. The Sierra Club energetically participated in this campaign, lending an 
aura of mystery to its subsequent actions, for after the creation of the Park Service in 
1916, it virtually disappeared from the American preservation movement. The Club 
instead became a docile organization of hikers and nature lovers, shuiming 
enviroiunental activism for almost forty years. Olmstead wrote the Park Service's 
statement of purpose, calling for the preservation of scenic values and he later argued 
against the inundation of Grand Canyon in the early 1940s. Mather was a self-made 
millionaire businessman, and first director of the Park Service who may have provided 
the pivotal argument before Congress, arguing that scenic preservation would create 
economic opportunity on the periphery of the parks. Albright, an attorney, served as 
Mather's trusted assistant until Mather's death in 1930, when he succeeded him as Park 
Service Director. 



predecessor to the Federal Power Act of 1920, to promote federal water and power 

development. This legislation would have granted the Secretary of the Interior the 

discretionary right to lease power sites on the public domain except for national parks 

and monuments. But a relative newcomer to Arizona politics, representative Carl 

Hayden, initiated his six decades of reclamation advocacy by sponsoring an 

amendment to the Ferris Bill allowing water development in Grand Canyon and Mount 

Olympus National Monuments. Citing Hetch Hetchy as precedent, Hayden argued, 

"The use of the water power in the Mount Olympus and Grand Canyon Monuments 

would not interfere with our enjoyment of any of the beauties of nature. That was the 

case in the Hetch Hetchy bill which we debated at great length in this house [sic] not 

long ago. This is a parallel one."^° 

Meanwhile, Cameron obtained fmancial backing from a New York firm and 

made an informal application to the U.S. Forest Service, the parent agency of Grand 

Canyon National Monument, seeking permission to construct a hydroelectric project 

just downstream from the terminus of Bright Angel Trail on November 14, 1914. 

Another developer, W. I. Johnson, hired Frank Baum, chief hydrological engineer for 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company and one of the most important proponents of the 

^"Informal Application by R. H. Cameron for Water Development in Grand 
Canyon National Monument," 18 November, 1914, 31, Fiche GCRA-04363, Grand 
Canyon National Park Museum Collection hereinafter cited as (GCNPMC). For an 
exhaustive discussion of federal water power statutes before 1921, please see Jerome 
Kerwin, Federal Water Power Legislation G^ew York: Columbia University Press, 
1926), passim. The Ferris Bill was defeated in the Senate. 
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Hetch Hetchy dam, to design a power project for Cataract Canyon which lay just 

inside the western boundary of the Monument and to make the necessary 

applications.^' 

Thus, in the wake of Hetch Hetchy, congressional sentiment seemed to favor 

the utilization of hydropower potential over the preservation of scenic resources. Two 

proposals to construct dams in Grand Canyon now sat before the Forest Service, the 

very agency founded by Gifford Pinchot, the most vigorous exponent of conservation. 

The construction of a dam in the heart of Grand Canyon National Monument seemed a 

foregone conclusion. But Pinchot no longer held the position of Chief Forester, 

having been fired by President Taft in 1910 for questioning the conservation policies 

of his administration. This was to have important consequences for Grand Canyon 

because the person who held the position of Chief Forester was perceived by the 

American public as speaking for the administration in the formulation of resource 

policy.^ 

^'"Informal Application by R. H. Cameron," 18 November 1914, 1, and "Report 
on the Hydroelectric Project in Cataract Canyon," by Lyle A. Whitsit, District 
Engineer, 2-3 in GRCA-04363 (GCNPMC). The Forester had ruled on another 
application made by J. W. Waara, in August 1913, holding that he was adverse to 
granting any permit "within this National Park [sic]", however, this occurred before 
the final disposition of the Hetch Hetchy controversy and hence this decision was not 
affected by that precedent. 

"Samuel Hays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency. The Progressive 
Conservation Movement. 1890-1920 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1969 
(1959)), 168, 173; and Ronald Foresta, The National Parks and Their Keepers 
(Washington D.C.: Resources for the Future, 1984), 17-20. For an in-depth 
discussion of Pinchot's conflicts with President Taft, Interior Secretary Richard 



By the summer of 1914, it had become apparent that the new Chief Forester, 

Henry S. Graves, was not going to approve these proposals without carefully 

considering the ramifications of Hetch Hetchy. As historians Roderick Nash and 

Steven Fox argue, perhaps the most remarkable thing about the Hetch Hetchy debate is 

that it occurred at all, and that the construction of a dam there would not have been 

controversial had it been proposed fifty years previously.^ Consequently, the fierce 

congressional debates and the public outcry against the damming of Hetch Hetchy 

forced Graves to balance the agenda of developers with that of the emerging 

preservation movement in the case of Grand Canyon. 

Graves now found himself in a dilemma similar to that which was to haunt 

Stewart Udall during his tenure as Interior Secretary during the 1960s. Graves knew 

that the Ferris Bill had mn into opposition in the Senate while both houses of 

Congress seemed to favor the establishment of an agency to oversee the national 

parks. In addition, he was also aware that Congress supported the establishment of 

Grand Canyon as a national park. Cameron and Baum sought to gain approval of 

their projects before Congress enacted these protective measures which would, in all 

Ballinger and his role in the Pinchot-Ballinger controversy over Alaska Coal lands, 
please see Hays, 147-174 passim. 

^Nash, Wilderness. 181; and Fox, Conservation Movements 146-147. Pinchot's 
successor Henry Graves is discussed in Char Miller, American Forests (Lawrence: 
University Press of Kansas Press, 1997), 91-93; and in Michael Frome, The Forest 
Service (New York: Praeger Publishing, 1971), 14-16. 
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likelihood nullify their applications, and they enlisted powerful politicians and 

influential citizens in an attempt to pressure Graves into granting his approval. 

The Chief Forester denied the Cameron and Baum applications in January of 

1915 after weighing all of these factors and displayed an adroit sense of reasoning in 

the face of pressure which now included Carl Hayden, Arizona Senator Henry Ashurst, 

and Interior Secretary Franklin Lane, a former city attorney from San Francisco, who 

had pushed for the development of Hetch Hetchy as a reservoir. Lane encouraged 

Graves to approve the permits because he anticipated that Grand Canyon would come 

under Interior's jurisdiction when it became a national park, and would then become 

eligible for power development upon passage of the Ferris Bill. 

Graves wrote the Interior Secretary, stating that while it was true that Grand 

Canyon National Monument was currently under his jurisdiction, it would probably 

come under that of the "Bureau of National Parks" once the Senate approved 

impending legislation to that effect. He also had observed that the Ferris Bill was in 

trouble in the Senate. Since both bills were pending before Congress, neither was 

applicable to the Cameron/Baum applications. Legally, federal policy governing 

development in national parks and monuments had been established by Congress in 

the Hetch Hetchy case. But Graves based his reasoning upon the fact that the House 

had passed the National Park Service Bill with a clause stating that no development 

could take place in a national park. Summing up he stated: "The bill as it stands 

would, therefore, allow rights to be secured while action is being taken to create the 
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park that would not be permitted if the creation of the park were an accomplished 

fact."" Graves had weighed the existing precedent of Hetch Hetchy against potential 

congressional protection of national parks and upheld the latter. 

Graves' articulation of the issues to Secretary Lane demonstrates that he had 

grasped the future implications of whatever decision he might make, and the intensity 

of the opposing forces focusing their energies upon potential park lands. Unlike Hetch 

Hetchy, preservationists did not protest the Cameron/Baum proposals, in fact it is 

highly probable that they did know of them. So Graves' decision must be read in this 

light — that it was made with virtually no opposition to development from 

preservationist interests. His reasoning is particularly noteworthy when one considers 

that the precedent of Hetch Hetchy was barely one year old. Historians have typically 

portrayed the Forest Service as a utilitarian agency, a reputation it perhaps deserves. 

Yet in this instance, despite immense pressure from powerful politicians and interest 

"W. I. Johnson to Henry Graves, 13 September 1915; see also Henry Graves to 
Secretary of the Interior, 22 January 1915; and A. F. Potter to Henry Graves, 26 
September 1914, all in GRCA-04363 (GCNPMC). Graves' Chief Engineer, Lyle A. 
Whitsit, echoes Graves' sentiments. After concluding that the power plant designed by 
Baum was feasible he argued: "The writer believes that the scenic beauty of the 
canyon, the falls, and the rapids possess greater value and is [sic] one of the important 
features of Grand Canyon National Monument. . . . should this hydro-electric 
development be made, all the scenic beauty of the falls and rapids that makes the trip 
to this country worth while would be destroyed. Therefore, the writer believes that the 
Service is perfectly justified in refusing an application for water power [sic] permit for 
these resources and would so recommend." Faced with these forcefully stated 
positions, Baum notified his employer that it would be "useless to carry the matter 
further" while Cameron's claims remained tied up in court until 1920 when the 
Supreme Court invalidated them. 
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groups, Graves upheld a standard that did not yet exist over one that had just been 

established in fact. Preservationists had lost a magnificent scenic wonder, but by 

1916, they had gained a national constituency and a federal agency, and so strongly 

articulated the validity of arguments based upon scenic rather than economic values, 

that the Colorado River in Grand Canyon remained free of hydroelectric projects when 

Carl Hayden began to push for the establishment of Grand Canyon National Park." 

The Colorado River falls 1,930 feet as flows through the 277 mile length of 

Grand Canyon, making it one of the most ideal locations for the generation of 

hydroelectric power in the continental United States. Though forester Graves had 

stymied water interests in 1915, this hiatus proved only temporary. Even as 

representative Hayden lobbied for national park protection for Grand Canyon, federal 

agencies and the states of the Colorado Basin began to envision the future 

development of the lower Colorado River for reclamation and irrigation, and sponsored 

a basin-wide dam site study in 1916 conducted by E. C. La Rue, the chief hydrologist 

of the USGS. La Rue identified several dam sites within Marble and Grand canyons. 

"See H. B. Greely to Stanley D. McGraw, 18 March, 1915, and 0. C. Merrill 
to Barklay, Parsons, and Klapp, Engineers, 21 February, 1917, all in (GRCA-04363 
(GCNPMC)); see also Hughes, Stone and Light. 85. TTie depth of Graves' convictions 
was shared by his successors and subordinates within the Forest Service through 1920, 
illustrated by the fact that the Service continued to rebuff inquiries from other parties 
interested in constructing hydro-projects in Grand Canyon. When the National Park 
Service was created in 1916, it did not assimie jurisdiction over Grand Canyon 
National Monument. Grand Canyon remained under Forest Service control when it 
became a national park on Febmary 26, 1919 because of administrative difficulties 
within the new agency, and it did not become part of the Park Service until August 
15, 1919. 
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but he was unable to conduct a comprehensive analysis because of the topography of 

the region. Despite incomplete data, he suggested that the power potential of the river 

could be utilized by constructing thirteen dams in the canyon, writing that, 

"foundations suitable for high masonry dams can probably be found. 

Carl Hayden introduced a bill in 1918 that, when signed on February 25, 1919, 

converted the national monument Roosevelt created in 1908 into Grand Canyon 

National Park. Although the park boundaries included approximately 100 miles of 

river, they did not encompass the entire Grand Canyon system which was defined by 

geologists as extending from Lee's Ferry, through Marble and Grand canyons to the 

Grand Wash Cliffs, a distance of 277 miles. Thus, park protection did not extend to 

all of Grand Canyon. Since the National Park Act of 1916 prohibited water 

development in parks and monuments, Hayden, reflecting the desires of his water 

hungry constituents, inserted a special provision within the Establishment Act, 

C. La Rue, Colorado River and its Utilization: Water Supply Paper 395 
(Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1916), 179-180; and "Informal 
Application by R. H. Cameron," 9, GRCA-04363 (GCNPMC). La Rue conducted 
some of his analysis from the rim of the canyon and did not examine the sites closely 
until the 1923 survey, referenced later in this narrative. La Rue also mentions private 
plans to build six dams in the extreme lower reach of Grand Canyon. The only record 
of withdrawals in this location available suggest that they were taken out by James 
Girand when he was the engineer for the Territor}- of Arizona. Exact locations of 
these withdrawals are not available but the evidence suggests that they constitute the 
first proposals for what would later become the Bridge Canyon site, one of the two 
contested sites during the 1950s and 1960s. However, since these proposals did not 
contemplate a dam that would have any effect upon the national monument or park, 
they are not relevant to the discussion at this point. 
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granting the Secretary of the Interior the power to authorize reclamation projects 

within the park at his/her discretion." 

The pertinent language in the Grand Canyon National Park Establishment Act 

reads: "That whenever consistent with the primary purpose of said park, the Secretary 

of the Interior is authorized to permit the utilization of areas therein which may be 

necessary for the development and maintenance of a Government [sic] reclamation 

project." The ensuing congressional debate pitted Hayden against Representative 

William Henry Safford of Wisconsin, who questioned him about the reclamation 

provision. Hayden responded, stating that reservoirs for the storage of water for 

irrigation purposes would be built in time only when "consistent with the primary 

purposes of the park — that is, not to impair its scenic beauty." Safford, apparently 

satisfied, did not pursue the matter further and the bill passed the House 

unanimously.^ 

Though scarcely debated, this reclamation provision constituted a pivot point 

for the disputes that followed for it established congressional endorsement of water 

projects within the park itself, and the Park Service was powerless to do anything 

"Grand Canvon National Park Establishment Act. U.S. Code, vol. 16, sec. 221 
(1919); see also Steven Carothers and Bryan T. Brown, The Colorado River Through 
Grand Canvon (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1991), 6. 

"Grand Canvon National Park Establishment Act. U.S. Code, vol. 16, sec. 227 
(1919); and Congressional Record. House, January 20, 1919. The final form of the 
bill did not specify that only storage projects could be constructed, therefore, the 
language was open to interpretation. Consequently, conservationists did not attempt to 
defeat the hydro-electric dams proposed in the 1960s using the language in the act. 
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about it. Carl Hayden, anticipating the water needs of his native state, astutely 

provided the legal foundation necessary for the future utilization of both the power and 

water resources within Grand Canyon. Fifty years later he would cite this reclamation 

provision when responding to queries from people opposed to the Grand Canyon 

dams. Environmentalists attempting to constmct the measure strictly would find 

Hayden had stated clearly that, in his opinion, a reclamation project within Grand 

Canyon would not impair the canyon's scenic beauty and thus would not violate the 

"primary purpose" of the park's establishment. Likewise, though the language only 

approved the construction of a reclamation project, inferentially this also included 

hydro-projects because the marriage of hydropower and reclamation was an established 

policy by 1919. 

Forester Graves had argued, while denying the Cameron/Baum hydroelectric 

proposals, that since Grand Canyon Monument would soon be established as a park, it 

should be managed as though it already were one. But he had not anticipated 

Hayden's reclamation provision. Ironically, by creating Grand Canyon National Park, 

Congress reduced the protection Grand Canyon enjoyed as a national monument. 

Because the Colorado River dropped 950 feet within the newly created national park, 

all of Grand Canyon remained the subject of intense scrutiny as western water 
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interests prepared to divide the waters of the Colorado and initiate comprehensive 

development of the basin. 

Even as Arizona's political leaders attempted to obtain authorization for the 

construction of diversion works from the Colorado River, the City of Los Angeles, 

having already requisitioned the entire flow from the Owens River, also began to eye 

the Colorado as a future water source. Farmers from the Imperial Valley lobbied for a 

dam to control the river's flood peaks and to store water as a hedge against drought. 

Because California alone among the Colorado Basin states had an inunediate need for 

water, it attempted to obtain congressional authorization to build the dam, but these 

efforts failed, much to the relief of the other six states in the basin. 

The aridity of the American West forced state legislatures and courts to 

develop an indigenous variant of water law differing significantly from that found in 

the east. Under the eastern doctrine of riparian rights, water was an appurtenance to 

land and could not be severed from it. However, under the western doctrine of prior 

appropriation, a party that first utilized water for a "beneficial use," acquired superior 

rights against all subsequent users, even if they diverted the water to lands far from 

the water source. Had Califomia succeeded in gaining congressional approval of a 

dam and diversion works, it could have legally perfected water rights for as much of 

^U.S. Department of the Interior, The Colorado River: A Natural Menace 
Becomes a National Resource (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, March, 
1946), 168; and Bureau of Reclamation, "Memorandum Report on Reconnaissance 
Studies Marble Canyon Kanab Creek Power Development," (Boulder City, Nevada 
1961), 3, (GCNPRL). Of course these figures do not reflect the 1975 park expansion. 
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the Colorado as it could put to a beneficial use, even to the exclusion of the other 

states in the basin. Under prior appropriation doctrine, this held true even though 

these states lay upstream, and, unlike California, contributed to the river's flow. Its 

preemptive efforts having failed, California agreed to negotiate a division of the 

Colorado's water with the other six basin states in exchange for their congressional 

support of a large dam. In 1922, representatives of the seven basin states met in Santa 

Fe, New Mexico under the leadership of Herbert Hoover and after much haggling, 

signed the Colorado River Compact of 1922, laying the legal foundation for all future 

reclamation projects proposed within the basin.^" But Arizona's legislature refused to 

ratify the Compact, setting the stage for more than a half century of legal battles, 

fought primarily between Arizona and Califomia. 

The Compact arbitrarily divided the river into upper and lower basins at Lee's 

Ferry, Arizona, just south of the Utah border. (Figure I.l) Based upon an annual 

estimated flow of 17.5 million acre feet, it allocated 7.5 million to the upper basin 

states of Wyoming, Colorado, Utah and New Mexico and 7.5 million to the three 

lower basin states of Arizona, Nevada, and Califomia. Mexico was allotted 1.5 

'"For a comprehensive discussion of the Colorado River Compact please see 
Norris Hundley, Dividing the Waters (Berkeley: University of Califomia Press, 1966), 
48-51; see also Department of the Interior, The Colorado River: A Natural Menace 
Becomes A National Resource. 59-66. The six states that ratified the Colorado River 
Compact of 1922 were: Wyoming, Idaho, Colorado, Utah, New Mexico and 
Califomia. Arizona did not ratify the compact until 1944. Many variants of prior 
appropriation evolved, so I speak of it in general terms here. Califomia even 
recognized both prior appropriation and riparian rights, complicating Califomia water 
adjudications even fiuther. 
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million acre feet and the surplus of one million was given, albeit reluctantly, to the 

lower basin in years of excess flow. The Compact did not include agreements 

between the individual states of each basin, they were left to argue among 

themselves.^' 

Arizona and California immediately began to formulate plans for the 

development of the river. Interests within California argued over whether a dam 

should be constructed in Diamond Creek, Glen Canyon, or in Black Canyon, on the 

Arizona-Nevada Border. Meanwhile, Arizona promoters conceived of several 

creative schemes to circumvent the Compact and put Colorado River water to 

beneficial use within the state. In 1923, State Senator Fred Colter filed a claim upon 

water from the lower Colorado River on Arizona's behalf and founded the Highline 

Reclamation Association, a group of influential state leaders dedicated to bringing 

Colorado River water to central Arizona. The organization studied several plans for 

water storage, transport, and hydroelectric power generation, all of which involved the 

diversion of water over great distances. The two most important proposals were called 

the Arizona Highline Canal and an alternative, the Colorado-Verde Project. Although 

different in many respects, both of these projects were predicated upon the 

construction of dams in Grand Canyon. 

^'National Academy of Sciences, Water and Choice in the Colorado Basin: An 
Example of Alternatives in Water Management (Washington D.C.; Printing and 
Publishing Office: National Academy of Sciences, 1968), 21. 

^^San Francisco Chronicle. 3 June 1921; 6 June 1921. 
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The association sponsored several state funded studies of dam sites in Grand 

Canyon before 1923 because a comprehensive USGS survey did not yet exist. 

Between 1922-1923, Arizona Governor George W. P. Hunt obtained the assistance of 

E. C. La Rue to assist with a survey conducted by the Arizona State Engineering 

Commission, to ascertain the feasibility of the Highline Canal proposal. Although 

outvoted 2-1, La Rue wrote a favorable minority report and submitted it to Hunt who 

then released it amid much fanfare in July, 1923, creating the inference that the 

commission had approved the project. Engineer Porter Preston, dumbfounded with the 

conduct of La Rue and Governor Hunt, wrote his superior within the Reclamation 

Service and surmised that La Rue's actions were intended as a "slap at the Colorado 

River Compact."" 

However, it appears that La Rue was on the payroll of both Arizona and 

California water interests, for in 1923, he also embarked upon the first comprehensive 

dam site survey of the canyon, an expedition commissioned by Califomia Edison. 

"Fred Colter, The Highline Book (Phoenix: Fred Colter, 1934), 13-14; and 
Porter Preston to Project Manager, 25 July 1923, in (RG-115, BOR, Series: CAP 
Reports, Federal Records Center, Denver Colorado). The language Colter used in the 
publication expresses the optimism western promoters exhibited at the begirming of the 
twentieth century: 

Nowhere else is there another Grand Canyon through which a great 
river falls steeply between narrow walls which offer numerous dam and 
reservoir sites in solid rock where the rushing water can be stored, 
harnessed for producing 5,000,000 electric horse power and released to 
irrigate by gravity 6,000,000 acres of flat fertile desert land lying 1,000 
feet below the primary sites in a sub tropical climate with an all around 
growing season. 
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Unlike La Rue's previous surveys, this expedition floated the river from Lee's Ferry 

through the entire length of Grand Canyon. Colonel Claude Birdseye led the voyage 

and both eastern and westem newspapers covered the expedition as though it were a 

death-defying adventure. La Rue employed Emery Kolb, the famous Grand Canyon 

photographer and river runner, as a guide, and apparently Kolb and Birdseye almost 

came to blows on several occasions. 

Despite the threat of hostilities. La Rue obtained geological data confirming his 

earlier conclusion that rock formations of suitable strength and hardness for the 

construction of high dams existed in the canyon. He investigated sites including two 

that would become the focus of preservationists and water interests alike for the next 

several decades: Marble and Bridge canyons. Bridge Canyon was located about 78 

miles below the westem boundary of the park while Marble Canyon, initially referred 

to as the Red-Wall site, lay 12 miles upstream of it.^ (Figure 1.2) This 

"E. C, La Rue, Water Supply Paper 556: Water and Flood Control of 
Colorado River Below Green River. Utah (Washington: Government Printing Office, 
1925), 134-164; see also New York Dailv Tribune. 12, December, 1923; and 
Washington Post. 11 November 1923; see also the Diary of Emery Kolb, 1923 passim, 
Emery Kolb Papers, Special Collections, Cline Library, Northern Arizona University, 
hereinafter cited as (SCNAU). River miles are calculated both up and down stream 
from Lee's Ferry which is mile zero. There are three Marble Canyon dam sites, the 
original site was located four miles upstream of Lee's Ferry, with an alternate site at 
mile fifteen where Glen Canyon Dam was eventually built. The Marble Canyon dam 
site that elicited the intense environmental protests of the 1960's was located 
downstream of Lee's Ferry in Marble Canyon at mile 39.5. The Bridge Canyon site 
was located at mile 237.5. Boulder (Hoover) Dam originally planned for the Boulder 
Canyon Site, was eventually built at the Black Canyon site several miles downstream, 
but retained the name Boulder Dam. The Red-Wall site was renamed the Marble 
Canyon site during the mid 1930s, and all references to Marble Canyon Dam after this 
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comprehensive dam-site survey has been the basis of every analysis of hydroelectric 

power potential within Grand Canyon since its publication in 1925. 

Advocates of the Arizona Highline Canal and the Colorado Verde Project 

immediately drew up detailed plans that included dams at these and other sites. The 

Highline proposal would have diverted water from Bridge Canyon Reservoir southwest 

through a tunnel sixty miles in length, then into a canal that meandered along the 

approximate route of the present Central Arizona Project canal, eventually ending up 

in the Salt River Valley. In addition, all timnels and channels would have been lined 

with concrete with a clearance of twelve feet. This design, intended to accommodate 

boat and barge traffic was an apparent attempt to create an intra-Arizona water 

transportation network. (Figure 1.2) 

The Colorado-Verde scheme was even more imaginative. It entailed the 

construction of a dam just downstream of Lee's Ferry, which would divert water into a 

timnel 46.4 miles in length to a reservoir on the Little Colorado River, ten miles above 

its mouth. Because the grade of the river-bed is relatively flat, the designers of this 

project contended that a shallow reservoir would raise the water level enough so that it 

could be drawn into a tunnel nine miles further upstream> in effect reversing the river's 

flow over this distance. The turmel itself would have traversed deep beneath the 

Colorado Plateau and the San Francisco Peaks to the confluence of Oak Creek and the 

time refer to a proposal for this location. La Rue's original Marble Canyon site, was 
renamed the Glen Canyon site at about the same time, and is where Glen Canyon Dam 
is located today. 
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Verde Rivers, a distance of 97.8 miles. Eight dams on the now swollen Verde River 

would have generated power, and the water, after passing through these power plants, 

would have been diverted into irrigation canals in the Salt River Valley.'^ (Figure 1.2) 

Advocates of these proposals contended that Arizona would become the most 

prosperous state in the union if it constmcted just one of these projects. They also 

argued that if one were to include return flows, the Colorado River would have an 

effective use of one hundred million acre feet each year, a striking figure when one 

considers that even the most optimistic hydrologists estimated the total annual flow at 

17.5 million acre feet, an amount that most experts agree is grossly overestimated. It 

is in this context of virtually unlimited optimism that the Bureau of Reclamation was 

about to embark upon the greatest dam building program in human history, and that 

voices advocating preservation were virtually silenced during the subsequent clamor 

for federal water projects.^® 

'^Colter, Highline Book. 37-38, 44-47; and Arizona Republic. 14 January 1952. 
For an in depth discussion of these historical antecedents to the Central Arizona 
Project, please see Byron Pearson, "The Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek Project: Grand 
Canyon, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Limits of Utilitarianism," Locus, vol. 8, 
no. 1 (Fall 1995): 65-80. 

^Colter, Highline Book. 13; Norris Hundley, Dividing the Waters. 48-51; see 
also A. P. Davis to F. S. Dellenbaugh, 8-August, 1922, Box 4, Folder I, Dellenbaugh 
Papers, Special Collections, University of Arizona. Dellenbaugh, the last surviving 
member of Powell's second voyage and Arthur Powell Davis, Powell's nephew and 
head of the Reclamation Service in 1922, corresponded about their concern for 
preserving the scenic beauty of Grand Canyon during a time of intense debate over 
where the first main stem dam should be constructed. Davis assured Dellenbaugh that 
his bureau favored the construction of a dam at Boulder Canyon, far downstream of 
the National Park, over the construction of a dam at Diamond Creek that would back 
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Despite the fact that Arizona had not signed the Compact, Arizona, California, 

and Nevada attempted to negotiate an equitable division of the 7.5 million acre feet 

allocated to the lower basin. Negotiations continued for six years but ultimately 

failed. California, anxious to break to break the deadlock and construct water projects 

of its own, agreed to compromise in exchange for congressional approval of a main 

stream dam. As a result. Congress inserted two key provisions into the Swing-

Johnson Bill that included the authorization of Boulder Dam: First, approval would be 

contingent upon California's agreement to limit its annual use to 4.4 million acre feet, 

and, second, that for purposes of the Boulder Canyon Act, only six of the seven basin 

states needed to ratify the Colorado River Compact. The first provision reassured the 

rest of the basin states that water would remain in the river for their fut\ire use, while 

the second nullified Arizona's obstinacy. The California legislatiu^e, desperate to win 

congressional approval of the project, enacted a self-imposed annual limitation of 4.4 

million acre feet, prompting Congress to pass the Boulder Canyon Act in 1928. When 

Utah ratified the Colorado River Compact in March of 1929, becoming the sixth state 

to do so, Arizona could do nothing to prevent construction of the world's tallest dam, 

half of which would be within its territory." 

water through the Park. It is interesting to compare the views of Davis with those of 
Michael Strauss and Floyd Dominy, two of Davis' successors in the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

"Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 130; and Fradkin, A River No More. 272. 
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Despite Arizona's opposition, erection of Boulder Dam commenced in 1930, 

initiating a thirty year period of unprecedented water project construction in the 

American West. While Arizona's water leaders chafed, the rest of the nation, mired in 

the depths of the Great Depression, watched the unfolding drama with a mixture of 

awe and pride as the shimmering white concrete plug rose from the bowels of Black 

Canyon. Scarcely four and one half years after the initiation of construction. President 

Franklin Delano Rooseveh dedicated the gigantic edifice proclaiming: "This morning I 

came, I saw, and I was conquered as everyone will be who sees for the furst time this 

great feat of mankind." Boulder Dam, perhaps the most important structure ever built 

in the United States, had tamed the untamable Colorado at a cost of $48,890,955 and 

the lives of 110 men.^® 

The significance of Boulder Dam cannot be overstated. It was by far the 

largest dam built up to that time, and its engineers pioneered construction processes 

which were used later on other huge projects. It constituted the first major effort by 

the Bureau of Reclamation and provided power to drive the great defense industry of 

southern California that played such an important role in the Allies' victory in World 

War n. Finally, by stabilizing the river's unpredictable flow, it ensured a dependable 

water supply for agricultural interests and safeguarded downstream irrigation works. 

^Joseph E. Stevens, Hoover Dam (Norman: University of Oklahoma Egress, 
1988), 46, 53. The project originally was planned for Boulder Canyon and when 
construction conunenced at a superior site in Black Canyon, the name stuck. When 
finished, the dam stood 726.4 feet high. See also Russell Martin, A Storv That Stands 
Like A Dam (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1989) 3. 
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Prior to the completion of Boulder Dam, FDR had encouraged the Bureau to 

expand its efforts in conjunction with the New Deal. Roosevelt approved the 

Columbia Basin Project after his inauguration in 1932, and construction began the 

following year. The Bureau completed Grand Coulee Dam, the cornerstone of the 

project in 1941, just in time to power the wartime industries of the Pacific Northwest. 

Additional great ventures were initiated simultaneously, including California's Central 

Valley Project, the Big Thompson Project in Colorado, and a host of others. Further 

development of the lower Colorado was also planned and seen as inevitable by most 

people. 

Even before the completion of Boulder Dam, the Bureau initiated constmction 

of Parker Dam, a low diversion structure located 155 miles downstream, designed to 

create a reservoir from which water could be transferred via a 245 mile long aqueduct 

to Los Angeles. Construction began without congressional approval in 1934, and 

Arizona again watched as Califomia attempted to appropriate still more of the river's 

flow. Having been twice defeated in court while attempting to block the construction 

of Boulder Dam and faced with the possible usurpation of the Colorado, Arizona's 

Governor Benjamin. B. Moeur exercised his only remaining option and declared war 

on the state of Califomia. 

In the spring of 1934, Moeur sent a small force of five men to the Parker Dam 

site where they were ordered to report directly to him "any attempt on the part of any 

person to place any structure on Arizona soil either within the bed of said river or on 
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the shore." Led by Major F. I. Pomeroy of the 158th Infantry Regiment, Arizona 

National Guard, the unit conmiandeered a ferry boat firom Parker and proceeded 

upriver to inspect a cable that the Bureau had anchored on the Arizona shore to secure 

a drilling barge. The boat, christened the "Arizona Navy" by newspapers on both 

sides of the river, became entangled in the cable and Pomeroy and his men were 

rescued by an "enemy" vessel, a motor launch belonging to the Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power. This expeditionary force maintained daily radio 

contact with Govemor Moeur for seven months and endured sandstorms, poisonous 

snakes, and temperatures in excess of 120 degrees. 

When the Bureau began to constmct a trestle bridge from the California shore, 

Moeur issued a proclamation in November 1934, entitled "To Repel an Invasion," and 

placed the entire Arizona side of the river under martial law. Moeur dispatched a one-

hundred man militia unit to the site, aimed with machine guns and, according to the 

citizens of Parker, the troops were spoiling for a fight. The incident became a national 

embarrassment for Interior Secretary Harold Ickes, and forced him to suspend 

construction of the dam while the Supreme Court adjudicated the dispute. To the 

astonishment of all parties, the court ruled in favor of Arizona because the Bureau had 

not received congressional approval to build the dam. Arizona's victory was short 

lived, however, for a few months later, California's delegation ranuned a bill through 

Congress authorizing Parker Dam. Arizona was now without any recourse unless. 
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according to historian Mark Reisner, it desired to declare war on the United States.^" 

Though humorous in the light of sixty years of hindsight, this episode is a telling 

illustration of the enmity that existed between Arizona and Califomia, a resentment so 

deep that it would prove a decisive factor during the battles over the Central Arizona 

Project and the Grand Canyon dams that occurred during the 1950's and 1960's. 

As Arizona and Califomia debated their differences on a national stage, 

competing interests within the Interior Department began to solidify their positions 

regarding future dam construction on the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. By 1930, 

the Bureau of Reclamation considered Bridge Canyon one of the most desirable power 

sites on the Colorado River, now that Boulder Dam was well on its way to 

completion, and it proposed to construct a 570 foot dam that would back water to the 

western boundary of the park. When President Herbert Hoover proclaimed a new 

Grand Canyon National Monument downstream of the national park on December 22, 

1932, it caused immediate concern within the Bureau because any dam constructed to 

maximize the power potential of the Bridge Canyon site would now back water 

through the new monument. (Figure 1.3) Though it appeared that legally, the 

^^Arizona Daily Star. 30 September 1945; 21 January 1947; 20 June 1947; see 
also Stevens, Hoover Dam. 230, 258; and Fradkin, A River No More. 189-190; see 
also Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 267-268. This affair resulted in one casualty. A private 
with Pomeroy's force contracted pneumonia due to his prolonged exposure to the 
elements, and subsequently died. 
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monument did not pose an obstacle to the construction of a dam at Bridge Canyon, the 

Bxireau wished to avoid a conflict with the Park Service."*" 

In anticipation of Hoover's action. Dr. Elwood Mead, the commissioner of the 

Bureau of Reclamation, wrote Park Service Director Horace Albright during the 

sunmier of 1932 and asked him whether the Park Service would object to a dam at 

Bridge Canyon that would back water through the proposed monument. Albright, in 

turn, polled his subordinates, and Roger Toll, superintendent of Yellowstone Park who 

had previously undertaken a comprehensive study of the lower reaches of Grand 

Canyon, responded, arguing that the "only objection would be one of precedent" and 

stated further that a lake would make the lower reaches of the canyon more accessible 

to tourists. Albright wrote Mead on January 11, 1933 after Hoover's proclamation, 

outlining the Park Service position: 

As I see it, the Bridge Canyon Project is in no way affected by the 
Grand Canyon National Monument proclamation and the area insofar as 
power development is concerned is under the jurisdiction of the Federal 

••"George Hartzog to Stewart Udall, 27 January 1964; and R. F. Walter to Dr. 
Elwood Mead, Commissioner of Reclamation, 7 June 1932 in GRCA-04848 
(GCNPMC); see also Kerwin, Federal Water Power. 380. The legal authority for the 
construction of water projects in Grand Canyon up through 1932 is as follows: 
Hayden's reclamation provision of 1919; the 1920 Federal Power Act which opened all 
parks and monuments to water development; and the repeal of certain sections of it 
March 3, 1921 that only forbade construction in existing parks and monuments. If 
Congress intended to keep water projects out of parks and monuments created after 
1920, it included specific language to that effect within the specific enabling 
legislation. However, Congress left a loophole in the law, for no provision existed to 
protect monuments created by presidential proclamation. Therefore, the Grand Canyon 
National Monument Hoover established in 1932 was not protected from water projects, 
nor could it have been unless Congress acted specifically to do so. 
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Power Commission, so far as the granting of power license is 
concerned. The power withdrawals are intact. We have had in mind all 
the time the Bridge Canyon Project. . . . As a matter of fact . . . there 
can be no necessity for the Reclamation Service seeking the approval of 
the Park Service on this project.'*' [Emphasis mine.] 

This exchange reveals much about intra-agency relations within the Department 

of the Interior at the time when the Bureau of Reclamation first began to consider the 

construction of dams in Grand Canyon. A feeling of cordiality existed between Mead 

and Albright, unlike interactions that occurred after 1940 when different individuals 

occupied these offices. It also reveals the pervasiveness of the Hetch Hetchy 

precedent well into the 1930's. The reason why Toll and Albright did not object to 

the idea of a lake backing water into Grand Canyon National Monument is because 

that precedent had already been established at Hetch Hetchy and the Park Service had 

become resigned to this type of intrusion. This policy was embodied further in 

subsequent legislation such as the reclamation provision in the Grand Canyon National 

Park Establishment Act of 1919, the Federal Power Act of 1920 and its provisional 

repeal in 1921. Albright's argument that a lake would improve accessibility to the 

lower reach of the canyon is congruent with his arguments before Congress during the 

debate over whether to establish an agency for national parks. This perspective is also 

similar to arguments put forth by the Bureau of Reclamation during the Grand Canyon 

dam controversy of the 1960s. 

^'Mead to Albright, 14 June 1932; Albright to Roger Toll, 3 August, 1932; 
Albright to Mead, 11 January 1933; all in GRCA-04848, (GCNPMC). 
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What may be more astounding in light of subsequent events is that the Bureau 

of Reclamation to a certain extent appeared sympathetic to preservationist views in the 

case of Grand Canyon. M. T. Tillotson, Superintendent of Grand Canyon National 

Park, attended a meeting of the Colorado River Commission on June 27, 1938, where 

he listened to a speech given by E. B. Debler, assistant commissioner of the Bureau of 

Reclamation. Though Debler spoke of utilizing the hydroelectric potential of the 

West's free flowing rivers, he argued that Grand Canyon was a special case, stating: 

Although there are a number of such dam sites within Grand Canyon 
National Park, it should be generally agreed that Grand Canyon is more 
valuable to the State of Arizona and the nation as a recreational and 
scenic feature, than as a source of power and water development. 
[Emphasis mine]. 

Relations between the two bureaus grew so cordial that when Arizona filed 

applications before the Federal Power Commission to construct Bridge Canyon Dam 

as a state project in 1938, the Park Service asked Interior Secretary Harold Ickes to 

intervene because it preferred that Bridge Canyon Dam be constructed by the Bureau 

of Reclamation "[bjecause of the background of experience and cooperation between 

the Bureau of Reclamation and this Service . . These feelings of civility are 

•'^M. R. Tillotson to Director, National Park Service, 27 June 1938; and Harold 
Ickes to Chairman, Federal Power Commission, 27 May 1939, both in GRCA-04848 
(GCNPMC); and Foresta, National Parks. 45-47. Indeed, the cozy Park Service 
relationship with the Bureau of Reclamation attracted the ire of several conservation 
organizations during the 1930s, most notably the National Parks Association and the 
Wilderness Society. 
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remarkable in light of subsequent events, for relations between the two agencies were 

soon to become severely strained. 

The 1930s ended with Grand Canyon still free of dams. However, the early 

and perhaps preposterous musings of promoters who dreamed of irrigating central 

Arizona by constructing tunnels 100 miles in length had given way to rational 

discussions and unprecedented cooperation between the Bureau of Reclamation and 

the National Park Service, each agency viewing the construction of a 570-foot dam at 

Bridge Canyon as an acceptable utilization of the Colorado River. The preservation 

movement had remained virtually silent since the Hetch Hetchy struggle and the 

establishment of the National Park Service in 1916. But in spring 1940, on the eve of 

World War O, forces of personality and intellect stirred beneath this apparent 

tranquility, forces that ultimately would contest the equilibrium between wildemess 

preservation and utilitarian usage for the next three decades. An aspiring mountaineer, 

David Brower, trained with the Tenth Mountain division for the upcoming conflict. A 

frenetic heavy equipment operator, Royd Dominy, constructed hundreds of dams 

across Wyoming while working for the Agricultural Adjustment Association. Aldo 

Leopold, ex-forester and introspective professor of game management at the University 

of Wisconsin, struggled to conceptualize a new relationship between human beings and 

their environment. And a soft-spoken, preservation-minded, law school graduate of 

Boalt Hall and former head of the Save the Redwoods League named Newton Drury 

assimied the directorship of the National Park Service. 
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NEWTON DRURY: CANYON DEFENDER 

[The] choice between those alternative policies depends not primarily 
upon technical details . . . but upon how much the people of the United 
States care about preserving the natxiral conditions and scenery in the 
portion of the Grand Canyon selected for such preservation in 1908, and 
whether they are . . . able and willing to pay the economic price of such 
preservation. 

— Frederick Law Olmsted Jr. 1942' 

That the Sierra Club, founded by John Muir for the protection of the 
national parks, should adopt a resolution approving of a reservoir which 
would back water more than 30 miles into Grand Canyon National Park 
is somewhat of a shock. 

— Newton Dmry, 1949^ 

The entry of the United States into World War Two on December 7, 1941 

swung federal support away from domestic agendas such as reclamation in favor of 

placing the nation's industry on a war footing. Though the Bureau of Reclamation 

continued to construct irrigation and hydro-projects, it only did so in areas directly 

linked to the war effort. Thus, the Bureau completed the great hydro-dams on the 

'Frederick Law Olmsted, "Preliminary Survey on the Probable Effects of 
Alternative Elevations for the Full Reservoir Water Surface at Bridge Canyon upon 
Grand Canyon National Park, and in General upon Values for the Conservation of 
which the National Park Service is Responsible," 5-6, folder Grand Canyon National 
E^k, box 8, Newton Dmry Records, Central Qassified Files, National Park Service, 
Records Group-79, National Archives, Washington D.C., hereinafter cited as folder 
(GCNP), box 8, Dmry Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79. 

^Newton B. Dmry to Richard Leonard, 15 February 1950, fiche L-7423, "Dams 
on the Colorado River 1948-1954," (GCNPRL). 
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Columbia River to provide power to the aircraft and shipping industries of the Pacific 

Northwest, and it also finished California's Central Valley Project to supply water to 

Los Angeles and San Diego, where key military installations and a growing number of 

manufacturing plants were located. Arizona provided a vital training ground for pilots 

and for Patton's tankers, but it did not have a sufficient industrial base to warrant 

further power development of the Colorado River. Consequently, Arizona's plans to 

construct a dam at the Bridge Canyon site remained stymied for the duration of the 

war.' 

The war years of 1940-1945, seemingly a period of inactivity for Arizona 

reclamation interests, are important because it was during this time that Arizona's 

politicians began to develop a strategy to obtain federal approval and funding for the 

Central Arizona Project despite laboring under the constraints of wartime politics. By 

1940 Carl Hayden was an ascending political force in the U.S. Senate, having moved 

over from the House in 1927. Because of the machinations of the seniority system 

and the long tenure of the Democratic party, Hayden gained power and influence 

throughout the decade. Although he did not become the chairman of the 

Appropriations Committee until 1955, by the early 1940s he had already acquired a 

reputation as a friend of reclamation whose support was absolutely indispensable. 

'J. Humlum, Water Development and Planning in the Southwestern United 
States (Copenhagen, Denmark: Carlsberg Foundation, 1969). Construction of 
Califomia's Central Valley Project continued and the major structure the Bureau 
completed was Shasta Dam. 
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Hayden began to position himself as a coalition builder in the Senate, a role that was 

to prove vital for proponents of the Central Arizona Project (CAP) in the years ahead. 

Ernest McFarland joined Hayden in the Senate after the retirement of Senator 

Henry Ashurst who had served since 1912. McFarland immediately made his presence 

felt in the upper chamber as he garnered a seat on the Senate Subcommittee on 

Irrigation and Reclamation, a key appointment because all reclamation projects had to 

pass through it before the full Interior and Insular Affairs Committee would consider 

them. Hayden and McFarland also recognized that Arizona's intransigence had 

resulted in delay and fhistration for the state's water interests, and so they began 

lobbying state water leaders to persuade the Arizona legislature to reconsider 

ratification of the Compact of 1922. Though California's self-imposed limitation had 

effectively guaranteed the state of Arizona 2.8 million acre feet per year from the 

Colorado, an amount stipulated within the Boulder Canyon Act of 1928, Arizona had 

refused to put this water to beneficial use. Consequently, when California completed 

an aqueduct from Lake Mead in 1939, swelling its total use to over 5 million acre feet 

per year, it put Arizona's rights in jeopardy. To make matters worse from Arizona's 

perspective, the federal government had also begun to negotiate a treaty with Mexico 

over the amount and quality of water it would be entitled to from the Colorado. Since 

Arizona had not recognized its own rights in the river as defined by federal legislation, 

legally it stood in a very tenuous position. 

In early 1944, Hayden and McParland's efforts proved successful as the 
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Arizona legislatxire ratified the compact on February 24th, and authorized the state to 

sign a contract with the Interior Department for the delivery of the 2.8 million acre 

feet of Colorado River water guaranteed by the Boulder Canyon Act of 1928. 

Arizona's actions precipitated three important consequences. First, the state now 

recognized the supremacy of the Interior Department's authority to allocate the water 

from the Colorado, a position that for all intents and purposes invalidated the Colter 

filings, to the dismay of advocates of the Highline Canal and Colorado-Verde Projects. 

Second, after recognizing federal authority over the Colorado, the state legislature was 

much more amenable to appropriating ftmds for feasibility studies by the Bureau. 

Indeed, the same day that the state ratified the Colorado River Compact, it also 

appropriated $200,000 for the Bureau to initiate a study of a possible central Arizona 

water diversion. Finally by recognizing federal supremacy, Arizona removed the 

obstacles that had blocked congressional consideration of a reclamation project, and 

now Hayden and McFarland could bring their influence to bear.^ 

The war years also constitute a crucial period because between 1940-1945, the 

relationship between the Bureau of Reclamation and the National Park Service begin 

to deteriorate, largely because the Bureau attempted to impose its will upon Interior 

""For an exhaustive discussion of the Central Arizona Project from an insider's 
point of view, see Rich Johnson, The Central Arizona Project. 1918-1968 (Tucson: 
University of Arizona Press, 1977). Johnson, an attorney, became executive director 
of the Central Arizona Project Association in 1957, and played a key role in the state's 
lobbying efforts during the stmggle to obtain authorization of the CAP as well as the 
controversy over building dams in Grand Canyon. The Senate ratified the Mexican 
Water Treaty in 1945. 
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Department policy. Since many of the most desirable dam sites in the West lay within 

national parks and monuments, the Bureau's efforts to develop these sites created a 

dilemma for the Park Service which had developed a policy of accommodating 

reservoir projects prior to Newton Dnuys tenure as director, a policy that clashed with 

his own strong preservationist leanings. While Horace Albright and his successor 

Amo Cammerer had cooperated with Bureau plans to build a dam at Bridge Canyon, 

they had done so during Elwood Mead's tenure as commissioner. Mead, a tactful 

person interested in maintaining good relations with other bureaus within the Interior 

Department, sought out Park Service officials and compromised with them over water 

projects that would intrude upon park lands. Dmry, a man of the same type of 

demeanor, initially attempted to cooperate with the Bureau in the maimer of his 

predecessors, however, during the war years, the Director found himself besieged by 

interests that sought to develop park resources to further the war effort. His funding 

greatly depleted, Drury fought to maintain the status quo and resisted incursions as 

best he could.^ 

The most influential Park Service historian, Ronald Foresta, has not been kind 

in his assessment of Newton Dmry, and he is especially critical of Drury's allowing 

Bureau of Reclamation surveyors to study dam sites in Dinosaur National Monument 

'Ronald Foresta, The National Parks and their Keepers (Washington D.C.: 
Resources for the Future, 1984), 48-49. 
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in 1941, a position also taken by historian Susan Rhoades Neel.® However, this 

portrayal of Drury omits consideration of past agreements between the agencies, the 

circumstances under which Drury labored, and the Service's mixed feelings about 

differing classifications of land under its jurisdiction. 

Historian Mark Harvey writes that the Park Service agreed to the construction 

of dams in the Green and Yampa River canyons in the early 1930s so long as 

Congress consented, a position that Drury inherited when he became Park Service 

director in 1940. Though Dinosaur National Monument was created in 1915, it did 

not include the dam and reservoir sites initially, and it was not until FDR enlarged the 

monument in 1938 that these areas came under Park Service protection.' Drury was 

not in a position to oppose effectively dams that would affect either Dinosaur or 

Grand Canyon National Monuments because he was bound by agreements that the 

Interior Department had already approved. 

Until the 1950s, the Park Service treated national monuments as though they 

were poor stepchildren, and devoted most funding and personnel to maintaining the 

great scenic parks such as Grand Canyon, Yosemite and Yellowstone. During the 

chaotic first years of the Park Service's existence, many national monuments remained 

®Ibid., 51; and Susan Rhoades Neel, "Irreconcilable Differences: Reclamation, 
Preservation, and the Origins of the Echo Park Dam Controversy," (Ph.D. diss.. 
University of California at Los Angeles, 1990), 276, 280, 337, 364. 

'Mark W. T. Harvey, A Symbol of Wilderness. Echo Park and the American 
Conservation Movement (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1994), 34. 
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outside of its purview, and it wasn't until 1933 that FDR issued an executive order 

granting the Park Service authority over all national monuments. Further, national 

monuments came into the system both through congressional authorization and, in the 

case of Dinosaur and Grand Canyon National Monuments, presidential proclamation, 

resulting in confusion over what types of uses were permissible within their 

boundaries.* 

Although Drury expressed concern over the possibility that a dam at Bridge 

Canyon would back water into Grand Canyon National Monument, he also recognized 

that his predecessors had already approved the project and that there was not much 

that the Park Service could do about it. It is possible that he felt the same way about 

Dinosaur because tentative surveys had been conducted there as early as 1939 pursuant 

to the Boulder Canyon Act of 1928. Consequently, Drury agreed to a basin-wide 

study by the two agencies in 1941 which included a survey of Dinosaur National 

'For a discussion of the administrative perceptions of park and monument 
lands, please see Hal Rothman, Preserving Different Pasts: The American National 
Monuments (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1989). For many years it was 
debated that the repeal of the 1920 Federal Power Act provisions affecting power 
withdrawals and dam construction within national monuments only affected 
monuments created by Congress. This position remained unresolved after Congress 
passed an amended Federal Power Act in 1935. Consequently, Dmry did not have 
any legal position from which to mount an attack upon proposals involving national 
monuments created by presidential proclamation. The applicability of the Federal 
Power Act to national monuments created in this manner has never been tested, 
however, Albright acceded to Bridge Canyon dam in 1933, arguing that the monument 
was not protected. See Albright to Mead, 11 January 1933, in GRCA-04848, 
(GCNPMC). 
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Monument.® Although no dams or reservoirs had encroached upon an established park 

since the Hetch Hetchy project, this precedent still constituted the controlling federal 

policy governing the construction of water projects in national parks. If, in 1940, 

national parks could be legally invaded for water development, it is probable that 

Drury believed national monuments enjoyed a lesser degree of protection, making it 

even more difficult to defend them from exploitation. 

That Drury distinguished between the relative status, and thus the defensibility 

of parks and monuments became apparent in early 1942. Past discussions between the 

Bureau of Reclamation and Drury's predecessors had only concerned the construction 

of a dam at the Bridge Canyon site 570 feet tall with a maximum reservoir surface 

elevation of 1772 feet above sea level. Such a dam, located 53.5 miles downstream 

from Grand Canyon National Monument, would back water through the monument, 

but not threaten the park. Although E. C. La Rue, in his 1925 report, had determined 

that rock formations at the Bridge Canyon site could support dams in excess of 800 

feet, no Bureau or state proposal had pondered building a dam approaching that 

height.'" 

In 1942, Drury found himself confronted by a new Bureau proposal arguing 

that Bridge Canyon Dam would only be economically feasible if it were constructed to 

'Harvey, A Symbol of Wilderness. 29-33. 

'°E, C. La Rue, Water Supply Paper 556: Water and Flood Control of 
Colorado River Below Green River. Utah (Washington: Government Printing Office, 
1925), 74. 
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a height at least seventy-five feet higher than any dam previously considered, a height 

that would back water through the entire length of the monument and into the national 

park. Since Grand Canyon fell under the jurisdiction of several government agencies, 

boundaries had been drawn haphazardly. (Figiire 2.1) The park and monument 

directly abutted each other on the south side of the river, but this boundary line did 

not extend to the north side of the stream. If one crossed the river at that point and 

then walked upstream along the north rim, they would remain within the monimient 

for several miles, passing through a tract of Forest Service land bordered by Kanab 

and Tapeats Creeks, before entering the national park. The park shared the river as a 

common boundary with monument and Forest Service lands on the north rim, and the 

position of these boundaries is cmcial because it greatly weakened Drury's case that 

the high dam would intrude upon the national park. 

Though Drury contended a high Bridge Canyon Dam would result in an 

invasion of the park, the Bureau argued that it would only raise the water level along 

the park boundary. By the time the water touched national park land, it would be only 

85 feet deeper than at normal stream flow, an increase that from the Bureau's 

perspective would be hardly discemable in a canyon a mile deep. Drury exchanged 

correspondence with his subordinates such as Grand Canyon National Park 

Superintendent Harold Bryant, who argued against the higher dam. In addition, the 

Park Service and the Bureau commissioned Dr. Edwin McKee, a University of 

Arizona geology professor, and Frederick Law Olmsted Jr, the noted landscape 
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architect, to undertake studies of the geological and natural values that would be 

affected by the flooding of the lower reach of the canyon. 

Both experts concluded that a significant loss of scenic values would occur if a 

high Bridge Canyon Dam were built. Olmsted elaborated upon the problems of 

driftwood deposition that frequently occurred at the head of Lake Mead, stating that he 

had found it to be an impenetrable barrier to upriver navigation at certain times of the 

year. "Fortunately," he wrote, "most of the corpses of dead animals carried into Lake 

Mead sink quickly to the bottom to be "buried in the progressively growing, deep sub

aqueous delta of mineral detritus." Olmsted observed that this "rather gruesome 

procession" would end up at the head of the reservoir created by Bridge Canyon Dam 

if it were built. The grandeur of the lower canyon so impressed McKee that he 

proposed an enlargement of Grand Canyon National Park downstream all the way to 

Lake Mead." 

The Bureau contended that only a minute loss of scenic values would occur 

within the park, and that these would be offset by new recreational opportimities. 

Thus the two questions still remained: could the Park Service successfully argue that 

Bridge Canyon Reservoir would invade the park, and, if so, could it defend against 

"Dmry to Bryant, 9 October 1942; and Frederick Law Olmsted, "Preliminary 
Survey," 5-6, folder (GCNP), box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS RG-79; and Edwin D. 
McKee, "Report on Portions of Grand Canyon That May Be Affected by Proposed 
Bridge Canyon Dam, Arizona," 1942, fiche L-7423, "Dams on the Colorado River 
1948-1954," (GCNPRL). McKee's proposal did not include Marble Canyon, which 
most geologists contend is a part of the Grand Canyon system. 
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such a minuscule encroachment? After receiving the reports of McKee and Olmsted, 

Drury consulted important preservationists such as Dr. John Merriam, former president 

of the Carnegie Institute, and began to conceptualize Park Service policy to prevent 

further encroachment of reservoirs and other man-made intrusions into national parks, 

a strategy that, if successful, would reverse the harmful precedent of Hetch Hetchy. 

Drury, writing Merriam in October, 1942, asked for his views about the proposed 

Bridge Canyon Dam and ended his letter stating: "... the important question is 

whether this Service should take a stand resisting the flooding of 8 miles of the inner 

gorge in the western portion of Grand Canyon National Park." In response to a letter 

from Superintendent Bryant, Drury was even more definitive: 

It is imperative that the Service obtain complete and reliable data on the exact 
damage that would be done within the park by backing water 8 miles up the 
Colorado and one-half mile up Havasu Creek. In replying to the Bureau of 
Reclamation I want to state clearly the sacrifice of park values that will be 
involved in order that they may be weighed against the immediate and potential 
economic advantages. [Emphasis mine]'^ 

'^Drury to Merriam, 30 October 1942, Fiche-L7423 "Dams on the Colorado 
River 1948-1954," (GCNFRL). See also Drury to Superintendent, Grand Canyon 
National Park, 9 October 1942, folder (GCNP), box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS RG-
79. Mark Harvey, in Symbol of Wilderness. 44, argues that the Jackson reservoir 
controversy caused Drury to rethink his position on dams in national monuments 
toward the end of the 1940s. While this may be tme, it appears that Drury had 
determined to make national parks his first line of defense in 1942. The 
aforementioned correspondence is the first evidence that I have seen of an affirmative 
attempt on the part of the Park Service to oppose both the Hetch Hetchy precedent and 
the reclamation provision in the Grand Canyon National Park Establishment Act. 
None of the conservation organizations are on record as opjwsing dams in Grand 
Canyon National Park, so Drury's position constitutes the first opposition of record by 
a federal or private agency since Chief Forester Graves denied the Cameron/Baum 
applications in 1915. 
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Drury decided to challenge the Bureau's economic arguments with the intangible 

values derived from preserved wilderness, a radical position in 1942. In Dnuys 

opinion, any encroachment upon a national park, no matter how minuscule, was no 

longer acceptable. The line had now been drawn. 

On June 6, 1944, D-Day in the European Theater, another important event took 

place, one that would chart the course of Arizona's struggle to obtain water for its 

central valleys for the next three decades. On this date, the Bureau of Reclamation 

presented its preliminary development report for the Colorado River basin which 

included a high dam at Bridge Canyon. Senator McFarland immediately received 

permission to convene his subconmiittee in Phoenix for the purpose of discussing the 

Bureau's plans for the "Central Arizona Diversion" as it was now called. These 

hearings, the first on what was to become the Central Arizona Project, began on July 

31 and continued until August fourth. The Bureau's E. B. Debler, having repudiated 

his earlier support for the preservation of Grand Canyon National Park, described the 

status of the project and presented three proposals. The first one was a modified 

version of Colter's Colorado-Verde plan that called for a high dam in Marble Canyon 

upstream of the national park. The second involved a high dam at Bridge Canyon that 

would back water into the park, while the third contemplated a diversion from Lake 

Havasu further downstream. 

These options appeared quite ominous from a Park Service perspective for the 

high Bridge Canyon Dam was now imbedded in an official Bureau report. However, 
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the most foreboding proposal included in the document did not involve the diversion 

of water to Central Arizona at ail. The Bureau, perhaps anticipating the public outcry 

that would result if it invoked the reclamation language in the Grand Canyon National 

Park establishment act by proposing to build dams on the main stem of the Colorado 

within the park, formulated a plan to tap the hydro-resource in what it believed was a 

less invasive manner, a project it referred to as the Kanab Creek Power Development. 

This scheme proposed to divert water around Grand Canyon National Park through a 

turmel xmder the north rim to Kanab Creek. The water would then pass through a 

generating station at the mouth of Kanab Creek and reenter the Colorado River at that 

point. (Figure 2.2) The Park Service did not react to this proposition, probably 

because it was not highly publicized in 1944. However, with the end of the war, and 

the appointment of the arrogant, domineering Michael Straus as Reclamation 

Commissioner in 1945, all semblance of civility between the Bureau and the Park 

Service was soon to disappear in the wake of the Bureau's post- war agenda." 

The conclusion of WWII also ended the constraints upon western water 

development. After the war, the population of the United States began a second 

westward migration as millions of people moved to the Southwest, placing an 

unprecedented strain upon existing municipal infrastructures. Between 1940-1960, 

''United States Department of the hiterior. Bureau of Reclamation, "Preliminary 
Report on Colorado River-Phoenix Diversion Project, Arizona," (March 1944), 3-4, 10. 
See Mark Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 142-146 for details on Straus. See Byron Pearson, 
"The Marble Clanyon-Kanab Creek Project; Grand Canyon, the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Limits of Utilitarianism," Locus, vol. 8, no. I (Fall 1995): 65-80. 
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Arizona gained over one million new residents while Phoenix alone grew from 65,000 

to 439,000, a figure that is even more astonishing when one considers that the growth 

rate greatly accelerated after 1949. In that year. Motorola Corporation moved to 

Phoenix, the first in a wave of high tech industries to relocate there. Califomia's 

wartime growth also continued in the post war period, and its population went from 9 

million in 1945 to 19 million by 1964. Faced with burgeoning desert populations, 

Arizona and California once again looked to the Colorado River to provide water and 

power to sustain this new oasis civilization. The Bureau of Reclamation, freed from 

wartime constraints and with the aggressive Straus at the helm, now embarked upon 

another extraordinary period of dam building.''* 

The Bureau published a report in March 1946 entitled. The Colorado River, a 

National Menace Becomes a Natural Resource, outlining its comprehensive plan for 

the development of the lower Colorado River basin. The analysis included the three 

proposals articulated in 1944 including a high Bridge Canyon Dam, and several earlier 

schemes such as the Colorado-Verde project. It also suggested the construction of 

'^Figures on Arizona population increases are taken from Reisner, Cadillac 
Desert. 269, and Richard White, It's Your Misfortune and None of Mv Own (Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1991), 542. Those pertaining to California are taken 
from White, It's Your Misfortune. 514. For a detailed look at how Phoenix grew from 
a sleepy farming community to a regional metropolitan center during the post WWII 
period see Peter Wiley and Robert Gottlieb, Empires in the Sun: The Rise of the New 
American West (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1982), 165-190 passim. To 
obtain an idea of the scale to the Bureau's post-war program in the aggregate, see 
Reisner, Cadillac Desert. "The Go Go Years," 151-175 passim. The Bureau built 
hundreds of dams in the post war period, including one major dam per year on the 
Columbia River and its tributaries until 1973. 



83 

dams on the Little Colorado and Paria Rivers to prolong the useful life of Bridge 

Canyon Dam, which it estimated at 37 years. The Coconino silt retention dam 

proposed for the Little Colorado River would not have been located in Grand Canyon 

National Park; however, its reservoir would have inundated two miles of the Little 

Colorado River canyon in Wupatki National Monument. (Figure 2.3) The Bureau 

quoted selectively from Olmsted's 1942 report, using it to argue that a high dam would 

destroy few scenic values, when in fact Olmsted stated conclusively that just the 

opposite would occur. 

In addition, the report also included a description of the Kanab Power 

Development, now called the Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek Project (MCKC). This 

plan contemplated the constmction of a dam in Marble Canyon which could stand 

alone as a separate project, twelve miles upstream of Grand Canyon National Park. 

The primary feature of this proposal was a forty-five mile long tunnel from Marble 

Canyon Reservoir underneath the north rim of the canyon to Kanab Creek which 

would, in effect, straighten the course of the river by diverting most of its flow around 

the national park.'^ (Figure 2.2) 

This plan also included a dam, reservoir, and power plant on Kanab Creek. 

''U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, The Colorado River: 
A Natural Menace Becomes a National Resource. A Comprehensive Ret>ort on the 
Development of the Water Resources of the Colorado River Basin for Irrigation. 
Power Production, and other Beneficial Uses in Arizona. California. Colorado. Nevada. 
New Mexico. Utah, and Wyoming (Washington: Government Printing Office, March, 
1946), 168-184. 
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The tunnel, when filled to working capacity, was designed to carry ninety percent of 

the Colorado's flow around the park and into Kanab Creek reservoir where the water 

would have been stored before being discharged through the power plant into the 

headwaters of the reservoir created by Bridge Canyon Dam. The plan also called for 

the release of a flow of one thousand cubic feet per second from Marble Canyon Dam 

through the park for "scenic purposes," after first passing through the turbines of the 

Marble Canyon power plant.Unlikely as it may seem, the Bureau conceived of this 

project in an attempt to avoid conflict with the Park Service and other groups 

interested in the preservation of Grand Canyon. This proposal was designed to utilize 

every drop of water and the entire 950 foot drop of the river within the park, and the 

Bureau estimated its power output at over 6.6 billion kilowatts per year.'^ 

Thus, by 1946, Newton Drury confronted three threats to the Colorado River 

and its tributaries involving two national monuments as well as Grand Canyon 

'®U.S. Bureau of Reclamation "Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek," (October, 1961) 
passim; and John S. McLaughlin to the Director of the National Park Service, 24 
October 1961, fiche L7423, "Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek Project 1961-
1962,"(GCNPRL). The mean flow for the year 1960 at Phantom Ranch was 13,255 
c.f.s., and the lowest flow ever recorded there occurred on September 25, 1957, a flow 
of 2460 c.f.s.; The estimated power potential of these facilities was an annual output 
of 6.664 billion kilowatt-hours of electricity. 

''U.S. Department of the Interior, The Colorado River. 168. The 6.664 billion 
figure is derived from the estimated outputs of the Marble Canyon power plant (164 
million kwh), and of the Kanab Creek power plant (6.5 billion kwh). This report 
included Bridge, Marble, and Prospect Dams, Prospect, located at mile 190.1 will be 
discussed later in this narrative. See also Frederick Law Ohnsted, "Preliminary 
Survey," passim, folder (GCNP), box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79. 
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National Park. Although geologists included Marble Canyon as a part of the Grand 

Canyon system, this spectacular gorge remained unprotected and so Drury believed he 

could not successfully oppose a dam there. He also believed he stood little chance of 

defeating a low Bridge Canyon Dam that would only back water into the monument, 

the project to which his agency had previously acquiesced. However, none of his 

predecessors agreed to an invasion of the park itself, so Drury remained against a high 

Bridge Canyon Dam despite the friction he knew this position would create within the 

Interior Department. Drury also opposed the Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek project 

because he feared that the Kanab Creek power plant and its transmission lines would 

be visible from the south rim, and that the reduction in flow below Marble Canyon 

Dam would result in a great loss of scenic values. At a time when the Bureau's 

momentimi was accelerating and poHticians such as Arizona Representative John 

Murdock were speculating that Bridge Canyon Dam should be raised to 1000 feet 

above the river, Drury was forced to fight battles where he believed that he had a 

reasonable chance to prevail." 

Drury's dilemma was compounded by the fact that he did not have much 

support from conservation organizations outside the Interior Department, none of 

"Los Angeles Times. 30 July 1945; and Scoyen to Director, 6 August 1945, 
GRCA-04848 (GCNPMC). In this memo to Drury attached to the Times clipping, E 
T. Scoyen, the acting Park Service Southwest Regional Director speculated that 
Murdock's remark would put the Park Service "on the spot" because the Service would 
appear obstructionist if it refused to allow the Bureau to build a Bridge Canyon Dam 
that would back water into the park, allowing tourists to take "leisurely boat trips" into 
the lower canyon. 
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which had gone on record as opposing either the high Bridge Canyon Dam or the 

MCKC project. As Americans reveled in their postwar prosperity and began to 

engage in outdoor recreation in ever increasing numbers, groups such as the 

Wilderness Society, Sierra Club, Audubon Society and Izaak Walton League began to 

stir from complacency. People began to visit the national parks in ever increasing 

numbers and in so doing created a national constituency for conservation issues that 

would ultimately be reflected in increasing membership and activism on the part of 

these and other organizations. Still, Dmry fought the first phase of this battle alone, 

and it was not until 1948 that he began to confer with the Sierra Club and other 

organizations about what strategy to pursue with regard to Bridge Canyon Dam and 

the Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek projects. 

Stephen Fox argues that prominent conservation organizations underwent a 

transition immediately after the war with the rise of new leaders such as the Sierra 

Qub's David Brower and Richard Leonard, William Voigt of the Izaak Walton League 

and Howard Zahniser of the Wilderness Society. Their philosophical leader, Aldo 

Leopold, argued that since humans lived within the global ecosystem, they should stop 

exploiting it as though it were a separate entity. Most conservation organizations had 

been founded for specific purposes such as the protection of redwoods, and had not 

considered national environmental advocacy as a part of their respective missions. 

However, many of these postwar leaders began to consider broader agendas as a result 



87 

of Leopold's philosophical stimulus." 

In 1947, Carl Hayden and Emest McFarland introduced Senate Bill 1175 in an 

attempt to gain authorization for the CAP, and scheduled hearings for June. Though 

the project stood little chance of passage because the Secretary of the Interior had not 

issued a formal approval of the Bureau's 1946 studies, these hearings set the tone for 

CAP debates that would occur over the next two decades. During the hearings 

Arizona's delegation argued that without the project, the state's agricult\u"al economy 

would be mined. Senator Sheridan Downey of California contended that because 

California was now using more than 4.4 million acre feet annually, the water 

allotments of the lower basin states should be determined by the U.S. Supreme Court 

prior to congressional consideration of the CAP. 

The California senator also attacked the economic feasibility of the project, and 

raised a question that would return to haunt Califomia interests pushing for Bridge 

Canyon Dam fifteen years later. Downey argued that electricity generated by nuclear 

reactors would soon be so inexpensive that it would make hydroelectric power 

obsolete. He also contended that without silt control upstream, the useful life of 

Bridge Canyon Dam would only be about 25-30 years, and that Glen Canyon Dam 

''For a comprehensive discussion of the post WWII transformation of old style 
conservation into preservation and the influence Leopold's ideas had upon the 
emerging leaders within conservation organizations please see Steven Fox, The 
American Conservation Movement: John Muir and His Legacy (Madison: University 
of Wisconsin Press, 1981), 218-290; and for Leopold specifically, see Roderick Nash, 
Wilderness and the American Mind. 182-199. 
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should be constructed first in order to provide silt protection.^ 

California propagandists, also invoked Cold War rhetoric, arguing that 

Commissioner Straus had become a "westem Stalin," and reclamation projects like the 

CAP were "formidable weapons" in the hands of those who wished to transform the 

United States into a "socialist Utopia." Arizona's opposition to a Supreme Court 

adjudication of water rights was, according to California representatives Harry H. 

Shepherd, and Norris Poulson, "dangerously imperilling national defense" by 

threatening California's water supply. Indeed, Cold War fears extended into the War 

Department, which communicated to Drury in September that it was considering 

construction of a power dam and "subterranean defense works" within Grand Canyon 

in case of a nuclear war, this before the Soviet Union had even exploded an atomic 

device! The War Department viewed Grand Canyon as an ideal spot for the dam 

because the depth of the canyon would make it difficult for bombers to attack it.^' 

^"Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on Public Lands of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, Bridge Canyon Dam and Central Arizona Project: 
Hearings before the Subcommittee on Public Lands of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 80th Congress, 1st sess., 23 June-3-July 1947, 315, 444, 458; and 
Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 38. 

^'See John U. Terrell, The Westem Web: A chronological narrative of the case 
against the state of Arizona and the Bureau of Reclamation in the long fight to defeat 
the protyjsed multi-billion dollar Central Arizona Project (Los Angeles: The Colorado 
River Association of Califomia, 1952), 8-12, for remarks couched in Cold War 
rhetoric. See also Arizona Republic. 1 May 1948. The paper quoted two officers. 
General R. C. Crawford and Admiral J. J. Manning, as saying that "Califomia as one 
of the greatest national defense areas of the United States must be assured a 
dependable and adequate water supply." Their consensus was that power shortages 
adversely affect the Navy. The Califomia representatives wanted Bridge Canyon Dam 
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Meanwhile, Arizona water advocates accused California of conspiring to obtain 

the diversion of Columbia River water to supplement the over-allocated Colorado. 

California vociferously denied these allegations, but the mere fact that the issue had 

been broached raised suspicions in the Pacific Northwest that California was going to 

attempt a water grab sometime in the future.^ Like the atomic power issue, the threat 

of a Columbia diversion would loom above debates over Bridge Canyon Dam for the 

next two decades, pitting powerful politicians from the states of Oregon and 

Washington against those of the Colorado River basin. 

Though conservation organizations remained conspicuously absent from these 

hearings, the proceedings served notice that the federal government now considered 

development of the water and power resources of the Colorado a top priority. It 

seemed only a matter of time before the Secretary of the Interior gave his approval to 

the Bureau's CAP study which would throw the weight of the administration behind 

the proposal, including a Bridge Canyon Dam at an elevation of 1876 feet above sea 

level that would back water 13 miles into the park. 1 hough he had laid the 

built to supply power to the defense industry of southern Califomia, and so argued that 
the delays caused by its inclusion in the Central Arizona Project along with the 
project's potential delivery of Colorado river water to Arizona imperiled the nation's 
defense. See also Carl Hayden, to Howard J. Smith, Executive Secretary, Central 
Arizona Project Association, 13 May 1948, folder 1, box 019, Carl T. Hayden Papers, 
Special Collections, Hayden Library, Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona, 
Oiereinafter cited as Carl Hayden Papers); and Tolleson to Drury, 12 September 1947, 
folder (GCNP), box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79. 

Terrell, Western Web. 89. See Johnson, Central Arizona Protect. 29-37, 
passim, for Arizona's perspective on the 1947 hearings. 
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groundwork for his opposition, Newton Drury had refrained from discussing these 

projects with Interior Secretary Julius Krug because he believed that the internecine 

disputes between the basin states over Colorado River water would delay them 

indefinitely. Now, the release of the Bureau's report and the Hayden-McFarland bill 

spurred him into action.^ Newton Drury began conferring with the Secretary over 

how to reconcile the conflicting positiotis of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Park 

Service, and he also communicated with the leaders of several leading conservation 

organizations in an attempt to determine how to meet this emerging threat. 

Ominous as a high Bridge Canyon Dam must have seemed, Drury also had to 

contend with the possibility that the Bureau would try and obtain authorization for the 

Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek project. This proposal had an almost hypnotic effect 

upon just about everyone concerned with the scheme, from the Bureau engineers who 

conceived of it to Los Angeles city officials interested in its power output, and to 

Drury and conservation leaders, some of whom were willing to compromise almost 

anything to assure that it would not be built. 

Drury wrote Krug on March 22, 1948, and eloquently registered his objection 

to both the high Bridge Canyon Dam and the MCKC project. The Director indicated 

that he realized Interior was under severe political pressure to constmct the Bridge 

Canyon project and hinted that he would not object to a low dam, but also argued that 

^Drury to Krug, 22 March 1948, fiche L7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam 1948-
1954," (GCNPRL). 
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his agency could not concur with the high dam proposal because it would be 

"inconsistent with our duty, under the basic statutes which established the National 

Park Service, to preserve natural phenomenon [sic] unimpaired." Acknowledging that 

he recognized that the vast majority of the park would not be affected by the reservoir, 

he nonetheless refused to compromise the park. Sensing the potential public reaction 

to such an intrusion, he stated: "Repercussions . . . will be long and loud when the 

general public learns that one of its best known and most spectacular national parks 

might someday be partially sacrificed to permit an alien use." Drury advised Krug to 

confer with the new Interior Department advisory committee on conservation, made up 

of eight representatives from several prominent conservation organizations, hoping that 

they might help him sway the Secretary in favor of a low dam." 

Despite Drury's effort's. Secretary Krug approved the Bureau's proposal in 

February 1948 and released it to the states of the Colorado Basin for their 

consideration." Perhaps as an afterthought, he then met with the advisory committee 

in May to discuss the Bridge Canyon project as Drury had suggested. Bestor 

Robinson, representing the Sierra Club, voted in favor of the project while the other 

seven members, including Fred Packard of the National Parks Association, voted 

"Newton Drury to the Secretary of the Interior, 22 March 1948, fiche L7423, 
"Bridge Canyon Dam 1948-1954," (RLGCNP). 

"Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 47. 



92 

against it.^ Robinson, a San Francisco attorney, viewed Bridge Canyon Dam and its 

relatively slight encroachment upon the park as the lesser of two potential evils when 

compared with the destruction that would occur if the Bureau gained approval to build 

the MCKC project. Indeed, the Bureau started making preliminary studies of the 

MCKC development in the spring of 1948, and the project had already begtm to take 

on a life of its own in the minds of some conservationists. 

During WWII, the Interior Department allowed the Bureau to construct a tunnel 

under Rocky Mountain National Park as a part of the Big Thompson project in 

Colorado, setting a precedent for allowing diversion tunnels inside national park 

boundaries and heightening the fears of those opposed to the MCKC proposal. 

Though some conservationists may have viewed the MCKC project as unrealistic 

even by the Bureau's standards, Robinson decided that its construction was likely 

given the Bureau's powerful congressional support and the legal authority for such 

projects vested in the reclamation provision of the Grand Canyon National Park 

establishment act. A pragmatic attorney, Robinson viewed this provision as the 

greatest threat to the national park, and he decided to try to convince Congress to 

repeal it. Otherwise, he feared that the day would come when dams would be 

""Minutes, " Sierra Club Board of Directors, September 5, 1948, folder 19, 
carton 3, Sierra Club Records, Bancroft Library, University of Califomia Berkeley, 
(hereinafter cited as SCR). 
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constructed within the park itself.^' Robinson also believed that if divisions existed 

between the conservation organizations over Bridge Canyon Dam, they would not be 

able to effectively oppose the MCKC project and that the reclamation provision would 

remain in place. Believing that his colleagues on the advisory committee did not 

understand the legal ramifications of the provision which gave the Secretary of the 

Interior the discretionary authority to approve reclamation projects within the park 

proper, Robinson began to draft an argument designed to convince conservationists to 

support a high Bridge Canyon Dam in exchange for congressional repeal of this 

potentially damaging clause. 

Not everyone on the Sierra Club Board of Directors agreed with Robinson's 

assessment of the situation. Richard Leonard, a tax attorney and Sierra Club board 

member who had served with Drury in the Save the Redwoods League, wrote the Park 

Service Director in June, seeking to obtain his ideas about coordinating strategy in 

opposition to Bridge Canyon Dam. Leonard indicated that although Robinson seemed 

"resigned" to the constmction of a high dam, the rest of the board of directors still 

thought that the high dam could be successfully resisted. But Drury, weary of 

campaigning alone, considered giving up the fight because he was disheartened by 

Krug's approval of the high dam. The Director indicated that while he "deplored" the 

construction of a dam that would invade the park, he was now almost resigned to its 

^'Bestor Robinson, "Thoughts on Conservation and the Sierra Club," interview 
by Susan R, Schrepfer, (Sierra Club History Committee, 1974), 24-26. Regional Oral 
History Office, Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley. 
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construction because, in light of Krug's approval, he did not believe that the Service 

had any choice but to go along. Drury thought he had done all he could, and in his 

correspondence with Leonard throughout the summer of 1948, he indicated that he 

substantially agreed with Robinson's position. Since a high Bridge Canyon Dam was 

now a near certainty, he decided to focus upon the threat posed by the MCKC project 

because the Secretary had not yet approved it. Drury emphasized that he only shifted 

his focus because bureaucratically, his hands were now tied.^ But the question 

remained whether conservation organizations not restricted by the Interior 

Department's policy making process would carry on the fight to defeat a high Bridge 

Canyon Dam. 

Sensing the explosive potential of the MCKC proposal, in 1946 Commissioner 

Straus agreed, in a rare moment of interagency cooperation, that the Bureau would not 

undertake studies of projects affecting parks and monuments without first consulting 

with the director of the National Park Service. Yet as the Bureau continued to lobby 

for a high dam at Bridge Canyon in summer 1948, Drury began to suspect that its 

actual goal was to obtain approval for the construction of the MCKC project. The 

prospect that the Interior Department would even consider this proposal horrified 

officials at all levels within the Park Service. Writing to Richard Leonard, Drury 

^Please see Michael Cohen, Historv of the Sierra Qub. 301, for more on 
Leonard's affiliation with the Save the Redwoods League. See also Drury to Conrad 
Wirth, 9 June 1948, in folder (GCNP), box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79; and 
Drury to Leonard, 16 June 1948, fiche L7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam 1948-1954," 
(GCNPRL). 



95 

called the Bureau's suggested flow rate of 1000 cubic feet per second for "scenic 

purposes," an amount that constituted one tenth of the river's flow on a typical day, 

"... a sham and mockery in comparison to the once great force that carved the 

canyon."^ Reducing the river's flow to a veritable trickle would, in Drur/s opinion, 

also injure the canyon because river and canyon were two inseparable components of a 

single natural phenomenon. 

Drury, by stressing the integral relationship between river and canyon in his 

opposition to the MCKC proposal, conceived of an argument that environmentalists 

would use to great effect against both Bridge and Marble Canyon Dams during the 

climatic battles of the 1960s. He articulated that since the river and canyon were 

inextricably intertwined, a project that detrimentally affected the river's flow through 

the canyon would violate the language in the park establishment act which stated that 

the "primary purpose" of the park was to preserve the canyon's scenic beauty. And 

though Drury's contentions were designed to combat the MCKC diversion, they 

became especially important to environmentalists who lacked the means to oppose 

Marble Canyon Dam as a separate project during the 1960s, because this dam and 

reservoir were slated for construction twelve miles upstream of the park in a 

completely unprotected section of the canyon. 

Drury continued his offensive and in August, he mailed copies of the Bureau's 

^'Michael W. Straus to J. A. Krug, 22 May 1946; and Drury to Leonard, 16 
Jime 1948, fiche L7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam, 1948-1954," (GCNPRL). 
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publication The Colorado River, and Olmsted's report to Leonard, who had requested 

more information about these projects for the Sierra Qub's September Board of 

Directors meeting. Gathered outdoors at Tuolumne Meadows in Yosemite National 

Park on a perfect autumn day, the Sierra Club's leadership discussed these and other 

threats to the national park system and what if anything that the organization should 

do about them.'" 

Bestor Robinson argued his case, reviewing the reasons why the club should 

compromise on Bridge Canyon Dam in exchange for an amendment to the 

establishment act prohibiting further invasions of the park. Several directors objected, 

echoing Drury's contention that to allow an intrusion into Grand Canyon would greatly 

weaken opposition to dams that threatened other national parks. The board then voted 

to stridently oppose the MCKC proposal and to defer action on a Bridge Canyon 

strategy until the next meeting scheduled for November. After voting to copy the 

Olmsted report forwarded by Drury and send it to the twenty-six conservation 

organizations of the Natural Resources Council the Board adjourned. Robinson went 

home to craft his arguments and at the end of October, he sent a memo outlining his 

strategy to Drury and leading conservationists not affiliated with the Sierra Club. 

Robinson's memo combined with Olmsted's report put other conservationists on notice 

that significant divisions existed among them, differences that needed to be reconciled 

^rury to Leonard, 18 August 1948; and Charlotte Mauk to Drury, 16 
September 1948, folder (GCNP) box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79. 
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if they were going to present unified opposition to interests threatening the national 

parks. 

Repulsed by the near certainty that Olmsted's "gruesome procession" of mud, 

driftwood and bloated animal corpses would render Bridge Canyon Dam useless in 

thirty-seven years and affect the west end of the park almost immediately, Robinson 

argued that silt deposition should be controlled by dams constructed in Marble and 

Glen Canyons and on the Little Colorado River, despite the threat to Wupatki National 

Monument. He concluded that conservationists should not oppose a high Bridge 

Canyon Dam if two conditions were met — that the Bureau construct the silt control 

structures first, and that the establishment act be amended to prohibit further water 

development in the park. Robinson also suggested that the park be extended further 

east to encompass some of Marble Canyon, while moving the westward boundary east, 

away from the reservoir to appease those who would object to this intrusion. The 

Sierra Club debated Robinson's proposal in November and voted to support further 

investigation of it.^' 

'^Bestor Robinson, "Suggestions for Coordinating Grand Canyon National Park 
and Monument into Plans for the Colorado River," 28 October 1948, folder (GCNP) 
box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79; see also "Minutes," Sierra Club Board of 
Directors, November 12, 1948, folder 19, carton 3, SCR. During the discussion 
director Alex Hildebrand argued that if Bridge Canyon Dam were not built, then Los 
Angeles would pressure the Interior Department to develop power sites in Kings 
Canyon National Park. Hildebrand's comment is suggestive of the Sierra Club debates 
prior to the constmction of Glen Canyon Dam where the Club voted to sacrifice Glen 
Canyon, a lesser known scenic area, in exchange for a Bureau pledge to leave the 
more publicized Echo Park alone. 
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Robinson's proposal intrigued Drury and other Park Service officials although 

Drury strongly disagreed with the idea of moving the westem boundary of the park. 

Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. also agreed with Robinson's plan. Secretary Krug had 

transmitted the Bureau's CAP plan to Congress in September and so at year's end it 

appeared that all parties were at least reconciled to the construction of a high Bridge 

Canyon Dam scheduled to be introduced in spring 1949 as part of Arizona's latest 

CAP effort." 

In late winter of 1948, the Interior Department reviewed preliminary drafts of 

"Drury to Regional Director, Region Three, 18 November 1948, folder 
(GCNP), box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79; and Olmsted to Duncan McDuffie, 
15 November 1948, folder "Colorado River 1947-1959," box 6:102, Wilderness 
Society Papers, Westem History Department, Denver Public Library, (hereinafter cited 
as Wilderness Society Papers). Even so, Drury had not entirely given up on defeating 
the high Bridge Canyon Dam. From December 1948 through January 1949, Drury and 
Straus carried on a lively exchange. Drury attempted to undercut the economic 
feasibility of the project by inserting revised amounts for the value of park features 
that would be flooded, values that transcended mere quantification, but that, he argued, 
had been grossly underestimated in the Bureau proposal before Congress. In the 
Bureau's formula, values of features lost would be subtracted from the Bureau's 
estimated value of recreation created by its projects. Drury, calling the Bureau's 
figures "ludicrous" argued that in some cases the value of features lost would exceed 
the recreational values gained, creating a negative amount, and he asked his 
subordinates to come up with new estimates in order to argue that this would be the 
case if Bridge Canyon Dam were built. Had he succeed in inserting higher dollar 
amounts for these park values, it would have perhaps fatally damaged the Bureau's 
cost-benefit analysis of Bridge Canyon Dam, by threatening the economic viability of 
the project. Straus refused to allow revisions, however, and so in spring 1949, 
Congress debated the project on the merits of the original figures compiled by the 
Bureau. For the Drury/Straus correspondence related to scenic and recreational values, 
please see Drury to Straus, 23 December 1948; Drury to Director of Region TTiree, 4 
January 1949; Straus to Drury, 12 January 1949; Drury to Regional Director Region 
Three, 18 January 1949; and Drury to Straus, 18 January 1949, folder (GCNP) box 8, 
Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79. 
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the CAP legislation Arizona's congressional delegation intended to submit for debate. 

Either by design or inadvertence, the Secretary neglected to forward a copy to the Park 

Service for review. Drury had already reconciled himself to a high dam with an 

elevation of 1877 feet the previous fall, but when his agency finally obtained a copy 

of the bill, he was dimibfounded. The legislation Arizona's delegation was about to 

introduce called for the construction of a Bridge Canyon Dam with a crest of not less 

than 1877 feet above sea level. Sensing a ploy to create a loophole which would 

enable the Bureau to constmct a dam much higher than that approved in the 1947 

report which had set an elevation of 1877 as a maximum. Drury drafted an 

amendment to the bill hoping that Secretary Krug would endorse it, but he was too 

late, the Secretary approved the bill as submitted." Now all he could do was watch as 

Congress prepared for the upcoming hearings. 

In March, 1949, Arizona Senators Carl Hayden and Ernest McFarland, and 

Arizona Representative John Murdock introduced CAP bills into the Interior 

Conmiittees of their respective Houses to begin the creation of a legislative record in 

the first session of the Eighty-First Congress. Many of the same arguments from the 

1947 hearings were raised, and it quickly became apparent that Arizona's chief 

political antagonist would be the state of California once again. Califomia's delegation 

continued to argue that the Supreme Court needed to determine the water rights of the 

"Drury to Secretary of the Interior, 25 February 1949, folder (GCNP), box 8, 
Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79. 
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lower basin states, prior to congressional authorization of any other projects for the 

lower Colorado River. After twenty intense sessions at the subcommittee level, the 

House hearings adjourned without any action being taken. No conservation 

organization had sent representatives to testify against the bill; most of the opposition 

came from private utility companies and California water interests. In the Senate, the 

Interior Committee approved the bill and on July 1 sent it to the floor, where it was 

put onto the calendar for the second session beginning in January 1950.^^ CAP 

legislation, though stalled for the moment in the political arena, remained unchanged 

in both houses with the language calling for the construction of a Bridge Canyon Dam 

to a minimum elevation of 1877 in elevation still intact. 

Even as Congress debated the CAP in spring of 1949 conservationists 

discussed Bestor Robinson's compromise proposal of October 1948. In January 1949, 

Robinson convinced the Interior Secretary's conservation committee to endorse a shift 

in park boundaries and a high Bridge Canyon Dam. Then, in a shocking development, 

he somehow persuaded the committee in executive session, to approve the construction 

of a dam with a reservoir elevation of 2000 feet above sea level. Robinson contended 

that if the dam were built to this height, that it would nullify the MCKC project, and 

also create a water highway into the "heart of the Grand Canyon area" at relatively 

'^Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 57-69. 
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little loss in scenic values." That Robinson could convince these leading 

conservationists to endorse these arguments demonstrates that environmental interests 

believed the Bureau could obtain authorization for its proposals virtually at will. It 

also reveals that conservation organizations had not yet experienced the ideological 

transformation which would make them such formidable opponents of reclamation 

during the Echo Park and other controversies, and that these associations still endorsed 

the Mather-Albright tradition of recreational development within national parks and 

monuments. Finally, it shows that Drury still stood at the forefront of the emerging 

preservation movement without reliable support from any leading conservation 

organization in the spring of 1949. And in the case of Grand Canyon, Dairy's plight 

was to get much worse before it was to get better. 

Drury's subsequent corresp>ondence with Robinson and other conservation 

leaders began to assume an angry tone as he argued vehemently that to move the park 

boundary and abolish the monument would establish a "dangerous precedent" which 

could have only one end result — the destruction of the National Park System. In 

May, he completely repudiated his earlier consideration of Robinson's compromise, 

perhaps reinvigorated by a memo received from Olmsted the same day urging him to 

continue his policy of "uncompromising adherence" to the national park ideal and to 

^'Robinson to Senator Joseph C. CMahoney, 28 March 1949, folder (GCNP), 
box 8, Drury Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79. 
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resist all proposals that would intrude upon Grand Canyon National Park.^ 

Although stymied in Congress, preparations to construct the Bridge Canyon 

project continued to move forward on other fronts. By July 1949 the Bureau had 

studied several townsite locations for construction workers and their families and the 

possibility of constructing a 2,270 foot elevator shaft to provide access from the south 

rim to the site for personnel and supplies. After touring the construction sites on the 

rim and river with Reclamation officials. Grand Canyon National Park Superintendent 

George F. Baggley, who had replaced Bryant, concluded in amazement that the Bureau 

was pursuing its own agenda without congressional or Interior Department approval. 

The Bureau also ignored the sovereign rights of the Hualapai tribe by conducting these 

dam-site preparations on reservation land without obtaining the tribe's permission.^' 

This aura of bureaucratic confidence caused great consternation within the Park 

Service because it was becoming readily apparent that Straus' agency was now only 

nominally under the control of the Interior Department. Newton Drury, reminiscing 

about his tenure as Park Service director in a 1972 interview, described the 

relationship between the Interior Secretary and the Bureau at the height of the dam 

building era thusly: 

'^Drury to Robinson, 12 April 1949; Drury to Director of Information, 10 May 
1949; Olmsted to Drury, 10 May 1949; folder (GCNP), box 8, Drury Records, 
CCF/NPS, RG-79. 

"George F. Baggley to the Director of Region Three of the Department of the 
Interior, 18 July 1949, fiche L-7423, "Dams in Colorado River 1948-1954, (GCNPRL). 
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Secretary Chapman, who doubtless meant well, was utterly impotent in the 
hands of his subordinates. He was very much in the position of the mahout 
who rides the elephant and thinks he is guiding it but really is being carried 
along. That wasn't true of men like Ickes but it stirely was true of Chapman as 
Secretary of the Interior. The Great Bureau of Reclamation was the — well it 
was like Pmssia in the German Empire where everything was weighted in its 
favor. That's about the essence of the situation.^ 

Though the events at the Bridge Canyon Dam site occurred a few months prior to the 

beginning of Chapman's service. Dairy's description is applicable to Krug's tenure as 

well. The Bureau had become so powerful within the Interior Department by 1949 

that it was able to appropriate funds, trespass upon Indian lands, and make preliminary 

preparations for the construction of Bridge Canyon Dam without obtaining permission 

from the Secretary of the Interior. 

As though this display of bureaucratic hubris were not enough, the Bureau also 

began to investigate studies of the MCKC project in May of 1949 without the 

approval of Drury or the Interior Secretary, a direct violation of the interagency 

agreement Straus had made with the Park Service in 1946. Soon after he learned of 

the Bureau's intent, Drury and his chief of land and recreational planning, Conrad 

Wirth, set an appointment with Straus on June 14, to discuss the situation. Straus 

admitted freely that he was in violation of the 1946 agreement and challenged Drury 

to take the matter up with Secretary Krug in order to have him decide which should 

have the higher priority, the power that could be produced by the MCKC project or 

''Newton B. Drury, "Parks and Redwoods, 1919-1971," interview by Susan 
Schrepfer, 1972, 523, Regional Oral History Office, Bancroft Library, University of 
California Berkeley, partly quoted in Harvey, Symbol of Wilderness. 93. 
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the preservation of Grand Canyon National Park. 

During this stormy session, one of the two Park Service officials read the 

agreement aloud to Straus without any visible effect whatsoever." Then Straus 

admitted that he had already entered into a contract with a construction firm 

authorizing it to build a cableway for men and materials from the rim to the bottom of 

Marble Canyon and that after the completion of this project, the Bureau intended to 

bore test shafts into the canyon walls. When Drury asked Straus to wait until the 

matter could be discussed with the Krug, Straus refused, saying that he would only 

stop if ordered by the Interior Secretary himself. 

Unfortunately for Drury and Wirth, when they left Straus' office to discuss this 

encounter with Krug, the Secretary was unavailable. Knowing that time was now 

critical, they made an appointment with Assistant Secretary William Wame that same 

afternoon. Invoking the 1946 agreement and arguing that the MCKC was not 

consistent with the "primary purpose" of the creation of the park, Drury and Wirth 

convinced Wame that the Park Service position was valid. While they were still in 

Wame's office, the Assistant Secretary dictated a letter to Straus ordering him to 

cancel the study until Kmg had reviewed it. Only then did Straus order his field 

subordinates to "cease and desist" their preparations. In a synopsis written the 

following day, Wirth dryly referred to the meetings with Straus and Wame as "very 

It is impossible to determine who actually read the memo to Strauss from 
the documentary evidence, and all the participants are now deceased. 
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interesting and humorous," singling out the reading of the 1946 agreement to Straus 

and the Commissioner's lack of a visible reaction as a particularly amusing "byplay."'"' 

At the end of June, Wame wrote Straus and encouraged the Bureau to continue 

investigating Marble Canyon Dam without the Kanab diversion feature. Soon the 

Bureau made test borings into the canyon walls and constmcted the cableway. As for 

the Kanab Creek tunnel, Wame wrote Krug just before the latter relinquished his 

office to Oscar Chapman and stated that "No engineering work on now so remote a 

prospect can be justified in the face of the known antagonisms that it would create."^' 

Though serious consideration of the MCKC proposal would lay dormant for almost ten 

years, this threat still hung over the park and influenced the actions of people trying to 

defend it. 

Newton Dmry gained his first steadfast ally in the stmggle against the high 

Bridge Canyon Dam in May, 1949 when the National Parks Association began 

publishing a series of articles written by field secretary Fred Packard opposing the 

'"'Conrad Wirth, "Memorandum for the Director," 15 June 1949, fiche L-7423, 
"Dams on the Colorado River, 1948-1954," (GCNPRL). This amazing memo recreates 
vividly the June 14 encounter for the reader, a rarity in the bureaucratic record. One 
cannot help but be amused at the image of Wirth and Drury explaining the 
overwhelming legal authority in support of their position to the great, bearish, 
commissioner of Reclamation, only to have Straus completely ignore them. 

•*'U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, "Notice of Intention of Investigation," 12 May 
1949; William Wame to Michael Straus, 14 June 1949; William Wame to Michael 
Straus, 30 July 1949; and see also William Wame to J. A. Krug, 10 August 1949, 
fiche L-7423, "Dams on the Colorado River, 1948-1954, (GCNPRL). The name of the 
proposal was changed to Marble-Kanab project in the May 12 1949 memo. 
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Bridge Canyon and MCKC projects in its bi-monthly National Parks magazine. 

Historically, the Association had been one of the Park Service's most vocal critics 

since its foimder, Robert Sterling Yard, and the first Park Service Director, Steven 

Mather, had split over the Service's promotion of a camival-like atmosphere at 

Yosemite and other national parks. Now the NPA became the first conservation 

organization to try to sway public opinion to support Drury in his fight to return the 

Service back to its founding principles by advocating against reclamation projects in 

Grand Canyon in a national publication. Packard attacked the economic feasibility of 

the projects first, explaining that all of the Bureau's proposals for the Colorado River 

system added up to a staggering sum of almost 3.5 trillion dollars at 1940 rates. Only 

after making this economic argument did he echo Olmsted's assertions of 1942 that at 

some point, the American people were going to have to decide where to draw the line 

between the preservation of scenery and water development. NPA executive secretary 

Devereux Butcher wrote Bestor Robinson in June and chastised him for arguing that 

"a great national monument [should] be abolished to accommodate an engineering 

project.'*^ 

Work continued at the Bridge Canyon site in the fall of 1949, while Drury 

^^Fred Packard, "Grand Canyon Monument in Danger," in National Parks 
Magazine. July-September, 1949: 3-8; and Fred Packard, "Grand Canyon National 
Park and Dinosaur Monument in Danger," National Parks Magazine. October-
December 1949, 11-12. See also Stephen Fox, The American Conservation 
Movement. 203-204; and Butcher to Robinson, 6 June 1949, folder,"Colorado River 
1947-1959," box 6:102, Wildemess Society Papers. 
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lobbied the Interior Secretary to amend the language in the bills pending before 

Congress to limit the height of Bridge Canyon Dam to a maximum of 1877 feet. 

When Kmg asked for the Bureau's position, the obdurate Straus opposed any change 

and so the language remained. However, in October, Drury discovered that the 

Bureau had studied proposals to build a dam with a normal high water elevation up to 

1,930 feet, concluding that a reservoir with a maximum surface elevation of 1,876 feet 

was the best economic alternative."*^ 

Drury had done all he could from within the confines of the National Park 

Service directorship, and his unceasing efforts were beginning to bear firuit. Since 

May, Drury had gained the support of the National Parks Association, and in the fall, 

both Ira Gabrielson of the Wildlife Management Institute and Harlean James of the 

American Planning and Civic organization repudiated their earlier support of 

Robinson's proposal and wrote letters to key politicians asking them to cap the 

elevation of Bridge Canyon Dam at 1877 feet. In July, the Wilderness Society's 

Executive Council held its annual meeting at Olympic National Park, and passed a 

resolution asking the Interior Secretary to reexamine the entire project and initiate new 

••^J. A. Krug to Richard Leonard, 21 October 1949; and also "Log of Features 
to be Covered by a High Dam at Bridge Canyon," fiche L-7423, "Bridge Canyon 
Dam, 1948-1954," (GCNPRL). A reservoir filled to this elevation would have backed 
water through the entire length of the national monument and into the park for a 
distance of eighteen miles, inundating many outstanding featxires such as Upset 
Rapids, the mouth of Havasu Canyon, and Lava Falls, perhaps the best known rapid in 
Grand Canyon. 
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intra-departmental studies.^ By late autumn 1949, it was becoming apparent that the 

leaders of at least some influential conservation organizations were at last aroused that 

the Interior Department had approved a dam and reservoir that would intrude upon 

Grand Canyon National Park. Hoping to gain another important ally, Drury awaited 

the November meeting of the Sierra Club Board of Directors where the club's 

leadership was scheduled to debate the merits of Robinson's proposal of the previous 

year and finally take a definitive position on the height of Bridge Canyon Dam. 

On November 12, 1949, the Sierra Qub directors met. Leonard read a letter 

from Krug in which the Interior Secretary stated he had cancelled the MCKC project, 

and pledged to limit the elevation of Bridge Canyon Dam to 1877 feet above sea level. 

After some discussion, Robinson took the floor and offered the following proposals: 

1. Bridge Canyon Dam should not be authorized unless the Bureau constmcted 
silt retention structures on the Little Colorado and upstream on the main stem 
of the Colorado River first. 

2. The reclamation provision within the Grand Canyon National Park 
establishment act should be repealed prior to the authorization of Bridge 
Canyon Dam. 

3. The boundaries of the park should be adjusted to exclude the reservoir, and 
that the national monument should be abolished. 

4. Bridge Canyon Dam should be constmcted so as not to impound water 
above Tapeats Creek, two thousand feet above sea level. (Figure 2.1) 
[Emphasis mine] 

•""Director of the National Park Service to the Director of Information, 10 May 
1949, in folder (GCNP), box 8, Drury Records, RG-79; see also, "Minutes," Sierra 
Club Board of Directors, September 4, 1949, in folder 20, carton 3, SCR. 
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5. The water level in the reservoir should be maintained at a stable level to 
avoid scarring of the canyon walls between the high and low water marks. 

After discussing these recommendations thoroughly, the Board of Directors, including 

Wchard Leonard and David Brower, voted unanimously to adopt them as the official 

position of the Sierra Club/' 

Improbable as it may seem, the Sierra Qub leadership approved unanimously 

proposals that would: eliminate Grand Canyon National Monument; flood part of 

Wupatki National Monument on the Little Colorado River; shift the boundaries of 

Grand Canyon National Park to accommodate a reservoir project; and allow Bridge 

Canyon Dam to be constructed to an elevation of almost 2000 feet, seventy feet higher 

than any previous Bureau proposal, and over 120 feet higher than the dam it was most 

likely to build. Robinson had succeeded, at least within his own organization, and 

other conservation societies quickly condemned the measure. 

Newton Drury's reaction was one of shock and dismay. He wrote Richard 

Leonard in February 1950, and in no uncertain terms communicated his 

disappointment: 

That the Sierra Club, founded by John Muir for the protection of the national 
parks, should adopt a resolution approving of a reservoir which would back 
water more than 30 miles into Grand Canyon National Park is somewhat of a 
shock. Administrators sometimes have to reconcile themselves to something 
less that the ideal, but conservation organizations are under no such necessitv. 
[Emphasis mine] This action of the club greatly weakens our defence of the 
park and is confusing to many other conservation organizations. 

^'"Minutes," Special Meeting of the Board of Directors," November 12, 1949, 
folder 20, carton 3, SCR. 
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Regarding the suggested boundary shift, Drury elucidated: 

I feel sure you will agree that it would be establishing a very dangerous 
precedent to embark upon a program of shifting national park boundaries to 
accommodate reservoir projects. If that were undertaken, it would be only a 
matter of a few years before there wouldn't be any national parks worthy of the 
name.^ 

Dnuys disillusionment and anger with the Sierra Qub leadership over this 

resolution are obvious, even though filtered by the language used in bureaucratic 

communications. And no wonder! Since 1942, Newton Drury had fought almost 

singlehandedly to uphold the national park ideal, retreating when it made tactical sense 

but never losing sight of his ultimate objective of protecting Grand Canyon National 

Park from reclamation projects. Educated in the law, Drury knew that proponents of 

water development would use this resolution to reinforce the controlling precedent of 

Hetch Hetchy during the formulation of Interior Department policy. Despite his own 

bureaucratic constraints, he opposed a high Bridge Canyon Dam, and in doing so, 

warned the leaders of conservation organizations with greater latitude to express 

themselves in the public arena of the increasing threat the Bureau's projects posed to 

the National Park System. 

Historians Ronald Foresta and Susan Rhodes Neel have written critical 

^Newton B. Drury to Richard Leonard, 15 February 1950, fiche L-7423, 
"Dams on the Colorado River 1948-1954," (GCNPRL). LcxDking back in 1974, 
Robinson still believed that his plan made the most sense, and when pressed he stated 
that he did not object to the flooding of the lower part of Grand Canyon, describing 
this reach of the canyon as "second rate." See Bestor Robinson, "Thoughts on 
Conservation and the Sierra Club," 24. 
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evaluations of 01011/5 tenure as Park Service director. Foresta criticizes Drury for 

allowing his sense of bureaucratic propriety to inhibit his protection of the Park 

System.'*' But the documentary evidence shows that although Drury remained 

respectful enough of his superiors to retain his position for more than ten years, he 

waged his campaign to preserve Grand Canyon with tenacity and powerful rhetoric. 

As we will see in the next chapter, Drury was forced to resign because of his 

opposition to dams in Dinosaur National Monument, this coming after nine years of 

fighting a high Bridge Canyon Dam. For Foresta's argument to be valid, Drury must 

have failed to exercise a viable option, yet what other alternatives did he have? Had 

he pushed his preservationist agenda harder, in all likelihood he would have been 

forced from office even sooner, while to have compromised his own preservationist 

standards would have only perpetuated the pro-development stance of his predecessors. 

Susan Rhoades Neel contends that the Park Service only abandoned its close 

relationship with the Bureau of Reclamation after the preservation movement began to 

criticize reclamation projects, a conclusion based upon the premise that conservation 

organizations created a shift in Park Service consciousness by becoming increasingly 

vocal in their opposition.^ But in the case of Grand Canyon which predates all other 

intrusive Bureau proposals in the postwar era, Drury became the first conservationist, 

inside or outside of the federal government to actively campaign against the policy of 

^'Foresta, National Parks and Their Keetjers. 48. 

'•'Neel, "Irreconcilable Differences," 337, 364. 
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reservoir accommodation begun at Hetch Hetchy. Drury argued against the high 

Bridge Canyon Dam virtually without support from any outside agency for six years. 

Between 1945-1950 as the pressure to compromise mounted, Drury remained true to 

his preservationist ideals, and during this critical period, it was the conservation 

organizations themselves that showed a propensity for appeasement. 

The Grand Canyon dam debates of the 1940s demonstrate that opposition to 

reclamation projects based upon the precedent they would create, originated not within 

the conservation organizations, but inside the National Park Service when Drury 

decided in 1942 to fight against any intmsion into Grand Canyon National Park. A 

vocal preservationist lobby began to emerge only after Drury initiated his campaign 

against a high Bridge Canyon Dam. Thus the preservationist impulse taken up by the 

conservation organizations during the Echo Park battle of the 1950s originated with 

Park Service opposition to reclamation projects in Grand Canyon a decade earlier. 

Dnuys opposition to reclamation projects precipitated a shift in the consciousness of 

conservationists outside of the government instead of the reverse, and it was only after 

these organizations experienced this ideological transformation that they assumed the 

preservationist initiative. 

Foresta argues that Drury was the right man at the wrong time, and states that 

perhaps Drury would have been a more effective Park Service director during a time 

of relative tranquility rather than the tumultuous period between 1940-1951.'" But 

'''Foresta, The National Parks and Their Keepers. 48-50. 
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from a preservationist perspective, Drury was the only man at the right time, for no-

one else either inside or outside the bureaucracy so eloquently stated, or so forcefully 

argued, in favor of the national park ideal during the war years and the immediate 

postwar period. Drury's opposition to a high Bridge Canyon Dam and his focus upon 

preservation renewed the Park Service's credibility in the eyes of many conservation 

organizations for a brief period of time in between the pro-development tenures of 

Albright/Cammerer and Conrad Wirth. Though finally forced to make a tactical 

retreat in the face of insxirmountable opposition at Grand Canyon, Drury fought 

tenaciously to defend the integrity of the national park system, and for most of the 

crucial decade of the 1940s, he fought this battle alone. Though Drury gained the 

support of several conservation organizations by 1949, others, most notably the Sierra 

Qub, still favored compromise, guaranteeing that the conservation front would remain 

fragmented in February 1950 when Carl Hayden and Ernest McFarland once again 

brought CAP legislation to the Senate floor. 
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Figure 2.1 Overlapping jurisdictions contiguous to the Colorado 
River in Grand Canyon including Indian Reservations, 
National Park Service lands and National Forest lands. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PRESERVATIONISTS RESURGENT 

If we hadn't believed in ourselves, we never would have stopped the 
Dinosaur thing. If we had believed in ourselves enough we could have 
stopped Glen Canyon Dam on the Colorado River. . . .we had the nation 
on our side as a result of Dinosaur. We could have carried that 
momentum right on through the whole Colorado River system.' 

— Martin Litton, Sierra Club Director 

These conservationists now hold a tentative opinion that Bridge Canyon 
Dam will back water into Grand Canyon National Monument in such 
quantity as to constitute an invasion of that National Mommient. ... I 
think we should do everything possible to avoid a head on collision 
with these people. We belittle their influence at our peril . . } 

— Stewart Udall, Arizona Congressman 

It is a popular misconception that envirorunental organizations have always 

been imified in their support of wilderness preservation. The Sierra Club's position in 

Spring 1950 is indicative of the dilemma facing most of the prominent conservation 

organizations at the start of the decade. Strong future preservation advocates such as 

Richard Leonard and David Brower had approved of the Bureau's plan to create a 

reservoir in Grand Canyon National Park and Monument, a position entirely in 

'Martin Litton, "Sierra Qub Director and Uncompromising Preservationist, 
1950s-1970s," interview by Ann Lage, (Sierra Club Oral History Committee, 1982), 
31-32. Regional Oral History Office, Bancroft Library, University of California 
Berkeley. 

^Stewart Udall to David Brinegar and Ray Killian, 5 April 1955, folder 3, box 
12, Stewart Udall Papers, Special Collections, University of Arizona (hereinafter cited 
as Stewart Udall Papers). 
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congruence with the attitudes most Americans held toward their natural environment in 

1950. Why not build a water highway that would open up the lower reaches of the 

canyon to sightseers? Why not improve upon nature? Indeed, the club would find 

itself in the embarrassing situation of having these same arguments used against them 

in hearings over Bridge Canyon Dam a decade later by none other than Reclamation 

Commissioner Floyd Dominy himself. Yet by the early 1960s, these same arguments 

would be an anathema to environmentalists fighting to preserve Grand Canyon. The 

1950s were a time of great ideological change, a period when, at least in the minds of 

many environmental advocates, encouraging the development of the recreational 

potential of park lands would give way to viewing parks as the most available means 

to preserve wilderness. The preservationist impulse would crystalize as a result of 

important environmental controversies and social and political transformations that 

occurred during this critical decade. 

Toward the end of the 1930s, Interior Secretary Harold Ickes had briefly 

considered creating an enormous national monument in eastern Utah called Escalante. 

This large reserve would have stretched over 200 miles from north of the confluence 

of the Green and Colorado Rivers to Lee's Ferry and brought all of Glen Canyon 

under the protection of the National Park Service.^ Ickes failed to gain FDR's 

approval, and so this unique landscape remained unprotected. As a result. Glen 

'Elmo Richardson, "Federal Park Policy in Utah: The Escalante National 
Monument Controversy of 1935-1940," Utah Historical Quarterly, vol. 33 (Spring 
1965): 110-133. 
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Canyon would become a pivot pxiint in the struggle over the Colorado River between 

preservationists and developmental interests because both sides viewed a dam at the 

Glen Canyon site as desirable. California argued that a dam should be constructed 

there before Congress should consider authorizing a dam at Bridge Canyon because 

the Glen Canyon Reservoir would trap silt from the upper basin, thereby extending the 

useful life of dams in Grand Canyon. The Sierra Club agreed with this position. The 

upper basin states also pushed for the construction of Glen Canyon Dam because it 

would allow states like Colorado and Utah to construct irrigation projects in the upper 

reaches of the river without impeding their responsibility under the Compact of 1922 

to deliver 7.5 million acre feet each year to the lower basin states of Arizona, 

California and Nevada. 

In hindsight it is interesting to speculate as to what would have occurred had 

Glen Canyon been set aside as a national monument because it served as a safety 

valve for preservationists and water interests seeking to compromise over proposals to 

build dams both in Grand Canyon and in a remote comer of northwestern Colorado 

called Echo Park, located in Dinosaur National Monument. Environmental historians 

recognize the Echo E^k controversy as the most important battle between the 

emerging preservation movement and the developmental interests of the 1950s, some 

arguing that it represents a reversal of the precedent established at Hetch Hetchy.^ 

•*See Roderick Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind: and Mark W. T. 
Harvey, A Symbol of Wildemess: see also Stephen Fox, The American Conservation 
Movement: and Mark Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 
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Had Glen Canyon been given even the nominal protection of national monument 

status, perhaps this struggle to protect the national park system would have concerned 

Glen rather than Dinosaur. 

The decade of the 1950s would close as it began, with developmental interests 

seeking to build dams for power generation in Grand Canyon, but only after several 

landmark changes had occurred. The preservation impulse would pass from the Park 

Service to the environmental organizations at the outset of the Dinosaur controversy 

and these groups would take Newton Dnuys campaign to defend national parks from 

all encroachments and extend it to national monimients. However, as their activism 

increased and they became more politically astute, conservationists would soon fmd 

that their newfound power and influence came with a cost; increased federal scrutiny 

at the peak of the Cold War that threatened to restrict their constitutional rights of free 

speech and petition. As new perils to Grand Canyon emerged in the wake of 

Dinosaur, one organization would chcwse to defy government suppression of civil 

liberties and in so doing emerge from this repressive social envirorunent as the chief 

exponent of preservation. 

The impulse to prevent intmsions into lands under jurisdiction of the National 

Park Service did not start with the opposition of conservation organizations to the 

Dinosaiu" dams. Rather, the foundation for this important milestone in American 

environmental history was begun further downstream at Grand Canyon, where Park 

Service Du-ector Newton Drury attempted to prevent the construction of a high dam 
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and reservoir that would invade Grand Canyon National Park. And in the winter of 

1950, as Arizona politicians prepared to bring CAP legislation before the full Senate 

for debate, conservation organizations were only just beginning to mount a 

counteroffensive. 

When the Senate CAP hearings began on February 6, 1950, California solons 

made a futile attempt to derail the Hayden-McFarland bill. So sure were the two 

Arizona senators of victory that they did not even bother to attend the sessions in the 

Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. On the same day, Anthony Wayne Smith, 

future executive secretary of the National Parks Association, sent a telegram to every 

member of the Senate stating that his organization opposed the high Bridge Canyon 

Dam because the reservoir would encroach upon the national park and monument and 

that it also would violate the property rights of the Hualapai and Havasupai tribes, 

who had not consented to the flooding of parts of their reservations. (Figure 3.1) 

Newton Drury, still fighting for a height limitation for Bridge Canyon Dam, spoke 

with Senator McFarland on Febmary 7, and 15th, and McFarland assiu-ed him that he 

and Senator Hayden would sponsor an amendment limiting the dam's height to 1877 

feet. To Drury's astonishment, McFarland revealed that he had not considered the 

effects that a high Bridge Canyon Dam would have on the national park. Meanwhile, 

Fred Packard of the National Parks Association attempted to gain permission to testify 

at these hearings but his requests were repeatedly denied. However, he managed to 

enter a statement into the hearing record in support of the amendments, the first and 
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only such action by a conservation organization to make it into the official 

proceedings. Hayden's prestige and political power overcame the California opposition 

and the Committee reported the bill to the Senate floor, but without the amendment 

for the lower height because the Senators felt that it would be better to insert it in 

conference committee after House passage of the bill. On February 21, 1950, the U.S. 

Senate voted 55-28 in favor of the Central Arizona Project with a high Bridge Canyon 

Dam.® 

As these CAP hearings took place, conservationists began to mobilize against 

this threat to the canyon because other threats to the park system were beginning to 

come to light. Fred Packard of the National E*arks Association began corresponding 

with congressmen, articulating that the NPA opposed even a low Bridge Canyon Dam 

that would intrude upon the monument because this would create a dangerous 

precedent that would make it less difficult to violate other park system lands. To 

emphasize his point, Packard listed several areas now threatened by reservoir projects, 

including Glacier and Mammoth Cave National Parks, and Dinosaur National 

Monument. Harlean James, Executive Secretary of the American Planning and Civic 

'Smith to Hayden, 20 February 1950, folder 12, box 19, Carl Hayden Papers; 
and Drury to McFarland, 7 February 1950; Director to Assistant Director Wuth, 15, 
February 1950, folder (GCNP), box 8, Dmry Records, CCF/NPS, RG-79; see also 
Fred Packard to Senator Matthew M. Neeley, 9 Febmary 1950, folder "Colorado River 
1947-1959," box 6:102, Wildemess Society Papers; and Congress, Senate, Conunittee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, Colorado River Storage Project: Hearings before the 
Subconmiittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 84th Cong., 1st sess., 28 February-5 March 1955, 692; see also Rich Johnson, 
The Central Arizona Project. 70-71. 
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Association, wrote Richard Leonard and argued that the Sierra Club should join with 

her organization in supporting Drur/s opposition to a dam greater than 1877 feet in 

elevation, and also repudiate the resolution it had passed in December 1949. Both the 

National Parks Association and the American Planning and Civic Association looked 

to the National Park Service for "guidance," and indeed, Drury continued his campaign 

against the higher dam even after Senate passage of the bill.® 

The seriousness of pending threats to the national park system became more 

acute at the beginning of 1950 as the Bureau proposed to build still more dams that 

would encroach upon national parks and monuments. As the post WWII economic 

and population boom continued in the American West, representatives from states in 

the upper basin began to agitate for federal development of the water resources in their 

region. By 1949, the Bureau had conducted watershed studies and was close to 

obtaining Interior Department approval of a scheme it called the Colorado River 

Storage Project. Breathtaking in scope, this proposal called for the construction of ten 

major dams on the Colorado and its tributaries within the upper basin. The Bureau 

argued that revenues from hydro-power would pay for this massive endeavor, whose 

total storage capacity of 48.5 million acre feet was greater than that of all the existing 

reservoirs on the main stem of the Colorado and its tributaries. The most important 

features of the plan included dams in Flaming Gorge, Wyoming, Echo Park in 

^Packard to Senator Matthew N. Neeley, 9 February 1950; and James to 
Richard Leonard, 16 February 1950, folder "Colorado River 1947-1959," box 6:102, 
Wilderness Society Papers; see also Arizona Republic. 4 April 1950. 
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Colorado, and Glen Canyon in northern Arizona.' The dam at Echo Park, at the 

confluence of the Green and Yampa Rivers, as well as another. Split Mountain Dam, 

were both slated for construction within Dinosaur National Monument. 

Mark Harvey writes of two forces that clashed in the American West after the 

end of WWII: population growth and preservation. When Drury had begim to fight 

intrusions into Grand Canyon National Park in 1942, the concept of preservation had 

not yet become even a peripheral political issue, while the West's population was 

growing exponentially as a result of wartime industrialization and postwar migration. 

By 1950, the situation had changed considerably because postwar America was taking 

to the outdoors in ever increasing numbers, and many of these people had already 

become cognizant of, and had begim to sympathize with, preservationist agendas. A 

new generation of conservation leaders had arisen, many of whom had corresponded 

with Drury, who had made them aware of threats to Grand Canyon and other Park 

Service lands. Ira Gabrielson, Fred Packard, Howard Zlahniser, Harlean James, and the 

organizations they represented, had broken with Bestor Robinson's compromise by 

January, 1950, and now stood with Drury in opposition to the high Bridge Canyon 

Dam. Packard of the NPA and Zahniser of the Wilderness Society had gone on record 

in support of a reappraisal of the entire project and now questioned intrusions into 

Grand Canyon National Monument. With threats mounting at Glacier and Mammoth 

'Mark W.T. Harvey, A Svmbol of Wilderness. 74-77; and Reisner, Cadillac 
Desert. 145-146. 
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Cave National Parks in addition to Dinosaur National Monument, conservationists now 

began to argue that an^ intrusion into national park or monument lands was simply 

unacceptable. When the Phoenix Chamber of Commerce wrote an article blasting 

Fred Packard's statement against Bridge Canyon Dam during the 1950 Senate CAP 

hearings, he responded, articulating the growing resentment that many leading 

conservationists were now beginning to feel toward these emerging threats to the 

national park system. Succinctly capturing the angry mood of conservationists he 

wrote: 

. . . should one national park or monument be subjected to invasion by a major 
engineering project or to any sort of exploitation, the door will be open to 
similar desecration of other such reservations. Many are under attack at this 
moment. No matter how impressive the immediate local argument for this 
exploitation may be, the national interest demands that a 38th parallel be 
established around our national parks and monuments beyond which such 
projects will not encroach.® 

He might also have added that conservation organizations would no longer stand by 

without actively opposing these violations of the park system, and would use every 

means in their power to stop what had begim at Hetch Hetchy and what the Bureau 

was attempting to continue. 

Conservationists now began to focus upon the impending threat to Dinosaur 

National Monument. Newton Drury was so adamant in his opposition to the Dinosaur 

dams that he pressured new Interior Secretary Oscar Chapman into scheduling public 

^Packard to President, Phoenix Chamber of Commerce, 31 July 1950, folder 
"Colorado River 1947-1959," box 6:102, Wildemess Society Papers. 
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hearings so that all views could be articulated. On April 3, 1950, representatives of 

conservation organizations, the Bureau of Reclamation, and members of Congress all 

testified at the Interior Department hearings, an important event simply because it is 

indicative that opposition to proposed violations of the national park system had now 

risen to such a level that the Interior Secretary believed it necessary to debate it in a 

public forum. 

Representatives of conservation organizations argued that the dams would 

irreparably harm the canyons of the Green and Yampa Rivers within the monument, 

that the Bureau had not adequately considered altemative sites, and that it was 

Chapman's duty as Interior Secretary to defend the national park system from 

intrusions. They also attempted to take advantage of growing congressional parsimony 

in appropriating funds for large public works by arguing that the projects were not 

economically viable. Western congressmen and the Bureau countered that the power 

generated by these dams would ensure Utah's continued economic prosperity and that 

since the flow estimates upon which the Compact of 1922 had been based were too 

high, upper basin storage was more necessary than ever in order for these states to 

fulfil their delivery obligations to the lower basin. Though not publicized at the 

hearings. President Truman had also approved the development of the hydrogen bomb, 

and since the Defense Department planned to conduct tests in Utah and Nevada, 

Chapman believed that it was Interior's duty to provide power for this program. 

Ultimately the argimients of the water interests, especially those citing national defense 
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issues, swayed the Interior Secretary, and Chapman gave his approval to the 

construction of the Echo Park and Split Mountain dams in June of 1950.' 

Conservation organizations viewed Chapman's decision with dismay. The 

Sierra Club had adopted Robinson's compromise on the contingency that the Interior 

Department would agree to build silt retention structxu-es before initiating construction 

of Bridge Canyon Dam. However, the Secretary had not agreed to the proposition, 

and his approval of dams in Dinosaur National Monument reenforced a growing 

suspicion among conservationists that the Bureau of Reclamation would always have 

the last word when it came to water development policy. The Interior Department had 

not recommended the compromise to either the House or Senate committees 

considering CAP legislation, and the bill passed by the Senate made no mention of the 

compromise whatsoever. Though the bill had authorized the construction of 

appurtenant structures to Bridge Canyon Dam, the language did not stipulate the 

priority of construction, so in all likelihood constmction of Bridge Canyon Dam would 

be initiated first. The Sierra Club leadership believed that the Bureau should build silt 

control dams first in order to reduce deposition within the park and monument. 

Additionally, the full House Interior Conunittee took up the CAP question in closed 

sessions in August, and in the interest of expediting the proceedings it chose to debate 

the Senate bill, so it also ignored the Sierra Club proposal. The House committee 

adjourned without taking action in early September because of the upcoming 

'Mark Harvey, A Symbol of Wilderness. 80-91. 
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congressional elections, thus sealing the fate of the CAP in the Eighty-first Congress.'" 

Even though the bill had died in committee, Richard Leonard felt trepidation 

because politicians and the Interior Department alike had ignored the concerns of 

conservationists since obtaining their assent to a high Bridge Canyon Dam. As a 

result, Leonard wrote his cohorts in other conservation organizations and stated that he 

would bring the issue before a meeting of the Western Federation of Outdoor Clubs in 

early September in order to ask this large coalition of conservation organizations to 

adopt a unified position in opposition to a dam of any height until Congress and 

Interior agreed to compromise. The Sierra Club Board discussed Dinosaur and Bridge 

Canyon Dam at its September board meeting and resolved to oppose vigorously a dam 

in Dinosaur National Monument and to cooperate with other conservation societies in 

doing so. Sensing that their bargaining efforts had gone unrequited, the Sierra Club's 

leaders then voted to unanimously repudiate their earlier approval of the Robinson 

compromise, and the meeting ended with the Sierra Qub having taken the official 

position of being against any intrusion into Grand Canyon National Monument." Now 

all of the major conservation organizations stood united against a high Bridge Canyon 

'""Minutes," Special Meeting of the Sierra Club Board of Directors," 
November 12, 1949, folder 19, carton 3, SCR; and Johnson, The Central Arizona 
Project. 71. 

"Leonard to Zahniser, 1 August 1950; and William Voigt to Leonard, 9 August 
1950, folder "Colorado River 1947-1959," box 102:6, Wilderness Society Papers; see 
also, "Minutes," Sierra Club Board of Directors, September 3, 1950, folder 20, carton 
3, SCR. 
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Ironically, as conservationists outside of the Interior Department began to take 

a more active role in opposing intrusions into Grand Canyon National Park, officials 

within the Park Service began to disassociate themselves from outright opposition to 

Bridge Canyon Dam and the positions they had held previously. Since the Interior 

Department had incorporated a high Bridge Canyon Dam into its CAP proposal of 

1949, Newton Drury no longer conununicated his opposition to anyone outside the 

Interior Department.'^ Newspapers, however, particularly in the western states, gave 

widespread coverage to the congressional debates over the CAP and also, usually in 

rebuttal, discussed conservationist opposition, particularly that of the NPA. This 

publicity resulted in a trickle of protest letters to the National Park Service from 

private citizens inquiring as to what, if anything, could be done about the Bridge 

Canyon Dam. 

In response to a letter from Robert C. Stebbins, vice-president of the American 

Society of Ichthyologists and Herpetologists, Lemuel Garrison, the acting 

Superintendent of Grand Canyon National Park, wrote in August of 1950 that he 

"dread[ed] the construction of this dam and the consequent flooding of the lower end 

'^One must be careful not to confuse Drur/s continuing objection to a dam of 
an elevation greater than 1877 feet with his previous opposition to "high" dams 
between elevations of 1772 and 1877 that would create invasions of the park. Once 
Secretary Krug had assented to an elevation of 1877 feet, Drury, as will be 
remembered from the previous chapter, considered this battle to be lost and focused 
his efforts upon limiting the dam to that height and opposing the MCKC project. 
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of Grand Canyon." This prompted a tersely worded response from M. R. Tillotson, 

the region three Director of the Park Service who instructed personnel to limit 

responses to "factual data" and comments to "known Service jwlicies or decisions." 

Tillotson ordered Garrison to write Stebbins and ask him not to publicize his earlier 

letter, a request to which Garrison, fearing for his job, complied.'' 

This muzzling of Garrison occurred as tension between the Director and 

Interior Secretary Chapman reached its peak. Infuriated by a scathing article by 

Bemard DeVoto entitled "Shall We Let Them Ruin Our National Parks," published in 

the July 22 edition of The Saturday Evening Post. Reclamation Conunissioner Michael 

Straus claimed that Drury, a close friend of the cantankerous Harper's columnist, had 

co-authored the piece, a charge Drury denied. Chapman, having approved of the dam 

at Echo Park, and weary of the constant sniping between his Park Service Director and 

Commissioner of Reclamation, asked Drury to relinquish his directorship for an 

advisory position without authority and at a decrease in salary. Drury tendered his 

resignation, effective April 1, 1951.'"* 

'^Dr. Robert Stebbins to Dr. Harold C. Bryant, August 3, 1950; and Lemuel A. 
Garrison to Dr. Robert Stebbins, August 17, 1950; see also M. R. Tillotson to 
Superintendent, Grand Canyon National Park, August 24, 1950; and Lemuel A. 
Garrison to Dr. Robert C. Stebbins, August 29, 1950, fiche 7423, "Dams on the 
Colorado River 1948-1954," (RLGCNP). 

'•*Mark Harvey, A Symbol of Wildemess. 95-105. Mark Harvey argues that 
although the exact situation siirrounding the resignation of Drury has never been 
clarified, the clash between the Interior Secretary and Park Service Director was 
inevitable given Drury's preservationist ideology and Chapman's support for the 
Bureau.. 
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While Echo Park may have been the final straw, Drury had been a thorn in the 

Bureau's side for the better part of a decade while opposing a high Bridge Canyon 

Dam. David Brower believes that Drur/s opposition to the high dam also contributed 

to his ouster, an explanation that though it defies absolute proof, is certainly in 

congruence with the series of events just described.'^ Whatever the reasons, 

preservationists would miss this articulate, tenacious proponent of the national park 

ideal, and his removal served to heighten the resolve of preservationists to continue 

the struggle he had begun. 

The congressional elections of autumn, 1950, strengthened Arizona's position in 

the House of Representatives. Democrat John Murdock ascended to the chairmanship 

of the full Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, increasing the already 

disproportionate amount of political power Arizona enjoyed. With the powerful 

Hayden and McFarland entrenched in the Senate, the prospects for passage of a CAP 

bill seemed bright in the Eighty-second Congress. 

Arizona's congressional representatives introduced CAP bills in both houses of 

congress again, in January, 1951. The proposals were essentially the same as those 

debated during the previous year with one notable difference from a Park Service 

point of view — the bills included Drur/s height limitation of 1877 feet, a fitting 

tribute to the outgoing director who had lobbied for it for so long. Hayden and 

McFarland reintroduced the bill in the Senate Interior Committee and on January 30 

"David Brower, interview with the author, 27 July 1997. 
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the committee favorably reported it, recommending that it should be passed. Because 

the 1950 House Interior Committee debates had been conducted in such an 

acrimonious tone, the two senators decided to wait and see what would happen in the 

House before scheduling the bill for floor debate in the Senate.'® 

The House debate began in February 1951 in the Interior and Insular Affairs 

Committee and it soon became apparent that the animosity between California and 

Arizona's representatives still existed. Califomia had also gained strength in the 1950 

election and now held three seats on the committee to Arizona's one. Furious 

exchanges occurred in February and March of 1951, and though several peripheral 

issues intruded into the proceedings, most of the discussion centered upon the question 

of whether or not the Supreme Court should adjudicate the water rights of the lower 

basin states prior to committee approval of the bill. 

Arizona argued that no justiciable issue existed so long as a bill had not been 

passed, and that, consequently. House passage must occur before Supreme Court 

review. CaUfomia contended that a justiciable issue already existed because the three 

lower basin states had not entered into a contract as stipulated by the Compact of 

1922, and that it did not make sense to approve a water project while water rights 

were still in dispute. After twenty-three sessions during which accusations of water 

'^Senate, A Bill Authorizing the construction, operation and maintenance of a 
dam and incidental works in the main stream of the Colorado River at Bridge Canvon. 
together with certain appurtenant dams and canals, and for other purposes. 82d Cong., 
1st sess., 1951, S. 75., flche L7423, "Dams on the Colorado River, 1948-1954," 
(RLGCNP). 
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stealing flew across geographical and party lines. Congressman John Saylor, 

Republican from Pennsylvania, introduced a motion on March 18th endorsing the 

California position, and called for a moratorium upon CAP legislation until the 

Supreme Court had determined the water rights of California, Arizona and Nevada. 

After attempting to delay the proceedings, a dejected John Murdock brought Saylor's 

motion to a vote and it carried with 16 ayes, 8 nos, and three abstentions. Federal 

construction of Bridge Canyon Dam as a part of the CAP was now indefinitely 

delayed.'^ 

How could Arizona, with two immensely powerful senators and a 

representative as the chair of the all-important House Interior Committee — arguably 

the most powerful political position Arizona would ever have during its long struggle 

to obtain the CAP — have lost this political battle? Future Arizona politicians, 

frustrated over dealing with the intractable Wayne Aspinall as Interior Committee 

Chair during the 1960s, would write critically of Murdock's inability to obtain a 

favorable report from his committee in 1950 and 1951.'^ In light of the ferocious 

environmentalist offensive that some historians have argued was decisive during the 

CAP debates of the 1960s, the question becomes even more intriguing when one 

"Congress, House, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Central Arizona 
Project: Hearing before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 82nd Cong., 1st 
sess., 18 March 1951, passim. 

"Morris Udall to David F. Brinegar, 7 October 1968, folder 6, box 482, Morris 
Udall Papers. 
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considers that aside from Drury's efforts from within the Interior Department, and 

Packard's statement entered into the 1950 hearing record, no preservationists testified 

or took part in the political process that led to the defeat of Bridge Canyon Dam. 

With Senate passage virtoially assured at Hayden's whim, and Murdock's chairmanship 

of the House committee most vital to all reclamation projects, how could Arizona have 

lost, particularly without environmentalist opposition? 

Proponents of the CAP blamed California for the defeat, arguing that its 

congressional delegation had frightened the other basin states with claims that the 

CAP would preclude the construction of any more water projects on the Colorado. 

That California and Arizona were implacable foes with regard to the Colorado River is 

beyond dispute, and Arizona's political influence did not run much deeper than 

Murdock because it only had two representatives. In contrast, California's twenty-

three congressional representatives wielded substantial muscle in the House, and this 

influence increased throughout the decade, haunting CAP advocates as this power bloc 

grew in proportion to California's population. An examination of the committee vote 

(16 ayes, 8 nos) reveals that a switch of five votes would have defeated the Califomia 

position. Of the six representatives from states in the Colorado basin other than 

Califomia and Arizona, only four voted in favor of Saylor's motion, one opposed, and 

a relative newcomer to congressional politics from Colorado, representative Wayne 

Aspinall, abstained. So California's tactics, while effective in swaying votes from 

basin representatives, were not necessarily decisive, because nine votes in favor of the 
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Say lor motion came from outside the basin." 

It appears as though broader social and political trends had a far greater 

influence upon the outcome. When analyzing the CAP defeat, one must also consider 

the political issues that influenced the election of 1950, a time of increasing fiscal 

conservatism, when even President Truman had created a commission, headed by 

former president Herbert Hoover, to investigate the economic viability of water 

projects proposed by the Bureau and the Army Corps of Engineers. Budgetary 

constraints became even more acute in June of 1950, when North Korea's invasion of 

South Korea embroiled the United States in a major overseas conflict. Eastern 

politicians, suspicious of the reclamation program, had begun to question why their 

constituents' tax dollars were being spent to bring desert land into cultivation at a time 

that farmers in the Midwest were being subsidized for taking cropland out of 

production. Finally, though the Democrats had controlled the White House since 

1932, and retained Congress every year except 1946, Republicans made significant 

gains during the midterm elections of 1950, the beginning of an electoral trend that 

would sweep Dwight D. Eisenhower into office in 1952 in a final repudiation of the 

New Deal. Many of these new legislators had been elected on pledges of fiscal 

"The Colorado River Basin Interior Committee delegations in 1951 by state 
were: Arizona-Murdock (D); Califomia-Qair Engle 0^), Sam Yorty (D) and Norris 
Poulson (R); Colorado-Wayne Aspinall (D); Idaho-Hamer Budge (R); Utah-Reva 
Bostone (D); Wyoming-William H. Harrison (R); see Congress, House, Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, Central Arizona Project: Hearing before the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 82nd Cong., 1st sess., 18 March 1951, 2. 
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conservatism. 

An examination of the committee vote also reveals that it separated along party 

lines: of the twelve Republican committee members, eleven voted aye (against the 

CAP), and one abstained. Tlie vote also broke geographically, with only three of 

twelve representatives from non-reclamation states voting with Murdock, and all three 

apparently did so out of party loyalty.^" Arizona water interests sought to blame the 

CAP defeat on California. However, a strong argument can be made that California 

received a great deal of gratuitous assistance from representatives who voted either 

along party lines, or out of anti-reclamation sentiments in a period of tightening fiscal 

policy — far too much opposition for a committee chairman from a sparely populated 

state to overcome. Preservationists, knowing that they did not possess the power to 

stop Bridge Canyon Dam if it had come to a House vote, applauded these fortuitous 

circumstances, the Sierra Club's Robinson calling Saylor's motion and the resulting 

Supreme Court litigation, "manna from heaven."^' 

Hayden made a last ditch effort in the Senate and obtained passage of a CAP 

bill in June 1951 in the hope that the House would reconsider, but for all intents and 

purposes. Bridge Canyon Dam had been defeated in the House Interior Committee 

during the spring. Hayden's efforts elicited a blast from the editors of the Chicago 

^°Ibid., 2. 

^'Bestor Robinson, "Thoughts on Conservation and the Sierra Club," interview 
by Susan R, Schrepfer, (Sierra Club History Committee, 1974), 26. Regional Oral 
History Office, Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley. 
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Daily News who in an article entitled "Dam Foolishness," vigorously opposed the 

Senate action in light of increasing international tensions and tightening fiscal policy, a 

position also publicly endorsed by William Voigt of the Izaak Walton League." 

Preservationists, who had entered the fray after the issue had all but been decided, 

could now breath a collective sigh of relief because Congress was now barred from 

authorizing the construction of Bridge Canyon Dam until after the Supreme Court 

ruled upon the water rights of the lower basin, a process that promised, at the very 

least, several years of litigation. 

Although proponents of hydro-projects in Grand Canyon had been thwarted at 

least temporarily, conservationists could not afford to relax for very long because of 

the imminent threat to Dinosaur National Monument. After Drury's resignation in 

April 1951, conservationists intensified their protests about the Dinosaur situation to 

Interior Secretary Chapman who, after considering strong arguments from the Army 

Corps of Engineers attacking the project's economic feasibility, reversed his earlier 

endorsement of the Echo Park Dam in December of 1952. After the Eisenhower 

administration assumed office in January of 1953, senators from the upper basin states 

began to lobby Douglas McKay, the new Interior Secretary, to reinstate the Dinosaur 

dams into the Colorado Storage Project legislation. In December of 1953, McKay 

assented, and the conservation organizations began to prepare for the CRSP 

^^e Daily News. (Chicago), 11 June 1951; Voigt to the Editor, 12 July 1951, 
folder, "Colorado River 1947-1959," box 6: 102, Wilderness Society Papers. 
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congressional hearings scheduled for January of 1954. 

The year 1954 constitutes a watershed in the history of American 

enviroiunentalism because it was during this year that conservation organizations 

formed a coalition to fight the Dinosaur dams and developed strategies designed to 

influence legislation. Their assault consisted of two thrusts: a publicity drive designed 

to stimulate public opposition, which would hopefully be manifested in letters to 

Congress; and testimony at congressional hearings in which the witnesses would attack 

the dams on both aesthetic and technical grounds. In January, conservation leaders 

including Ira Gabrielson of the Emergency Committee on Natural Resoiu"ces, Fred 

Packard of the NPA, David Brower of the Sierra Club, and General Ulysses Grant III 

of the American Planning and Civic Association and formerly of the Army Corps of 

Engineers, testified before the Senate Interior Committee. During the hearings. Grant 

and Brower attacked the evaporation figures that the Bureau had used to rebut 

arguments that dams built at alternate sites could produce the same amount of power 

generation and water storage by discovering fundamental arithmetic errors in the 

Bureau's calculations. Brower argued that a high dam at Glen Canyon could provide 

essentially the same storage capacity as that provided by Echo Park and Split 

Mountain dams. The Bureau's experts challenged these arguments, stating that the 

enlarged Glen Canyon Reservoir would result in much greater evaporation losses than 

the Dinosaur projects. 

However, Richard Bradley, a Cornell University physics professor whom 
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Brower had enlisted in the fight, was startled to receive a letter from Assistant 

Reclamation Commissioner Floyd Dominy in April of 1954 providing figures that 

substantiated Brewer's claims. Brower then issued a press release that was picked up 

by national newspapers, and the resulting publicity shattered the myth of the Bureau's 

expertise in water engineering. By the end of 1954 the battle had not yet been won, 

but environmentalists had made significant gains.^ This two-pronged approach of 

generating public support to apply pressure from outside, and obtaining expert 

opinions to challenge the technical and economic justification of reclamation projects, 

first developed during the Echo Park campaign would provide a strategic foundation 

for environmentalists fighting to save Grand Canyon in the years ahead. 

The Dinosaur controversy entered its climactic phase during 1955 as a parade 

of opposition witnesses testified against the dams. In an attempt to gain even more 

public support the Sierra Club published This Is Dinosaur, the first of its Exhibit 

Format books, filled with stunning color photographs of the monument's canyons and 

essays by prominent environmental writers. The book was designed as a propaganda 

piece against the Dinosaur dams and it signaled the entry of conservation 

organizations into the lobbying arena which, as we will soon see, precipitated 

consequences for the environmental movement as a whole. 

As the CRSP came before the Interior Committees of both Houses in 1955, 

opponents testified not only against the dams planned for the Echo Park and Split 

^Mark W. T. Harvey, Svmbol of Wilderness. 186-187, 201-202. 
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Mountain sites but also addressed the broader question of how the construction of 

these dams would affect the national park system. Fred Packard of the NPA testified 

during the Senate committee hearings in March that more that sixteen dam proposals 

currently hung over the national park system and he argued that reclamation interests 

would use congressional permission to construct dams in Dinosaur as "the entering 

wedge" to open the rest of the national park system to resource exploitation." 

More than twenty conservation organizations now stood united against a dam 

in any national park or monument and under rigorous questioning from Senator 

ainton Anderson of New Mexico Packard then served notice that these same 

organizations would oppose any new proposals to construct a dam at Bridge Canyon. 

Anderson asked why he had not testified at the CAP hearings and Packard replied that 

he had "on six separate occasions" attempted to get on the schedule but that he had 

been prevented from testifying by conmiittee aides and Senator Joseph O'Mahoney of 

Wyoming. When Anderson questioned him about the height of Bridge Canyon Dam, 

Packard stated that it would be 1877 feet high, confusing the dam's height as measured 

from stream-bed to crest, with its maximum elevation above sea level. After belittling 

this response, Anderson mocked, "If we built a dam in New Mexico at 9,000 feet, 

would you call it a 9,000 foot dam?" Packard, embarrassed, was forced to admit his 

"Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Colorado River Storage Proiect: Hearing 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 84th Cong., 1st sess., 28 
February-5 March 1955, 692. 
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mistake whereupon Anderson used the situation to call attention to the importance of 

presenting factually correct information, a slap at the conservationists' prior testimony 

and publicity campaign against the Dinosaur dams.^ 

Representative Stewart Udall of Arizona, who had just been elected to 

Congress during the midterm elections of 1954, closely watched these Senate hearings, 

and paid particular attention to both the content of the conservationists' testimony and 

the treatment the witnesses received from committee members. Udall managed to 

gamer a seat on the key House Committee on Interior and Insular affairs, and he, like 

most Arizona politicians, viewed the CAP as essential for the state's economy. He 

had closely followed the CAP debates of 1950-1951, and was aware that the record 

contained no evidence of conservationists' opposition. Surprised by Packard's 

testimony regarding Bridge Canyon Dam, Udall prepared to elicit more information 

from Packard about the conservationists' position on the CAP when the CRSP came 

before the House. 

Hearings before the House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation began 

in March 1955 and conservationists once again voiced their concerns about the 

precedent that would be set if Congress approved of a reclamation project in Dinosaur 

National Monument. Under questioning from Udall and Subcommittee Chairman 

Wayne Aspinall, four prominent conservationists, Fred Packard, General Ulysses S. 

Grant HI, Howard Zahniser of the Wilderness Society, and David Brower of the Sierra 

^Ibid., 693-694. 
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Club all testified that their organizations would oppose Bridge Canyon Dam the next 

time it came before Congress. A "thunderstruck" Udall pressed Brewer further, and 

asked if his organization would be willing to compromise and accept a dam that would 

not affect the national park. After Brower's affirmative reply, Udall, anticipating 

future CAP hearings then stated prophetically: "That is something I know both of us 

will be interested in and might have a collision of our own on some day."" 

A few days later, Udall raised the issue of compromise once again, this time 

with Fred Packard, trying to discern whether the NPA would object to a small 

invasion of a national monument. Basing his argument on the legal doctrine of ^ 

minimis, where the law overlooks "trifling" violations, Udall asked Packard whether 

his organization would object to an invasion of only a "few feet." Packard responded 

that while the NPA opposed all invasions of the national park system, including 

national monuments, one also had to use "common sense" in these matters. Udall 

^Congress, House, Subconmiittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Colorado River Storage Project: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 84th Cong., 1st sess., 17-19 
March 1955, 733, 797. David Brower testified during the House hearings that he 
would not object to a dam that backed water up to the national park boundary, 
creating the impression that he did not object to a reservoir that would intrude on the 
national monument. However, in support of this contention, he referred to the Sierra 
Qub resolution, passed in 1951, opposing invasions of Grand Canyon National 
Monument. Brower's testimony occurred at hearings where conservationists were 
trying to establish the precedent of defending national monuments against water 
intrusions, and his statement is inconsistent with his position both before and after 
these hearings. Logic suggests that he mis-spoke in the heat of interrogation, and said 
that the Sierra Qub would oppose invasions of the national park, when he in fact 
meant to say he opposed an intrusion into Grand Canyon National Monument. 
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appeared to be satisfied, and believed that conservationists would be willing to 

compromise in the case of Grand Canyon National Park and Monument." 

Even at this early stage in his career, Stewart Udall exhibited the pragmatic 

qualities that made him such a successful politician. Always seeking compromise, 

Udall had become aware of the growing political power that preservationists had 

gained during the course of the Dinosaur fight. Arizona's federal representatives 

communicated regularly with state organizations such as the Central Arizona Project 

Association (CAPA) and the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission (AISC), to 

coordinate efforts to obtain the CAP, and Udall was a key member of the team. 

Udall presented his measured opinion of the conservationists' growing strength 

and how CAP proponents should deal with it in a letter to Ray Killian Executive 

Secretary of the AISC, and David Brinegar, executive Secretary of the CAPA, written 

immediately after the conclusion of the spring House hearings on Dinosaur. Having 

kept abreast of the Senate Interior Committee hearings, Udall was appalled at how 

upper basin senators had harangued the opposition witnesses. Udall himself had 

remained very tactful during the House hearings, telling witness after witness that he 

believed in their sincerity, and that he would listen to their arguments so long as they 

did not attack the reclamation program as a whole. In his opinion, the upper basin 

states had "badly mishandled" the opponents of the Dinosaur projects, and he feared 

that these same people would also fight Bridge Canyon dam. Cutting to the crux of 

"Ibid., 1132-1133. 



144 

the matter Udall argued that the conservationists now had the political power to turn 

the votes of 75-100 representatives against future CAP legislation.^ 

In Udall's opinion, the best way to deal with the conservationists, was to 

convince them that Bridge Canyon Dam would not create a major invasion of Grand 

Canyon National Monument. Udall felt that he had gained Packard's assent to a minor 

intrusion, however, unless Udall was considering the construction of a Bridge Canyon 

Dam lower than any yet contemplated, an argiunent that lacks any supporting 

evidence, then his position was still far from that of Packard and the rest of the 

conservationists.^' It is highly unlikely that Packard and other preservationists would 

have viewed a reservoir through the length of Grand Canyon National Monument as a 

de minimis intrusion. Still, it appears that with the Dinosaur campaign undecided, 

Stewart Udall was among the first of the CAP proponents to understand the political 

influence that the conservation organizations had gained, and that compromises would 

have to be made if the CAP was to avoid the pitfalls that supporters of the Echo Park 

and Split Mountain dams had fallen into. 

Stewart Udall had another purpose in attempting to discern the position of 

conservationists' position with regard to Bridge Canyon Dam. Califomia had 

indefatigably opposed the CRSP, much to the annoyance of representatives of the 

^Udall to Killian and Brinegar, 5 April 1955, folder 3, box 12, Stewart Udall 
Papers; Udall to O. M. Lassen, 9 May 1956, folder 4, box 12, Stewart Udall Papers. 

^dall to Killian and Brinegar, 5 April 1955, folder 3, box 12, Stewart Udall 
Papers; Udall to 0. M. Lassen, 9 May 1956, folder 4, box 12, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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upper basin states. In June 1955 after convincing Arizona's CAP leaders and 

Arizona's other representative. Republican Congressman John Rhodes, of the validity 

of his plan, Udall proposed an amendment to the CRSP bill before the House Interior 

Committee. The measure, if approved, would have granted the state of Arizona the 

right to construct dams at the Marble and Bridge Canyon sites and it guaranteed that 

no federal money would be solicited to build these projects. Though just a freshman 

congressman, Udall adroitly sought to take advantage of the Interior Committee's 

favorable disposition toward the CRSP, and gain the upper basin support that had been 

lacking during Arizona's fight to obtain the CAP four years previously. Even the 

arch-conservative Arizona Republic, a Phoenix newspaper that would prove highly 

critical of Udall throughout his years of public service, called the move the "shrewdest 

piece of political work" on the part of Arizona's congressional delegation "in many 

years." Udall's end run failed, but his amendment put the upper basin states on notice 

that Arizona expected them to support future CAP legislation in exchange for 

Arizona's support for the CRSP.^ 

In 1956, after passage by both Houses of Congress, President Eisenhower 

signed the Colorado River Storage Project bill into law without the controversial 

Dinosaur dams. For the first time in the history of American environmentalism, a 

water project had been deleted from a reclamation proposal because it would have 

^Arizona Republic. 2 June 1955; and Arizona Daily Star. 2 June 1955; see also 
Arizona Dailv Star. 10 June 1955. 
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intruded upon a unit of the national park system, and it was at the boundaries of 

national monuments that the conservationists had defended Packard's 38th parallel 

successfully. Unfortimately for preservationists, they had predicated their defense of 

Dinosaur upon the contingency that alternative dam-sites existed, and they had 

espoused those ahematives before going there and looking them over. Split Mountain 

and Echo Park Dams had been removed from the Colorado River Storage Project in 

favor of raising Glen Canyon Dam, the largest and most important part of the project 

in terms of water storage and power production. Glen Canyon remained unprotected 

and few enviroiunentalists had ever visited it. Only after agreeing to withdraw 

opposition for the CRSP with a high Glen Canyon Dam, did conservationists begin to 

visit the area in significant numbers and they soon discovered, to their chagrin, that 

Glen Canyon was arguably more spectacular than the canyons for which it had been 

sacrificed. Toward the end of the Dinosaur campaign, Brower and other 

environmentalists began to realize the cost of their bargain to save Echo Park, but by 

then it was too late for conservationists to oppose Glen Canyon and retain the 

credibility they had built with Congress during the Dinosaur campaign. 

The high Glen Canyon Dam posed another problem in addition to the 

inimdation of a canyon that some felt worthy of national park status. The reservoir it 

would create threatened to back water into Rainbow Bridge National Monument just 

north of the Arizona-Utah border. Newton Drury had voiced concem about this 

possibility as early as 1949, and environmentalists feared that the water would 
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undermine the sandstone foundation of the arch, the largest free standing natural 

bridge in the world. As a result. Congress inserted a provision within the CRSP act 

calling for the construction of a small dam to protect this monument from 

encroachment.'' 

As the Dinosaur controversy moved into its most crucial phase, the increasing 

activism of the conservation organizations began to attract attention from federal 

agencies, most notably the Internal Revenue Service, which had established code 

provisions governing the political activities of non-profit organizations. Based upon 

the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act of 1946, the relevant provisions of the tax 

code stipulated that so long as an organization's "primary purpose" was not to engage 

in "substantial" efforts to influence legislation, contributions made to that organization 

would be tax deductible. Further, the Lobbying Act stated that persons and 

organizations that engaged in lobbying without registering with Congress would be 

held criminally liable." 

Stephen Fox argues that postwar conservation issues and the rise of new 

leadership forced environmental organizations to change and to become more 

professional. The Sierra Club created the position of executive director in 1952 and 

^'Director, National Park Service to Conunissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 4 
August 1949, Fiche 7423, "Dams on the Colorado River 1938-1954, (GCNPRL), 

'^U.S. V. Harriss, 74 S.C 808, 814. 
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hired David Brower to fill it, just in time for the Dinosaur campaign.^' With this 

professionalization came tactical changes as well as changes in the fundamental 

purposes for which these organizations existed. Most conservation associations had 

been formed to deal with local environmental issues or for educational and scientific 

purposes and as a resuh, they had not been subjected to IRS scrutiny. However, 

during the Dinosaur controversy organizations such as the Wilderness Society and the 

Sierra Club now found themselves in the public arena, stridently attempting to 

influence legislation through fund-raising and propaganda. Brower's tactics included 

exhorting private citizens to write their congressional representatives directly to 

communicate their opposition to the Dinosaur dams. In addition to This Is Dinosaur. 

the Sierra Qub and other preservation advocates published pamphlets, distributed 

leaflets and produced a movie, all designed to sway public and congressional opinion. 

By entering the public arena for the purpose of influencing legislation, conservation 

organizations now found themselves coming dangerously close to the admittedly vague 

limits of internal revenue code section 501 (c) (3), which stated that contributions 

would remain tax deductible so long as "no substantial part of the activities ... [of the 

recipient organization involved] . . . carrying on propaganda or otherwise attempting to 

influence legislation."" What constituted "substantial" in the case of conservation 

organizations had not yet been clarified. 

"Stephen Fox, The American Conservation Movement. 279. 

"U.S. V. Harriss, 74 S.C. 808, 814. 



149 

Most conservationists remained unaware that their increased advocacy had the 

potential to bringing about an IRS investigation. However, two constitutional issues 

were about to collide in the U.S. Supreme Court: the citizens' rights of free speech and 

petition guaranteed by the First Amendment; and the government's enumerated power 

to guard against the manipulation of the legislative process by special interest groups. 

In U.S. v. Harriss. decided in June of 1954, the Supreme Court in a 5-3 decision 

upheld the constitutionality of the Federal Lobbying Act of 1946 because it was 

intended to limit the ability of special interest groups to influence Congress. Chief 

Justice Earl Warren, newly appointed to the bench, established a three part test to 

determine whether a "person" engaged in political activism — defined by the statute to 

include non-profit organizations — would be subject to the act. The Court wrote that in 

order for a "person" to come under its provisions: (1) they must solicit or receive 

funds; (2) one of the "main purposes" of either the "person" or funds was to influence 

legislation; and (3) the "person" must have encouraged "direcf'contact with members 

of Congress. The Court specifically cited "artificial letter-writing campaigns" as well 

as the internal revenue code provisions governing the tax deductibility of contributions 

to non-profit organizations in arriving at this test." 

Historians have argued that this decision made it confusing for most 

conservationists to determine to what extent they could engage in legislative activity 

'^Ibid., 808, 813, 815. 
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and still remain under the deductibility provisions of the tax code. However, a close 

examination of the majority holding reveals that in Harriss. the court clarified the 

meaning of the internal revenue code provision pertaining to "substantial" attempts to 

influence legislation. Simply put, if a substantial portion of a contribution was used 

to facilitate direct contact with Congressmen or, if the organization to which the 

contribution was made engaged in lobbying as one of its "main activities," then the 

contribution would not be tax deductible.^ 

The Sierra C.ub and other organizations had encouraged the public to write 

their representatives, used membership dues to print propaganda, and participated in 

hearings attempting to defeat the Dinosaur dams, actions that the court had specifically 

cited as "substantial" attempts to influence legislation. As a result, the Supreme 

Court's decision threw these organizations into a panic. To the Sierra Club's Richard 

Leonard, a tax attorney, and the person to whom other conservation organizations 

turned for legal advice, there was nothing confusing about the Harriss decision. After 

consulting with colleagues in the legal profession who urged that the Sierra Club 

retreat from the lobbying arena and reading case precedent that supported this 

argument, Leonard began to discuss the problem of how to continue advocacy without 

risking the tax deductibility of funds needed to finance lobbying efforts with other 

^Ibid., 814-815; for a good accoimt of the confusion that the 1954 decision 
wrought within the Wilderness Society leadership, please see Mark W. T. Harvey, 
"Paying the Taxpayer: The Internal Revenue Service and the Environmental 
Movement," paper delivered at the American Society of Environmental History 
convention, Baltimore Maryland, March 6, 1997, copy in author's possession. 
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conservation leaders.'' 

Leonard's solution was to create an organization, the Trustees for Conservation, 

in autumn of 1954, registered with Congress and the IRS to solicit funds to be 

specifically used to lobby against the Dinosaur dams. Other conservation leaders 

formed two other organizations, the Citizens' Conunittee on Conservation, and the 

Council of Conservationists for the same purpose, and together with the Trustees, they 

constituted the primary lobbying effort for the remainder of the Dinosaur campaign. 

Even though prominent leaders such as Howard Zahniser, Leonard, and David Brower 

served these associations in some official capacity, they were only marginally 

successful in generating funds for the conservationists' cause. Meanwhile, members of 

the established organizations debated the issue of environmental advocacy and whether 

their organizations should participate.^ 

David Brower of the Sierra Club and Howard Zahniser of the Wildemess 

Society believed that even though these organizations provided a legal bulwark for the 

conservation lobby, they detrimentally affected the solicitation of funds. The 

"Martha Hubbard Davis v. Conunissioner of Intemal Revenue, 22 T. C. No. 
131; see also John Skinner, Esq., to Leonard, 1 December 1954, in folder 15, carton 
86, Richard Leonard Papers, Sierra Club Members Collection, Bancroft Library, 
University of California Berkeley, (hereinafter cited as Richard Leonard papers); and 
David Brower, '"Environmental Activist, Publicist and Prophet," interview by Susan 
Schrepfer, (Sierra Club History Conunittee, 1974-1978), 136, Regional Oral History 
Office, Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley. 

''Richard Leonard, "Mountaineer, Lawyer, Environmentalist," interview by 
Susan R, Schrepfer, (Sierra Qub History Committee, 1975), 144. Regional Oral 
History Office, Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley. 
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American people looked to the Sierra Club, Wilderness Society, National Parks 

Association and other conservation societies as the standard-bearers for the 

preservation movement. Brower and Zahniser feared that the public would not be able 

to understand the legal necessity behind creating these lobbying agencies, and would 

perceive the established organizations as too cowardly to lead the fight to protect the 

national park system, a public perception that did not bode favorably for future 

campaigns.^' 

Ironically, as the Dinosaur victory was being won, most conservation leaders, 

fearful of losing the large gifts and bequests that provided a substantial part of their 

funding, began to pull their organizations back from the legislative arena in light of 

the Harriss decision. However, after debating the merits of continuing to try to 

influence legislative activity, the Sierra Club decided to adopt a policy of "calculated 

risk," as its directors felt that the statute did not clearly outline the extent of 

permissible legislative activity.^ So even while Richard Leonard advised other 

conservation societies to curtail their legislative efforts, his own organization, the 

Sierra Club, strove to remain a "fighting organization" and continued to publicly 

^'Richard Leonard, "Mountaineer, Lawyer, Environmentalist," 144. 

••""Minutes," Sierra Qub, Special Meeting of the Board of Directors, 
November 21, 1954, folder 25, carton 3, SCR. This set of minutes documents the 
internal struggle that the Sierra Qub's Board of Directors had over the lobbying issue. 
The "calculated risk" quote is taken from these minutes. 
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advocate in favor of wilderness preservation in this climate of legal uncertainty."*' 

With the conservation organizations retreating from the legislative arena, water 

interests from Arizona and other states once again began to formulate plans to build 

hydroelectric dams in Grand Canyon. Congressman Stewart Udall continued to 

remind his constituents that the conservationists now constituted a powerful political 

force that could endanger the CAP. He suggested to state water leaders that a lower 

Bridge Canyon Dam would be a possible compromise that these groups might find 

acceptable. Udall, as an Arizonan and a political pragmatist, having gained insights 

during the Echo Park fight and interested in obtaining the CAP for his native state, 

now believed that the conservationists wielded so much political influence that no 

federal Reclamation project could gain House approval without their support. He also 

felt that they would bring this influence to bear upon state projects that intruded upon 

the national park system.^^ 

Though the 1951 House moratorium on CAP legislation prevented federal 

consideration of this project until the Supreme Court adjudicated the water rights of 

"''Richard Leonard's papers are filled with correspondence dated 1954-1960 
between Leonard and concerned conservation leaders, to whom he invariably urged 
caution. For an example, please see Leonard to Zahniser, 3 January 1958, folder 5, 
carton 86, Richard Leonard Papers. Leonard may have ben caught in an ethical 
dilemma: on one hand as an attorney he had a responsibility to advise his clients to act 
prudently and not risk an IRS response. On the other hand, Leonard was a 
conservation activist, and he believed that his own organization must continue to 
participate in the public arena. 

Arizona Republic. 6 April 1956; and Phoenix Gazette. 14 May 1956; see also 
Williams News. 5 April 1956. 
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the lower basin, it did not prevent states from applying with the Federal Power 

Commission (FPC) for permission to construct dams in Grand Canyon themselves. In 

1944, the Arizona State Legislature had created the Arizona Power Authority (APA) 

to purchase power from both public and private sources, construct power lines 

throughout the state, and develop hydroelectric resources on the Colorado River. After 

federal CAP efforts failed, the Arizona legislature authorized the APA in 1956 to 

initiate plans to build dams at the Bridge and Marble Canyon sites. Other states also 

sought to build dams in Grand Canyon as well. In 1953, Nevada's state legislature 

passed a resolution calling for the construction of Bridge Canyon Dam for power 

generation only, without the diversion structures necessary for the CAP. The Arizona 

State House responded with a strongly worded official protest stating that "Arizona is 

not a way station for the state of Nevada or other basin states to traverse our lands 

with power lines to dams built for their specific purposes on our streams to the 

detriment of Arizona."^^ 

Unfazed by Arizona's rhetoric, the Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power (LADWP) during the early 1950s, included the Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek 

proposal and Bridge Canyon Dam on a map of projects it intended to build, even 

though the MCKC had been officially quashed by the Interior Department in the 

"^^Phoenix Gazette. 25 March 1953; and Arizona Republic. 3 April 1955; see 
also "Protest," in The Journal of the House of Representatives (Arizona State 
Legislature, March 21, 1953); and Wayne Akin and C. A. Calhoun to Govemor Paul 
Fannin, 1 February 1961, file 1, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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summer of 1951. As the attention of conservationists was drawn to the Echo Park 

controversy and the imminent construction at the Glen Canyon dam site, the LADWP 

quietly formulated plans to build a high dam at Bridge Canyon, and filed a 

preliminary application in June of 1957 with the Federal Power Commission (FPC) to 

that effect.^" 

The Arizona Power Authority (APA) quickly counterattacked and filed an 

application of its own. In a tone reminiscent of the 1930s, Emest Mc Far land, who had 

moved from the U.S. Senate to the Governorship thundered, "Arizona will fight to the 

bitter end this attempt to further raid her natural resources." Senator Barry Gold water, 

who had replaced McFarland in 1952, likened the Los Angeles Metropolitan Water 

District to "buzzards," lingering "over Arizona's dried up water holes . . . waiting for 

death to finally come so that they might feast completely on what belongs to us." 

Likewise, Ray Killian, Secretary of Arizona's Interstate Stream Commission, stated 

that ". . . if they are seriously attempting to constmct such a dam wholly within the 

boundaries of Arizona, we shall resist such action with all possible means. Thus, as 

the states of California and Arizona advanced competing proposals before the FPC, the 

bittemess that had historically characterized the relationship between the two states 

remained unabated. However, one significant difference existed between the Arizona 

and California propositions. Arizona's water leaders, having heeded Stewart Udall's 

•""Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Bulletin," (1954), passim, 
folder 1, box 321, Carl Hayden Papers; see also Arizona Republic. 12 December 1957; 
and Arizona Republic. 21 November 1958. 



156 

advice, sought to disarm potential conservationist opposition by constructing a low 

dam that would not back water into either the park or monument."*' 

The National Park Service remained cognizant of private efforts to investigate 

the construction of Bridge Canyon Dam without federal support, even as the Dinosaur 

controversy was being debated. Conrad Wirth, who became the Park Service Director 

in 1951, shortly after Drury's resignation, wrote a lengthy memorandum to the 

Assistant Interior Secretary in April 1954 in which he argued the Park Service position 

with regard to futtu-e Bridge Canyon proposals. Recognizing that Congress had the 

authority to approve dams within the park and monument, Wirth nevertheless cited the 

Federal Power Act of 1935 as an expression of federal policy favoring the protection 

of the national parks and monuments from all water development, even though the 

statute only applied to state and private proposals. Wirth also contended that the 1935 

act nullified all previous power site withdrawals within lands under the jurisdiction of 

the National Park Service and he recognized that although conservationist opposition 

to the Bridge Canyon project had been relatively slight up to 1954, the Dinosaur 

controversy would certainly change that because of heightened public awareness of 

threats to the national park system. Finally, he reiterated the Park Service's unyielding 

opposition to the MCKC project."^ 

''^Arizona Republic. 24 July 1957; and Los Angeles Times. 7 July 1957. 

"•^Wirth to Assistant Secretary Lewis, 29 April 1954, fiche L-7423 "Bridge 
Canyon Dam, 1954-1966," (GCNPRL). 
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The Interior Department did not respond to Wirth's arguments until after 

California and Arizona had applied to build projects at the Bridge and Marble Canyon 

sites. Grand Canyon National Park Superintendent John McLaughlin, after reading the 

public notices filed by the FPC in the Flagstaff local paper, called upon his superiors 

to file an official protest with the ET^C. McLaughlin's protest traveled upward through 

the Park Service bureaucracy until it ended up on Director Wirth's desk. The 

outspoken Wirth, whom McLaughlin's successor characterized as being as 

"independent as a hog on ice," demanded that the Interior Secretary file an official 

complaint. In response to a query from Jerome Kuykendall, Chairman of the FPC, 

new Interior Secretary Fred Aandahl affirmed Wirth's earlier conclusions and replied 

that the Interior Department believed that the FPC lacked the authority to issue a 

license for a high Bridge Canyon Dam that would encroach upon Grand Canyon 

National Park and Monument.^' Taking the Interior Secretary's opinion under 

advisement, Kuykendall moved forward with the Arizona and Califomia applications 

and scheduled hearings for 1958 despite the FPC's tenuous legal position. 

Of all the conservation organizations, only the Sierra Club and National Parks 

"^'McLaughlin to Regional Director, Region Three, 21 November 1957; Hugh 
Miller, Region Three Director to Director, 27 November 1957; Director, National Park 
Service to Project Review Coordinator, Office of Assistant Secretary, Water and 
Power Development, undated memo but its content suggests that it was written in 
December, 1957; Aandahl to Kuykendall, 17 January 1958, fiche L7423, "Bridge 
Canyon Dam 1954-1966," (GCNPRL). The comment about Park Service Director 
Coimie Wirth is taken from, "Through the Eyes of Howard Stricklin," interview by 
Julie Russell, 26 August 1981, Grand Canyon Oral History Project, (GCNPMC), 41. 
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Association publicly opposed these proposals. The NPA published articles critical of 

the high Bridge Canyon Dam in its March-April 1956 and April 1957 editions of 

National Parks Magazine. Meanwhile, the Sierra Club directors still debated how far 

the club should go in trying to influence legislation, and what position it should take 

with regard to water projects. In January 1957, the Sierra Qub leadership met to 

discuss these issues and adopted as a matter of policy a unanimous resolution to 

oppose hydro-projects in any area dedicated for scenic resource preservation. Then the 

directors went even further and voted to "oppose in principle the sacrifice ... of any 

high quality scenic resource area which has not been dedicated but whose need as a 

dedicated area has not vet been thoroughly considered." [emphasis mine] The Sierra 

Club had now taken the position that all dams in Grand Canyon, whether or not under 

Park Service jurisdiction, were unacceptable, and issued a press release in June of 

1957 condenming the Los Angeles Bridge Canyon application.^ The club's position 

also set the stage for a conflict with Arizona, even though state water interests had 

agreed to construct a low Bridge Canyon Dam, while hastening the day that Stewart 

Udall and David Brower would confront each other over future CAP proposals. 

In taking this position, the Sierra Qub had carved out a niche at the forefront 

of the preservation movement. While other conservation organizations retreated in the 

face of IRS threats to their tax deductible status, only the National Parks Association 

•''"Minutes," Sierra Club Board of Directors Meeting, January 19-20 1957, 
folder 25, carton 3, SCR; "Sierra Club Opposes Bridge Canyon Dam," 30 July 1957, 
folder "Colorado River 1947-1959," box 6: 102, Wilderness Society Papers. 



159 

had joined with the Sierra Club in opposing the latest threats to Grand Canyon, and 

the NPA only objected to intrusions upon the national park and monument. 

Emboldened by the victory at Dinosaur, in which conservationists had moved beyond 

Drury's defense of national parks and successfully defended a national monument from 

encroachment, the club's leaders now believed, despite the chilling effect of the 

Supreme Court's holding in Harriss. that preservationists should strive to save scenic 

areas beyond just those protected by the National Park Service. Having adopted a 

policy of calculated risk in the face of these threats and by advocating the preservation 

of scenic resources outside of the purview of the national park system, the club stood 

alone as the leading environmental advocate in the political arena, and would now reap 

the benefits as well as the consequences of taking this stand as the latest battle for 

Grand Canyon began. 
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Figure 3.1 Hualapai and Navajo Reservation boundaries. 
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THE PRAGMATICS OF WATER DEVELOPMENT 

With activity revived both above and below, it would appear Grand 
Canyon National Park is in for some strenuous times in a sphere of 
activity that has been quiet for some years. 

— John S. McLaughlin, Superintendent 
Grand Canyon National Park' 

There is little doubt that a two-dam development in the Bridge Canyon-
Prospect reach will permit an early start of construction. In contrast, a 
single high dam would undoubtedly face delay, since the high dam 
would encroach upon Grand Canyon National Park. 

— Calvin V. Davis, President 
Harza Engineering Company, 1958^ 

In the summer of 1957, interests within the state of Arizona and California 

renewed their efforts to construct hydroelectric projects in Grand Canyon at the Bridge 

and Marble Canyon dam sites. Arizona's water leaders, having listened to Stewart 

Udall's counsel conceming the potency of the conservation organizations, began taking 

steps to ensure that they would not encounter the same intensity of opposition as the 

proponents of the Dinosaur dams. So, while Carl Hayden, Stewart Udall and other 

proponents of a federal project awaited the outcome of Arizona v. California, now in 

'McLaughlin to Regional Director, Region Three, 2 August 1959, fiche 7423, 
"Bridge Canyon Dam 1954-1966, (GCNPRL). 

^Calvin V. Davis to Arizona Power Authority, 15 December 1958, attached to 
"Preliminary Planning Report: Colorado River Development Within The State Of 
Arizona, Colorado River Projects," Harza Engineering Company, Chicago, 15 
December 1958, (GCNPRL). 
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its fifth year, the Arizona Power Authority (APA), Interstate Stream Conmiission 

(ISSC), and Central Arizona Project Association (CAPA) joined forces in order to 

magnify their chances of obtaining approval from the Federal Power Q)mmission to 

construct a state sponsored project.' Though essentially pursuing the same goal, 

proponents of federal and state constructed projects would soon find themselves in 

bitter conflict, even as the leaders of the conservation organizations debated among 

themselves about how strident an opposition campaign to mount. 

The Sierra Club was the only environmental group to have taken a position 

against all dams in Grand Canyon in the summer of 1957; hence, a practical solution 

presented itself to state water interests: isolate the Sierra Club by proposing to build 

projects that would infringe upon neither the park or monument. The APA hired 

Harza Engineering Company of Chicago, to conduct a detailed analysis of the Bridge 

and Marble Canyon projects in August of 1957. The firm concluded that both projects 

were economically feasible and that low dams at each site would produce more power 

than one high dam at Bridge Canyon, enough to drive the pumps necessary for a large 

scale diversion to central Arizona. Pursuant to this suggestion, the APA amended its 

application in 1958 to include low dams at the Marble and Bridge Canyon sites.^ 

'Rich Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 127. 

•*Harza Engineering Company, "Preliminary Planning Report: Colorado River 
Development Within The State of Arizona: Colorado River Projects," (Chicago, 
December 15, 1958) (GCNPRL); and Arizona Daily Sun. (Flagstaff) 28 June 1958. 
The engineering company also offered an alternative proposal; a two stage 
development at Bridge Canyon involving the construction of a low dam first with the 
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The reservoir created by the low dam at Bridge Canyon would have had an 

elevation of 1,579 feet, but the Harza study also recommended the construction of a 

third dam at the mouth of Prospect Canyon, six miles west of the national monument. 

This reservoir was intended to have a surface elevation of 1,876 feet, the same as the 

reservoir that would be created by the controversial high dam at Bridge Canyon. The 

study concluded that construction could begin much earlier on this two stage 

development and avoid the legal entanglements that a high dam would undoubtedly 

cause in light of Echo Park. Once the Bridge and Marble Canyon Dams were 

completed, the APA could apply for a license to construct Prospect Dam to develop 

the hydroelectric potential within the monument and westernmost 13 miles of the 

park.® 

Harza also recommended the construction of the Coconino Dam on the Little 

Colorado River to trap silt, even though the reservoir would flood the town of 

Cameron, encroach upon Wupatki National Monument, and inundate open-pit uranium 

mines, recently established in the area as a result of the "uranium rush" of the early 

1950s. The Harza plan guaranteed that even if Arizona were ultimately unsuccessful 

at obtaining a license from the FPC to construct the Prospect Dam, the APA still 

would have succeeded in obtaining a power source for the CAP while avoiding the ire 

possibility of raising it at a later date. 

'Harza Engineering Company, "Preliminary Planning Report: Colorado River 
Development Within The State Of Arizona: Colorado River Projects," 15 December 
1958, (GCNPRL). 
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of most of the conservation organizations — a solution brilliant in its pragmatism. The 

APA adopted the Harza proposal and, consequently, did not include Prospect Dam — 

the only feature of the project which would create an intrusion on the national park 

and monument — in its amended license application of simimer, 1958. (Figure 4.1)® 

Though the APA and Harza Engineering Company had conceived of a way to 

split the conservation front and avoid an Echo Park type of fight, another critical issue 

confronted the Arizona agency. The north abutment of Bridge Canyon Dam would 

rest within Lake Mead Recreation Area, a sub-unit of the National Park System; 

however, its south abutment would be located upon the Hualapai Indian Reservation. 

Likewise, although the north abutment of Marble Canyon Dam would rest on lands 

under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service, its south abutment would lie within the 

Navajo Reservation. (Figure 4.1) During the late 1940s and early 1950s, the Bureau 

of Reclamation had begun preliminary studies of both sites at a time when Congress 

®Harza Engineering Company, "Preliminary Planning Report: Colorado River 
Development Within The State Of Arizona: Colorado River Projects," 15 December 
1958, (GCNPRL); and Philip Fradkin, Fallout: An American Nuclear Tragedy. 
(Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1989), 146-147. It is doubtful whether the 
Federal Power Commission had the authority to authorize a high dam at Bridge 
Canyon per section 7 of the Federal Power Act of 1935, 16 U.S.C. 796 sec. 2. which 
states in part: "reservations [for purposes of this act] shall not include national parks 
or monuments." See also "Before the U.S. Federal Power Conunission, "Application 
for License: Arizona Power Authority," July 1958, (GCNPRL). The proposed 
Coconino silt retention structure on the Little Colorado River was eventually deleted 
from this license application. See also Arizona Republic. 19 January 1959. The 
height of the proposed dams above the river-bed were as follows: Bridge, 359 feet. 
Prospect, 276 feet. Marble, 290 feet, Coconino, 276 feet. 
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was attempting to end the "trust" relationship between tribes and the federal 

government. Congressional proponents of this policy of "termination" in many cases 

sought to gain access to Indian resources. In the case of Bridge and Marble Canyon 

Dams, the Bureau did not even bother to obtain tribal permission before building 

cableways and construction camps on Indian lands.' 

By 1958, fueled by the Civil Rights Movement in the South, Native Americans, 

through the National Congress of American Indians, had begun to push to reassert 

their sovereignty within the federal constitutional framework in which Indian tribes 

were legally enumerated as separate and independent of state governments. 

Beginning in 1960 the Supreme Court began to issue holdings in support of Indian 

sovereignty, creating a body of precedent that greatly strengthened the legal position of 

Native Americans within this constitutional framework during the next two decades.* 

Even though the APA possessed a legal right to seek a license to develop power sites 

on tribal lands in accordance with the Federal Power Acts of 1920 and 1935, these 

statutes also stated that the Authority could only do so if it agreed to pay an 

'George F. Baggley to the Director of Region Three of the Department of the 
Interior, 18 July 1949, fiche L-7423, "Dams in Colorado River 1948-1954, (GCNPRL). 

^Richard White, Its Your Misfortime and None of Mv Own. G^orman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1991), 579-580. The Supreme Court's reaffirmation of 
Indian sovereignty culminated with the 1978 decision in United States v. Wheeler 
where the Court held that the double jeopardy clause of the Fifth Amendment was not 
applicable to a case where the federal government charged a Navajo male with 
statutory rape after he had pled guilty to the same offense under tribal law. The court 
ruled that the Navajo Nation constituted a sovereign entity; hence, the accused fell 
under the statutes of two separate jurisdictions. 
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appropriate amount of compensation as determined by the FPC for the use of the sites. 

In 1958 it appeared as though the Navajo and Hualapai tribes were in a favorable 

bargaining position as a result of increasing Native American nationalism and 

successful legal challenges.' 

Lawyers for the APA entered into negotiations with the Hualapai and Navajo 

tribes which, having learned firom their past experiences with the Bureau, had retained 

eminent legal counsel to negotiate on their behalf. The attorneys from each side 

confronted a bewildering morass of legal issues and conflicting statutes. In the case of 

the Hualapai tribe, the Federal Power Acts appeared to support the APA's assertion 

that the Authority should be allowed to construct Bridge Canyon Dam if it agreed to 

make a nominal payment to the tribe. However, the attorneys for the tribe, Arthur 

Lazarus and Royal Marks, asserted that the constitution the tribe had adopted in 

accordance with the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 granted the tribe sovereign 

rights over all of its territory, negating the effect of the Power Acts. Negotiations 

dragged on for over a year after which the APA counsel reluctantly concluded that the 

tribe stood in a strong legal position. Finally, perhaps frightened by the tribe's formal 

objection to a proposal advanced by Nevada Senator Alan Bible that called for federal 

construction of Bridge Canyon Dam for the benefit of his own state, the APA agreed 

to grant the Hualapai a contract promising annual payments which would vary 

federal Water Power Act. Statutes at Large. 41, sec. 10 (a), 1074 (1920); 
Federal Power Act. Statutes at Large. 49, sec. 201-202, 803 (1935). 
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between $550,000 and $620,000 for the life of the project. On August 30, 1960, 

representatives from the APA and Hualapai tribe signed the contract, eliminating the 

possibility that Native American concerns would threaten the construction of Bridge 

Canyon Dam by the state of Arizona.'" 

The APA also negotiated with attorneys from the Navajo tribe over the rights 

to the Marble Canyon dam site, and the legal muddle in this case was even more 

confusing than that in the Hualapai situation. The Navajo nation had been created by 

a combination of presidential proclamations and acts of Congress, and the tribe had 

defied the efforts of John Collier during the 1930s, refusing to adopt a constitution 

under the provisions of the Indian Reorganization Act. Congress, as a condition of 

statehood, had granted Arizona a five-year window beginning with its admission to the 

Union in 1912 during which the state had the right to reserve power sites along the 

Colorado River for future utilization. In accordance with the State Enabling Act, 

Arizona filed a power withdrawal on the Marble Canyon site" prior to the 1917 

deadline, the site being located at that time within the Tusayan National Forest. In 

'°W. S. Gookin to Morris Udall, 22 March 1965; and "Hualapai Contract," 
executed 30 August 1960, folder 4, box 8, Carl Hayden Papers. Bible's proposal was 
never seriously considered by the Senate. 

"This withdrawal was actually filed on La Rue's Redwall site. However, since 
the Bureau proposed to construct Marble Canyon Dam here in its 1946 report, the 
name. Marble Canyon, became associated with this location. In Bureau and other 
hydrological studies after 1946, the site is referred to as "the Marble Canyon site," and 
so to alleviate confusion I have referred to it as such throughout this narrative, even 
though the original Marble Canyon site was located further upstream. 
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1930, Congress transferred parts of the Tusayan National Forest, including the dam 

site, to the Navajo tribe, while preserving "all valid rights and claims of individuals 

initiated prior to approval of the Act." In 1934, Congress enlarged the reservation 

further but specifically preserved Arizona's power site withdrawals and nullified the 

provisions of the Federal Power Act that would have given the Navajo nation a claim 

against the state. Even though the APA sought to construct a state project, 

constitutionally it appeared as though it would prevail against Indian claims of 

sovereignty under the Reorganization and Federal Power Acts, because the federal 

Congress had granted the state of Arizona the right to utilize this reach of the 

Colorado River for hydroelectric projects.'^ 

Attorneys for the Authority did not enter into a contract with the Navajo tribe 

because they believed that the tribe did not have any legal rights to the Marble 

Canyon site. So long as the APA acted in accordance with authority granted to it by 

the Arizona State legislature, it appeared as though not only could the Navajo do 

nothing to prevent state construction of Marble Canyon Dam, the tribe was not even 

entitled to revenue resulting from power produced by it. In the summer of 1960, as 

'^Arizona Enabling Act. Statutes at Large. 36, sec. 28, 575 (1910); and Navaio 
Indian Reservation Extension Act. Statutes at Large. 48, sec. 1, 960 (1934); see also 
Decision Upon Application For License Under Section 4(e) Of The Federal Power 
Act: Arizona Power Authority, Project No. 2248, United States Federal Power 
Coiimiission, issued September 10, 1962, 3, folder 1, box 321, Carl Hayden Papers. 
For a general discussion of the Indian Reorgaiuzation Act, and the effects of its 
implementation, see Alvin M. Josephy, Jr, "Modem America and the Indian," in 
Indians in American History, ed. Frederick E. Hoxie, (Arlington Heights, IlUnois: 
Harlan Davidson Inc., 1988), 254-259 passim. 
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attorneys for Los Angeles and the APA prepared for hearings before the FPC, it 

looked as though the APA had eliminated any potential conflicts with Native 

Americans. 

As if negotiations with Native Americans, the opposition of conservationists, 

and the continuing dispute with California were not enough, the APA confronted yet 

another possible impediment to its desire to construct additional dams on the Colorado 

River in 1958. Dr. Luna Leopold, son of the famed naturalist and Chief Hydraulic 

Engineer with the Unites States Geological Survey, published a potentially devastating 

report in which he concluded that the river was already overdeveloped. Leopold 

argued that evaporation losses would offset any additional gains in storage once 

reservoirs with a total capacity of 40 million acre feet had been constmcted, an 

amoimt that was already exceeded by the Colorado River Storage Project's total 

capacity of 48 million acre feet. Throw in Lake Mead's 27 million acre feet and 

Leopold's point of diminishing retums had already been reached. Yet except for its 

being entered into the record of Arizona v. Califomia. and publication in an obscure 

government circular, Leopold's report was not widely distributed, and though the 

Interior Department issued a brief press release, few newspapers bothered to pick it 

up. Consequently, conservationists attempting to stop further development on the 

Colorado River did not utilize it even though the report was based upon scientific 

evidence, and could have been used to directly rebut the figures used to justify the 
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projects." Indeed, conservationists would make use of this report in the early 1960s, 

when federal efforts to construct the CAP began to move forward once again. For 

now the APA and City of Los Angeles had dodged a potentially damaging bullet, 

because, as the Echo Park fight demonstrated, scientific evidence carried a great deal 

more weight with Congress than purely aesthetic arguments. Conservationists 

prevailed in that debate because they were able to rebut the Bureau's evaporation 

figures and offered a substitute that could be supported quantitatively. 

With the opponents of these dams unaware of the Leopold report, events 

moved rapidly toward a showdown between the two competing utility companies. 

Though some Arizona water interests doubted initially whether the APA could obtain 

financing for a state constructed project, Smith-Bamey Company of New York, one of 

the nation's oldest and most conservative brokerage houses, assured the Authority that 

it would "welcome" the opportunity to issue bonds to generate the necessary capital. 

Meanwhile the LADWP renewed its application with the FPC, on Febmary 1, 1960, 

again requesting authorization to build a hydroelectric project at Bridge Canyon. In an 

attempt to expedite the proceedings, both parties agreed to a motion severing Arizona's 

Marble Canyon application from the competing Bridge Canyon proposals on 

November 16, i960. Having foreseen this development, Los Angeles had already 

"Luna B. Leopold, USGS Circular 410: Probability Analysis Applied to a 
Water Problem. (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1958); and 
Department of Interior Information Service, "Mathematics Applied to United States 
Water Supply Problems," 19 July 1959, folder 5, carton 20, (SCMP). 
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commissioned the Bureau of Reclamation to conduct a feasibility grade study of the 

purportedly abandoned Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek project the previous July, and 

tendered ten thousand dollars to the Bureau to initiate the investigation and compile a 

report that the city could use at the FPC hearings.'"* 

The Bureau developed a proposal that entrusted it with the construction and 

operation of all features of the project and, to no-one's surprise, it found the Kanab 

Creek tunnel to be feasible. The report, despite its admitted reliance upon scant 

geological data, presented estimates of costs, completion dates, and hydroelectric 

generating capacity of the venture. Specific features included a dam and power plant 

in Marble Canyon, the tunnel, and a dam and power plant at the mouth of Kanab 

Creek.The Bureau estimated that the Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek project would 

'•^Decision, U.S. Federal Power Commission, issued September 10, 1962, 3, 
folder 1, box 321, Carl Hayden Papers; and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, "Marble 
Canyon Kanab Creek" (October, 1961) 2; see also Arizona Legislative Review. 5 May 
1959. It is important to distinguish between the three stages of the process by which a 
Bureau of Reclamation Project gains congressional approval. The initial step is for the 
Bureau to make a "reconnaissance" study, which is a basic determination of whether 
the proposal should be considered further. The next step is called a "feasibility" study, 
where the Bureau sends geologists, engineers and other experts into the field to do an 
in-depth analysis. The reports that result from feasibility studies are then used as the 
basis to draft legislation. When a bill is ready to be introduced before Congress, this 
final step is called an "authorization." The timing of these steps is critical: the 
recormaissance phase takes two years, feasibility takes five more, and, consequently, it 
may be seven or more years between the time a reconnaissance study is initiated and 
congressional debate begins. The Bureau's MCKC feasibility study relied upon by the 
LADWP is an anomaly because it relied upon data that had already been compiled. 

''U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, "Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek," 1961, 
(GCNPRL). The concrete-lined tunnel constituted the most significant and 
controversial aspect of the project. It would have measured forty-four miles in length. 
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cost $1.05 billion and estimated that it would take approximately twelve years to 

build. Armed with this study, the LADWP plarmed to file a brief in opposition to the 

Arizona proposal.'® Now Arizona and Los Angeles awaited separate hearings on their 

respective Marble Canyon and Bridge Canyon projects before the FPC, commissioner 

Edward Marsh having scheduled hearings on the Marble Canyon proposals for 

February 1961. 

As water interests within the states of Arizona and Califomia once again 

focused upon Grand Canyon in 1960, the national political scene was about to undergo 

a dramatic shift. Resident Eisenhower's administration, though supportive of the 

Colorado River Storage Project, had instituted a policy of "no new starts" with regard 

to reclamation projects. Both John F. Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson campaigned for 

the Democratic nomination promising to reverse this policy. Although Keimedy 

entered the campaign's final weeks with a relatively large lead in state delegates. 

Democratic Party strategists still questioned Kennedy's inexperience and some 

predicted that he would not win the nomination on the first ballot at the Democratic 

and ranged from thirty-six to forty-eight feet in diameter. The depth as planned, 
averaged thirty-eight hundred feet below the surface of the North Rim with a 
maximum depth of sixty-three hundred feet. It was designed to deliver water either 
directly to the power plant, located thirty-eight miles from its intake, or to carry water 
to Kanab Creek reservoir for storage. The last six miles of the turmel were designed 
to handle reversible flows to deliver water to the power plant from both reservoirs 
during periods of peak demand. 

'®U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, "Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek," (October 1961) 
passim; and Decision, U.S. Federal Power Commission, issued September 10, 1962, 3, 
folder 1, box 321, Carl Hayden Papers. 
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National Convention, to be held in Los Angeles in July I960. Johnson tailored his 

tactics to that effect and intensified his attacks on Kennedy during the days leading up 

to the convention where, Johnson believed, his close relations with House Speaker 

Sam Raybum and Senator Carl Hayden might prove to be decisive in capturing a 

second ballot nomination.'' 

At the Democratic National Convention, Arizona congressman Stewart Udall 

maneuvered behind the scenes to convince Arizona's delegation to support Kermedy 

imanimously rather than to split between the two candidates. The tactic worked, and 

Kennedy stole Arizona's vote from beneath the nose of Carl Hayden, the senior 

member of the Senate and a strong Johnson supporter. Though Kennedy later won in 

a landslide, he claimed afterward that because Arizona's delegation was one of the first 

to record its vote, Stewart Udall's ploy initiated a shift of support from Johnson that 

swept the Massachusetts Senator to a first ballot nomination. After defeating Richard 

Nixon during the November presidential election, Kermedy rewarded the Arizona 

congressman by naming him Secretary of the Interior. Udall's ideas about 

conservation impressed the president-elect greatly and Kermedy's first conservation 

message to Congress, delivered on February 23, 1961, reflected Udall's philosophy. 

Handsome, athletic, and with a penchant for the outdoors, Udall exuded the youthful 

''For a general account of the election of 1960, see Robert Dallek, Lone Star 
Rising: Lvndon Johnson and His Times. 1908-1960. (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1991), 564-575 passim; on Udall's role see Floyd Dominy, interview with 
author, Bellview Farm Virginia, 1 November 1996, tape and transcript in author's 
possession. 
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aura of the new administration and became a great favorite of the President.'* 

At first blush it appeared that Arizona was now in a strong political position to 

obtain authorization to build the Central Arizona Project, with Stewart Udall as the 

head of the all-important Interior Department. However, Udall's triumph also came at 

a cost, for not only did he antagonize Senator Hayden with his preelection antics, he 

also created two other potential enemies: Lyndon Johnson, who as the former Senate 

majority leader, understood the nature of practical politics better than perhaps any 

political pragmatist on the Hill, Udall included; and Wayne Aspinall, who as House 

Interior Committee Chairman, had also aspired to become Interior Secretaiy and 

believed himself the best available candidate." But in the afterglow of the election of 

1960 with Johnson confined to the vice-presidency and with Kennedy's support, 

Stewart Udall now contemplated how to solve the political infighting that had thus far 

prevented Arizona from obtaining authorization of the Central Arizona Project. 

Environmental advocates viewed Udall's appointment as Interior Secretary with 

great optimism, and Sierra Qub historian Michael Cohen suggests that David Brower 

pushed actively for his nomination. Wallace Stegner, author and Sierra Qub member, 

writing for the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Conmiission in 1961, articulated 

'*John F. Kennedy, "Special Message on Natural Resources," 23 February 
1961, folder 4, box 90, Stewart Udall Papers; Stewart Udall, interview with Charles 
Coate, Santa Fe, New Mexico, 23 April 1997, transcript in author's possession. 

"Floyd Dominy, interview by author, 1 November 1996; and Stewart Udall, 
interview by W. W. Moss, 12 January 1970, transcript John F. Kennedy Library, 
Boston Mass.; and Stewart Udall, interview by Chuck Coate, 23 April 1997. 
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what many preservationists were trying to grasp — an argument to rebut charges of 

elitism levied against wilderness preservation efforts. Stegner conceptualized that 

wilderness as an idea — just the knowledge that it existed somewhere — provided 

comfort and reassurance to people unable to experience it, and that it constituted a 

"geography of hope," for the great mass of the population. Udall became entranced 

with the idea and the phrase, and he asked Stegner and an expatriate from the 

Wilderness Society named Sharon Francis to collaborate with him in articulating a 

philosophical foundation for the new style of environmentalism that was beginning to 

crystalize in the early 1960s.^° 

The resulting book. The Quiet Crisis, published in 1963, established Udall as a 

leader in the emerging environmental movement. Artfully written, the Quiet Crisis 

called upon Americans to reassess their industrial materialistic society in light of the 

environmental depredations it caused. Udall argued that ultimately, scientific advances 

would enable Americans to achieve harmony with the natural world while allowing 

them to retain their high standard of living and he called upon "modem Muirs" to 

influence the legislative process to arrest envirormiental exploitation and 

^Stegner's catchphrase, "geography of hope," is quoted in Michael Cohen, The 
History of the Sierra Club. 1892-1970. 261; and Ibid., 243, 260; see also Sharon 
Francis, telephonic interview by author, 14 August 1997, tape and transcription in 
author's possession; and Ansel Adams to Stewart Udall, 15 December 1960, folder 1, 
box 190, Stewart Udall Papers. 



176 

"despoilment."^' Little did he know that he was soon to get his wish in the form of 

David Brower and others who were soon to confront him over the proposed 

construction of dams in Grand Canyon. 

Yet, despite his lofty rhetoric, Udall remained a political pragmatist at heart, 

and this is also evidenced in the Quiet Crisis. Though he articulated strong support 

for wilderness preservation Udall also adhered to the Pinchotian tradition of efficiency, 

and he called for "regional plaiming . . . and transmountain diversions of water" to 

arid lands — in other words, maximum utilization. Environmental leaders who had 

initially hailed his appointment with great optimism soon found themselves 

disillusioned as Udall acquiesced in the inundation of Glen Canyon and the invasion 

of Rainbow Bridge by the rising waters of Lake Powell. Udall cut his teeth as an 

Arizona politician, where opposition to reclamation projects was considered political 

suicide. Buoyed by the release of Special Master" Simon H. Rifkind's preliminary 

opinion in December 1960, in which he recommended that the Supreme Court find in 

favor of Arizona in its lawsuit against Califomia, thus anticipating a favorable holding 

by the Supreme Court as a whole, Udall as Interior Secretary began to conceive of a 

strategy designed to obtain federal approval of the CAP even while the states of 

Arizona and Califomia battled to obtain licenses from the FPC in the spring of 

^'Stewart Udall, The Quiet Crisis and the Next Generation. (Salt Lake City: 
Perigrine Smith Books, 1988), 173-187. 

"A special master is a legal expert who the court appoints to hear cases in 
technical areas of the law such as water law. 
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1961.^ 

As these forces began to converge upon Grand Canyon, conservation 

organizations still struggled over how active a role they should take in the face of IRS 

threats. In December of 1959 the Sierra Qub board voted to place strict curbs upon 

the activities of its executive director despite its previous approval of a policy of 

"calculated risk" with regard to lobbying. Though the Sierra Club continued to 

advocate in the public arena, especially in favor of a national wilderness system, it 

did so cautiously, keeping its 25,000 members apprised of Grand Canyon 

developments in its bi-monthly publication. The Sierra Club Bulletin. Unlike the Echo 

Park fight, the Club did not encourage its members to write to their congressional 

representatives nor did it print literature designed to influence legislation. David 

Brower chafed under these restrictions, and feared that the club would no longer be 

able to face the environmental challenges he felt sure it would have to confront during 

the next decade.^"* 

Brower became exasperated as the Trustees for Conservation and other 

lobbying organizations failed to generate the funding and publicity needed for major 

campaigns. In the spring of I960, with threats looming over Rainbow Bridge and the 

North Cascades, and with the Wilderness Bill in trouble, Brower once again appealed 

^Ibid., 179; and Stewart Udall, interview with author, 13 March 1997. 

^"Minutes," Sierra Qub Board of Directors, 5-6 December, 1959, folder 25, 
carton 3, SCR; David Brower, interview by author, 27 July 1997. 
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to the club's executive committee and suggested that the club form a "Sierra Qub 

Foundation" to carry on the club's scientific and educational work. The Foundation 

would free the club to lobby, while shielding the majority of the club's income in the 

event that the IRS revoked its tax status. Brower had tentatively made this suggestion 

previously, only to have Leonard and Bestor Robinson rebut it with legal arguments 

that he lacked the expertise to contest. However, by spring of 1960 Brower had 

conferred with Philip Berry, a Stanford law student, who in turn, discussed the 

situation with Phil Neal, the Stanford Law School Dean. Berry and Neal crafted 

arguments for Brower to use before the executive committee, and as Brower 

passionately argued his case, Leonard became convinced that a Sierra Qub Foundation 

was the best altemative and he agreed to draft the requisite paperwork to create it. 

With Leonard now in support of the idea, the rest of the Board acquiesced and agreed 

to "let Dave lobby as effectively as he wanted to." Now the Sierra Club was free to 

enter the political arena with a contingency plan in place should its lobbying efforts 

evoke a response from the IRS. If the latter were to occur, Leonard believed that the 

club would have a good chance to challenge the IRS in court on constitutional 

grounds." 

"David Brower, "Environmental Activist, Publicist, and Prophet," interview by 
Susan R. Schrepfer, (Sierra Club History Conunittee, 1974-1978), 153-154, Regional 
Oral History Office, University of California Berkeley; and "Transcript of Remarks 
before Sierra Qub Executive Committee in Spring 1960 leading to the organization of 
the Sierra Club Foundation," by David Brower, dated 24 February 1961, folder 4, Box 
55, SCMP; see also Edgar Waybum, "Sierra Qub Statesman," interview by Ann Lage 
and Susan Schrepfer, (Sierra Qub History Committee, 1976-1981) 290-291, Regional 
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The Marble Canyon Project hearings before the Federal Power Commission 

commenced in spring of 1961. Advocates for the Arizona proposal immediately put 

California on the defensive by arguing that the MCKC project would be devastating to 

Grand Canyon National Park while stating that the Arizona proposal would not intrude 

upon the park and monument at all. Arizona also contended that its proposal would 

guarantee the preservation of park values because its dam was plarmed as a "run of the 

river" generating plant; thus, it would eliminate the flow fluctuations caused by the 

"peaking plant" at Glen Canyon Dam. California countered, stating that the Southwest 

was one of the fastest growing regions of the country, and that the LADWP proposal 

promised the most comprehensive development of the power potential of this reach of 

the river." 

Though outwardly Arizona appeared united, deep divisions began to fragment 

the coalition of state agencies pushing for the Central Arizona Project. Attomeys for 

the APA revealed during the hearings that they were also negotiating with California 

and Nevada over building Bridge Canyon Dam as a three-state project, and that this 

Oral History Office, University of California Berkeley. The quote regarding Brower's 
freedom to lobby is from Richard Leonard, "Mountaineer, Lawyer, Enviroimientalist," 
interview by Susan Schrepfer, (Sierra Qub Oral History Committee, 1975), 144, 
Regional Oral History Office, University of California Berkeley. Sierra Club historian 
Michael Cohen also describes the concem of the club's leadership over the potential 
IRS threat in The History of the Sierra Club. 163-166, 277. 

Application for License: Bridge Canyon Development, Marble Canyon 
Development," before the Federal Power Commission, Arizona Power Authority, July, 
1958, (GCNPRL); and Arizona Republic. 3 May 1961. 
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proposal would be a high dam." Arizona Governor Paul Fannin also privately 

expressed that despite the APA's rhetoric about the intrusiveness of the Los Angeles 

MCKC proposal, Arizona also desired to construct the controversial tunnel and power 

plant. Just as they had endorsed the Harza two-stage development at Bridge Canyon, 

some Arizona water interests believed that the MCKC project could also be developed 

in two stages for pragmatic reasons, because Marble Canyon Dam alone would 

probably not incur much opposition from environmentalists. Only after completion of 

the dam would an attempt be made to build the diversion around Grand Canyon 

National Park. This proposal was held in utmost secrecy and given virtually no 

publicity, but it appears as though some of Arizona's water leaders, from Governor 

Paul Fannin on down, sought to use envirorunental argimients to defeat the Los 

Angeles case before the FPC, obtain the license to build Marble Canyon Dam, and 

then construct the very project they had defeated at a later date.^ 

Complicating matters further was the fact that other Arizona water advocates 

such as the Central Arizona Project Association and Senator Carl Hayden believed that 

the project should be a federal undertaking. Despite these emerging differences, there 

was one issue upon which all parties agreed: for California to be awarded a license to 

"Arizona Daily Star. 3 May 1961; and Arizona Republic. 3 May 1961. 

^Wayne Akin, Chairman, Arizona Interstate Stream Commission and C. A. 
Calhoun, Chairman, Arizona Power Authority to Governor Paul Farmin, I February 
1961, folder 1, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers; and Governor Paul Fannin to Interior 
Secretary Stewart Udall, 23 October 1961, folder 3, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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construct Marble Canyon Dam would be an unmitigated disaster. Consequently, 

despite their private discord in the summer of 1961, Arizona's divergent water interests 

struggled to maintain a public image of unity 

In accordance with this strategy, the APA sought to gain Park Service Director 

Conrad Wirth's support of Marble Canyon Dam. In May, Reclamation Commissioner 

Royd Dominy asked Udall whether the Bureau could initiate feasibility studies of the 

MCKC, which had lain dormant since the Drury-Strauss feud of 1949. Udall asked 

Director Conrad Wirth for the position of the Park Service, and Wirth indicated that 

the Service did not object to Marble Canyon Dam, but it still opposed the tunnel 

proposal. Wirth showed Udall a legislative history that demonstrated how the Bureau 

had maneuvered to prevent the enlargement of Grand Canyon National Park and 

Monument to include the north side of the river between Tapeats and Kanab creeks, 

the potential location of the proposed MCKC powerplant, even though Secretary Kmg 

had killed the project in 1949. The pugnacious Director then challenged Udall to 

make good on his preservationist rhetoric, saying in effect that if the Secretary did not 

resist this new threat to Grand Canyon National Park, that all of his eloquent 

expressions in favor of the national park ideal would be "undercut."^ 

Now, only six months into his tenure, Udall found himself pulled in two 

^'Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 129. 

'"Director, National Park Service to Secretary of the Interior, 31 May 1961, 
fiche 7423, "Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek Project, 1961-1962," (GCNPRL). 
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opposite directions: should he listen to the urging of environmentalists who looked to 

him as an advocate of park values and wildemess preservation, or should he remain 

true to his Arizona political roots and act in what he thought would best ensure the 

ultimate construction of the CAP? Though Udall did not favor the MCKC project at 

this point, neither was he enamored with the APA's attempt to "go it alone." His 

years in Congress had shown him the futility of direct confrontation with California 

and as a result, Udall made it one of his highest priorities as Interior Secretary to end 

the Arizona-California water fight. Almost immediately after his own appointment, 

Udall had named James Carr, a former legislative assistant to California Senator Qair 

Engle, as his undersecretary, a move that raised questions about Udall's loyalty to the 

state of Arizona; particularly in the conservative, widely circulated Phoenix 

newspapers. Believing that the House of Representatives would once again become 

the battleground when the Supreme Court handed down its opinion in Arizona v. 

California. Udall had only just begun to conceive of a strategy designed to gain the 

support of California's House delegation for a federal CAP. Believing that the FPC 

hearings could be used to buy some time, Udall assented to the Bureau's study of the 

MCKC proposal, and instructed Wirth to refrain from criticizing the Bureau." 

The National Parks Association learned that the Bureau was seeking to initiate 

^'Stewart Udall, interview by author, 13 March 1997, tape and transcription in 
author's possession; see also Special Assistant to the Director to Director, 30 June 
1961, folder "Assistant Secretary Carr's Staff Minutes," box 5, Wirth Records, 
CCF/NPS RG-79; and Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 130; see also Arizona 
Republic. 29 December 1963. 
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studies of the MCKC project and its executive secretary, Anthony Wayne Smith, 

telegraphed a protest to Secretary Udall in late June. Udall responded, stating that 

although he had "grave reservations" about the wisdom of the project, he could not 

withhold the information that the Bureau had gathered during its previous studies. 

Udall's reply did not satisfy Smith, and he began to contemplate entering the FPC 

proceedings on behalf of the National Park Service in opposition to the Los Angeles 

proposal." 

Despite Udall's attempt to keep Wirth from entering the fray. Dale Doty, 

attomey for the APA, asked the Director in late October if he would testify during the 

hearings as part of Arizona's rebuttal to California's case. After reading a copy of the 

Bureau's study, Wirth agreed and the FPC scheduled his testimony for December. 

Director Wirth then sent a strongly worded protest to Stewart Udall, imploring him to 

use his authority as Interior Secretary to stop the project. "Park supporters and other 

conservationists the Country over," he wrote, "would be outraged if the Interior 

Department were to sponsor or support this measure.'^ 

Instead, Udall moved to prevent Wirth from testifying, even though the 

Director was only being called to testify against the MCKC proposal, because the 

'^Smith to Udall, 23 August 1961; Udall to Smith, 11 October 1961; folder 10, 
box 168, Department of the Interior, CCF/D of I, RG-48. 

'^Director, National Park Service to Secretary of the Interior, 24 October 1961, 
folder 10, box 168, Department of the Interior, CCF/D of I, RG-48; and Doty to 
Wirth, 27 October 1961; Smith Brookhart to Wirth 14 November 1961, folder "Region 
3 Correspondence: 1961", box 19, Wirth Records, CCF/NPS RG-79. 
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Secretary feared that Wirth might also impugn Marble Canyon Dam, a project that 

Udall was beginning to view as essential to the successful construction of the CAP. It 

had already become apparent to the Secretary that one could never acciu:ately predict 

what the outspoken Director might say or do. Though the original 1947 Bureau 

Report and Hayden's bills of 1950-1951 hinged upon the construction of a high dam at 

Bridge Canyon, none of these proposals contemplated a dam at Marble Canyon and 

much had changed in the decade since these proposals had been defeated. Now a 

relatively unified conservation movement existed which had recently proven powerful 

enough to defeat the Echo Park dams. Even though most conservationist 

organizations, seeking to preserve their tax deductible status, had retreated from the 

public arena by 1960, Udall feared their ability to sway votes in Congress, a fear that 

perhaps was based upon impressions gained during the congressional debates of 1954-

1956 over Dinosaur without considering the effect that the IRS threats would have 

upon conservation lobbying efforts. Udall wrote to his brother Morris, who had 

recently been elected to his old congressional seat, that he believed the 

conservationists were in "an ugly mood" as a result of the Rainbow Bridge "fiasco" 

and were "spoiling for a fight" The one positive development that had arisen out of 

the new controversy over the MCKC was that it might now be possible to enlist the 

conservationists' support in Arizona's opposition campaign, giving Arizona and 
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proponents of a federal CAP a powerful new ally against California." 

The Rainbow Bridge situation enraged many conservationists who believed that 

the sanctity of this unit of the Park System had been guaranteed by the Colorado River 

Storage Project Act. However, these promises, approved both by Congress and Udall's 

predecessor, were in the process of being subverted by Reclamation Commissioner 

Floyd Dominy, who had lobbied his congressional "constituency" to deny funds for the 

protective works. Though demonized by environmentalists for these actions, Dominy 

argued that he was, in fact, acting in the best interest of the monument. "I am the 

environmentalist who saved Rainbow Bridge," Dominy bellowed while drawing a 

diagram of the protective works for an interviewer almost forty years later "[it was] 

the damndest thing 1 ever saw!" Indeed, the structures proposed to protect the 

monument were most invasive from an environmentalist's point of view. These works 

included two earthen dams, one above and one below the natural bridge, a diversion 

tunnel upstream of the monument, and two diesel pumping units to siphon away runoff 

which normally would have flowed into Lake Powell." 

Dominy believed that the protective structures would be more intrusive than the 

reservoir and he organized an "invasion" of Rainbow Bridge National Monument for 

members of the press, conservationists such as Anthony Smith and David Brower, and 

"Udall to Charles Reed—Wayne Akin— Rich Johnson, (memo unsent but 
shared with Morris Udall), folder 3, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 

^'Floyd Dominy, interview with author, 1 November 1996; and "Trouble at the 
Bridge," National Parks Magazine. April 1960, 19. 
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bureau chiefs including Udall and Wirth complete with navy helicopters. After 

ridiculing Wirth and Smith, neither of whom had visited the site, Dominy described 

how destructive the protective measures would be. Despite Domin/s arguments, the 

conservationists still argued that the promise made in the Colorado River Storage 

Project must be kept and the intrusive works must be constructed. Appalled, Dominy 

then circumvented the legislative process, convinced the House Appropriations 

Conunittee to withhold the funds, and incurred the wrath of preservationists as a 

result. Since Udall was Domin/s boss within the Interior Department, some 

environmentalists began to view him with cynicism as well.^ 

Udall believed that the conservationists could mobilize enough political support 

to defeat a high Bridge Canyon Dam that would intrude upon Grand Canyon National 

Park, while a lower dam would not generate enough electricity to power the CAP by 

itself. Therefore, Udall reasoned, the Marble Canyon site must be kept available to 

ensiu"e an adequate power supply in case Congress approved a federal project. Though 

Udall's actions were intended to maximize Arizona's chances of obtaining the CAP, 

the Phoenix newspapers blasted the Secretary, inferring that he was attempting to 

cause "disunity" among Arizona water interests. These attacks became even more 

vitriolic after his Assistant Secretary for Water and Power, Kenneth Holum, wrote the 

chairman of the Federal Power Commission criticizing the Authority for pursuing a 

state project before the Supreme Court handed down its ruling; he asked the 

"Floyd Dominy, interview with author, 1 November 1996. 
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Commission to deny Arizona's license application." 

Wirth prepared to testify, and oddly enough, he now found himself courted by 

both the APA and the National Parks Association both of which planned to subpoena 

the Director. Udall debated whether to invoke executive privilege to override the 

subpoena, but decided to allow Wirth to testify on the condition that he restrict 

himself to factual responses in congruence with previous departmental policy 

statements. On December 6, 1961, Park Service Director Wirth testified against the 

MCKC proposal, saying that it would "dewater" the Colorado River in Grand Canyon, 

leaving it unable to carry an adequate silt load, and he also voiced concerns over how 

the Bureau intended to dispose of the vast amount of debris that would result from the 

timnel and power plant excavations. To the delight of the APA, Wirth also stated that 

the Park Service had no objection to Marble Canyon Dam because it lay outside of the 

park.^ 

The FPC adjourned until the new year, and when testimony resumed Anthony 

Wayne Smith and Smith Brookhart of the NPA filed a brief in opposition to the Los 

Angeles application, attacking the project on both statutory and aesthetic grounds; they 

were the only representatives of any conservation organization to participate in the 

^^Arizona Republic. 22 November 1961; and Phoenix Gazette. 22 November 
1961; see also Holum to Honorable Joseph Schweitzer, 1 November 1961, fiche 7423, 
"Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek Project, 1961-1962," (GCNPRL). 

^"Testimony of Conrad Wirth," 6 December 1961, fiche 7423, "Marble 
Canyon-Kanab Creek Project, 1961-1962," (GCNPRL); and Phoenix Gazette. 8 
November 1961. 
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proceedings. Commissioner Edward Marsh concluded the hearings after listening to 

testimony and considering briefs filed by all interested parties, including FPC coxmsel 

Joseph Hobbs who recommended that Arizona should receive the license. On 

September 10, 1962, presiding examiner Marsh ruled that Los Angeles had failed to 

prove that the Bureau of Reclamation study was conclusive as to the feasibility of the 

MCKC project, and he awarded a license to the APA authorizing construction of 

Marble Canyon Dam and a power plant.'' Although the Bridge Canyon proposal was 

still in limbo, it finally appeared as though Arizona was now fr^ee to initiate 

construction of the Marble Canyon project. 

Even as the FPC commissioners debated over whether to grant Arizona a 

license, the National Parks Association opened an opposition campaign to the 

proposals. Anthony Wayne Smith, the brash, articulate, attorney who now held the 

post of executive secretary, authored a polemical article in the June 1962 issue of 

National Parks Magazine that was essentially a call to arms. Smith wrote: 

The battle for Grand Canyon has long been smoldering; it has now burst into 
flames. The integrity of the entire National Park System is at stake. The 
enemies of the parks are callous and ruthless; they have nothing but contempt 
for the values of the defenders of the parks. This battle may be just the 
beginning of a long war. Our prediction is that by the time this war is over, 
the American people will have made it plain that they will not tolerate the 

Arizona Republic. 27 April 1962; and "Brief for Intervenor, National Parks 
Association," 9 April 1962; see also Decision, U.S. Federal Power Commission, issued 
September 10, 1962, 31, 37, 39. The FPC also approved the construction of a re-
regulation or after-bay dam and reservoir downstream from Marble Canyon Dam to 
smooth out flow fluctuations, because the APA had amended its proposal to convert 
Marble Canyon Dam from a run of the river to a peaking plant. 
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ruination of one of their greatest national shrines, nor the destruction of the 
National Park System."'" 

Strong as these word may seem, they were only disseminated to the readership 

of the magazine, which circulated to the NPA's 30,000 members. The caution with 

which Smith wrote this article demonstrates the impact that the Harriss decision had 

made upon the leadership of the NPA. Nowhere did Smith exhort his readers to write 

their congressional representatives, and though the inference is clear that he would like 

to have seen the American public respond to these threats. Smith did not suggest that 

the NPA take a leadership role in generating this response. Though the NPA did 

intervene in the FPC hearings, it did little to bring this crisis to the attention of the 

public, in all probability because it feared reprisals from the IRS. In the autumn of 

1962, with storm clouds building over Grand Canyon in the form of the Arizona 

proposal, no conservation organization had made a plea for public action. 

The inaction of the Sierra Qub during the FPC hearings is somewhat of a 

mystery. While it is true that the club voted to restrict its lobbying efforts in 1959, 

the board had repudiated this position in 1960, giving Brower the freedom to lobby as 

stridently as he desired. Possibly the club's leadership believed that Arizona ultimately 

would not be able to finance the project, or perhaps the leadership remained split on 

the question of whether the club should risk its tax status tiying to defeat a proposal 

that would have no effect upon the park or monument and thus, little appeal to public 

Anthony Wayne Smith, "The Attack on Grand Canyon," National Parks 
Magazine. January 1962, 2. 
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sentiment. Since Arizona v. California had not yet been decided, possibly the club 

refrained from opposing the Los Angeles proposal because its leadership, consisting 

primarily of attorneys, believed that no major developments would occur on the river 

until after the Court determined the respective water rights of the lower basin states. 

It is also possible that this legal expertise determined that the club lacked standing to 

intervene, because, unlike the NPA, the club did not speak in behalf of a specific 

entity such as the Park Service, and the landmark Storm King case had not yet been 

decided."*' 

Minutes from Directors' meetings suggest that divisions still existed within the 

board between members like Bestor Robinson who believed that reservoirs in national 

parks were not necessarily evil, and others such as Brower, Leonard, and Martin Litton 

who placed utmost priority upon maintaining the integrity of the National Park 

System, and who sought to expand the club's preservation efforts beyond it."*^ The 

documentary evidence, though scant for this period in time, suggests that the club had, 

at least unofficially, retreated from its 1957 resolution when its leadership voted to 

oppose all further hydroelectric development on the lower Colorado River. Brower, in 

Scenic Hudson Preservation Conference v. Federal Power Commission, 
decided in 1965, better known as the Storm King case, is a landmark decision in 
American environmental law because the Second Circuit Court of Appeals recognized 
the standing of conservation organizations to sue to preserve scenic beauty even when 
these organizations did not have an economic interest at stake. 

•'^"Minutes," Sierra Qub Board of Directors, 4 May 1963, folder 2, carton 4, 
(SCR). 
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a letter to California Senator Thomas Kuchel in autumn of 1960, stated that the Sierra 

Qub and other conservation organizations desired to go on record to oppose "any 

Bridge Canyon development that would encroach upon Grand Canyon National Park 

or Monument," calling such proposals, "[dams of] damaging height." However, this 

statement is not an unequivocal expression of opposition with regard to proposals for 

this reach of the river; one can infer that Brower, a man who chose his words with 

care, would have viewed a low dam that would not intrude upon the monument as 

permissible from the club's perspective/' So, for reasons that are not entirely clear, 

the Sierra Qub failed to take a position or actively participate in the Marble Canyon 

hearings of 1961-1962 before the Federal Power Commission. 

But the APA was not entirely without opposition in Autumn of 1962. Despite 

claims made by witnesses representing the Authority that Marble Canyon Dam would 

benefit the Navajo nation by providing employment and recreation opportunities, the 

Navajo Tribal Council passed a resolution in May 1961 opposing the APA license 

application. The tribe argued that it was entitled to the cost of the site, an annual 

stream of revenue similar to that given the Hualapai, and a preferential position as a 

power user. After voting to oppose the state project, the Council then agreed to seek 

the construction of the dam by the federal govenunent because it believed that 

Congress would be more amenable to its position. Accordingly, Tribal Chairman Paul 

Jones communicated the Navajos' desire for a federal project to representative Morris 

^'Brower to Kuchel, 22 September 1960, folder 13, carton 21, SCMP. 
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Udall in fall of 1961.-" 

The Navajo resolution placed "Mo" Udall in a most uncomfortable situation, 

because two separate elements of his constituency now directly opposed each other 

over water, arguably the state's most sensitive political concern. The fact that his 

brother, Stewart, now held the position of Interior Secretary only complicated matters 

because Stewart's opposition to the state proposal was well known. For Morris to 

introduce a bill on behalf of the Navajo nation would bring accusations from Arizona 

water interests that he was in agreement with the Interior Department's position. 

Ironically, although Arizona's populace had benefited greatly from federal reclamation 

and other programs, it had elected the outspoken Barry Gold water to the Senate 

because of his support of state's rights. For Morris Udall as a freshman congressman 

to oppose the APA proposal in favor of the Navajo nation would have been difficult; 

for him to be accused of doing so in support of the Interior Department position 

probably would have been fatal to his career, for the APA proposal was highly 

popular with the public. Yet Udall represented both groups and so he began to 

communicate with his House colleagues about the possibility of someone else 

sponsoring the Navajo bill.^' 

**Arizona Republic. 3 May 1961; and Arizona Daily Star. 3 May 1961; see also 
"Resolution of the Navajo Tribal Council: Urging Construction of Marble Canyon 
Dam as a Bureau of Reclamation Project," 22 May 1961; and Paul Jones to Morris 
Udall, 19 October 1961, file 7, box 477, Morris Udall Papers. 

•^'Morris Udall to Wayne Aspinall, 16 October 1961, folder 7, box 477, Morris 
Udall Papers. 
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Perhaps only one Arizona politician could have openly opposed the APA 

proposal in favor of a federal project in the fall of 1962 without it causing severe 

damage to his political career — Senator Carl Hayden. Though privately Hayden was 

deeply suspicious of the proposal and although he viewed the APA's financial scheme 

as especially outlandish, he had not yet taken a public position. Stewart Udall 

attempted to mediate between the APA and other state agencies such as the CAPA 

and Interstate Stream Commission that looked to the Senator for guidance and whose 

leaders believed that the APA was advancing its own agenda at the expense of public 

good. Udall and Floyd Dominy met with representatives from the various state 

agencies in Denver, shortly after the FPC had granted the APA license, and they 

stressed the importance of reserving Marble Canyon for federal development. Rich 

Johnson who attended the meeting representing the CAPA, wrote that Dominy "bluntly 

told us that the high dam in Bridge Canyon . . . could not be authorized in face of 

opposition by the Sierra Club and other organizations of its type," an astonishing 

admission from Dominy who in subsequent interviews denigrated the power of the 

conservationists.^ Both Dominy and Udall believed that the threat was so serious that 

they tried to persuade the representatives of state water agencies to rein in the APA 

for fear of losing the CAP. 

Stewart Udall's aides feared that he would further antagonize the powerful 

Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 130-131; see also Floyd Dominy, interview 
with author, 1 November 96; and Bureau of Reclamation Historian Brit Storey, 
telephone interview with author, 17 Ck:tober 1996. 
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Phoenix press and Arizona water interests by continuing to warn against taking the 

conservationists lightly, admonitions that Udall took seriously because he intended to 

resume his Arizona political career at the conclusion of his tenure with the Interior 

Department. As early as November of 1960, Floyd Dominy had wamed Udall that if 

he accepted the post of Interior Secretary, he would most likely destroy any chance of 

having a political future in Arizona, because as Interior Secretary he would be forced 

to make decisions about the lower Colorado River that would not endear him to 

Arizona voters. After enduring merciless criticism fi"om the Phoenix press during the 

APA hearings, Udall told Dominy in the fall of 1961, "by God you're right, I couldn't 

even be elected dogcatcher in Arizona.'"*' 

Udall chose to oppose the APA proposal despite the known political risk 

because he felt ultimately that he could fashion a solution to the Southwest's water 

problems, and, in doing so, gain California's support for the CAP. As he surveyed the 

political situation in the wake of the election of I960, he believed that Arizona was in 

a strong position with himself as Interior Secretary and Hayden in the Senate. In 

addition, two of the state's representatives. Republican John Rhodes, a quiet but 

effective coalition builder, and Udall's brother Morris, a Democrat and shrewd political 

strategist, carried the CAP banner in the House. However, this position of political 

strength would crumble if the increasingly frail Hayden, now in his mid-eighties, died 

""Stewart Udall's words as remembered by Floyd Dominy, in his interview with 
the author, I November 1996. 
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or was forced to retire.^ 

Although it appeared that the Supreme Court was going to rule in Arizona's 

favor, based upon Special Master Rifkind's report, Udall saw that several obstacles 

could still possibly interfere with congressional passage of the CAP. First, California's 

congressional representatives now numbered thirty-eight and posed a potentially 

powerful anti-CAP bloc. Overcoming this opposition would be difficult enough in 

light of Arizona's past experiences, and Arizona's victory in the recently concluded 

Marble Canyon hearings certainly would not enhance the situation. Second, the 

frequently irascible Wayne Aspinall, from the upper basin state of Colorado, now 

chaired the key House Interior Committee at a time when the upper basin states were 

becoming increasingly apprehensive about the possibility of additional projects in the 

lower basin preempting their entitlements under the 1922 Compact. Though some of 

Arizona's CAP proponents, most notably Senator Hayden, desired to introduce bills 

calling for essentially the same project debated in 1950-1951, the CAP by itself 

offered nothing for either California or Aspinall's constituency. Assessing the ftiture 

political battlefield, Udall determined that the support of these two critical elements 

was the key to obtaining a federal project. Though he might come under fire for 

opposing the APA license and the reintroduction of the old CAP proposals, Udall 

believed that he would also reap the rewards if his strategy succeeded. In any event, 

with the preponderance of Arizona's chances resting upon Hayden's diminutive 

•"Stewart Udall, interview with author, 13 March 1997. 
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shoulders, Udall realized ultimately, that time would weigh increasingly against the 

possibility of obtaining congressional approval of the CAP."*' 

In order to ensure that adequate power would be available in case the 

conservationists mounted an effective anti-dam offensive, Udall moved to supersede 

Arizona's authority to build Marble Canyon Dam, and filed a motion to intervene on 

October 1, 1962, three weeks after the FPC had concluded the Marble Canyon project 

hearings. Udall contended that as Secretary of the Interior, it was his public duty to 

base the development of the West's water resources upon the aggregate needs of the 

western states. Therefore, he argued, the hearings should be reopened because the 

licensing of an individual hydroelectric project for the benefit of one state would 

negate its contribution to the Southwest as a region.^" 

Attorneys for the Arizona Power Authority countered Udall's arguments, basing 

their contentions upon both procedural grounds and case precedent. The FPC ruled 

that while Udall did not meet the procedural requirement of timeliness, the issues were 

of such importance that an exception must be made. The Commission granted Udall's 

motion on November 2, 1962, holding that the decisional authority presented by the 

APA was irrelevant. After hearing new evidence presented by the Interior Secretary, 

"''Floyd Dominy, author interview, 1 November 1996; and Stewart Udall, 
interview with author, 13 March 1997. 

'""Petition of Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of the Interior, for Intervention," 1 
October 1962, fiche 7423 "Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek Project, 1961-1962," 
(GCNPRL). 
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the FPC reopened the Marble Canyon project hearings and scheduled initial argiunents 

for February 15, 1963.'' 

How ironic the situation must have seemed from the perspective of the APA 

leadership. After fighting for years to obtain permission to build a hydroelectric 

project on the lower Colorado River, the Authority had succeeded in wringing 

approval from one branch of the federal government, only to have another federal 

agency, the Interior Department, headed by an Arizona native of all people, preempt 

this approval. Udall's action precipitated a firestorm of protest in Arizona's 

newspapers, which published letters to the editor from people who could not conceive 

of why the Arizona-born Udall would move to block the FPC license so recently 

awarded.'^ 

Convinced that he was acting in his state's best interest by promoting a regional 

proposal, Udall began to consider alternatives that offered at least the possibility of 

eliminating the political cleavages and infighting that had doomed Arizona's previous 

efforts. Udall believed that the solution to the Southwest's water shortage and the 

political divisions that prevented its resolution lay in the application of the old formula 

of Pinchotian efficiency on a grand scale, and in the new frontier of technological 

^'"Answer and Objection of Arizona Power Authority to Petition for 
Intervention, Motion for leave out of Time, Motion for Re-Opening the Record for 
Presentation of Evidence of Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of the Interior," 10 October 
1962; and "Order Granting Limited Intervention Out of Time," 2 November 1962, 
fiche 7423, "Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek Project 1961-1962, (GCNPRL). 

'^Arizona Republic. 1 January 1963. 
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advancement. Interbasin water transfers from water-rich to arid regions offered short-

term relief from looming crises, while desalinization of water from the sea, and atomic 

power, promised permanent solutions to concerns about water and energy sources.'' 

By the early 1960s, Nobel Laureate Glen Seaborg, an eminent atomic physicist 

and the discoverer of plutonium, had guaranteed that power generated by ftision 

reactors would be practicable by 1970, and Atomic Energy Commissioner John von 

Neumann had predicted that by 1980 energy would be so cheap as to be virtually free. 

The seeming onmipotence of modem science created an aura that captured the nation's 

imagination and Udall along with much of the American populace believed that in 

science lay the means to overcome the world's heretofore finite limitations. Already 

the Secretary had directed Commissioner Dominy to open a dialogue with the Atomic 

Energy Commission about coordinating the federal reclamation program with the 

construction of nuclear powered desalinization plants, and created the position of 

Science Advisor within his department to kept abreast of other technological advances. 

Udall also pushed for an enormous expansion of the federal saline water program, 

begim in 1952, asking Congress in 1961 to appropriate $100 million over the next five 

years. Buoyed by the possibility of solving the Southwest's water crisis in autumn of 

1962, Udall began to query Wayne Aspinall about what the Chairman would require 

'^Stewart Udall, interview with author, 13 March 1997. 
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for his committee to report a CAP bill favorably to the House floor for debate " 

In November Aspinall wrote Udall and emphasized that only through 

"thoughtful discussion" between states could the problems of the lower basin be 

resolved. Aspinall held up the CRSP as an example of effective intra-basin 

cooperation, suggested that Udall use it as a model for lower basin legislation, and 

asked for a statement of the Interior Department's basin studies outlining ideas for a 

comprehensive lower basin plan. Most importantly, although Aspinall understood that 

representatives from the southwestern states intended to introduce water project 

legislation immediately after the Supreme Court handed down its ruling, the Chairman 

emphasized that only legislation based upon mutual cooperation among the lower 

basin states would receive his blessing. To Udall, the ramifications were clear — 

projects that served only local interests, such as the CAP, stood little chance of 

making it out of the Interior Committee. Aspinall, unlike John Murdock a decade 

before, ruled his committee with an iron fist, and members who hoped to obtain favors 

from the "prickly" Chairman dared not oppose him, particularly on legislation with 

^Stewart Udall, interview with the author, 13, March 1997; and Stewart Udall, 
The Myths of August: A Personal Exploration of Our Tragic Cold War Affair with 
the Atom. (New York: Pantheon Books, 1994), 250-271 passim; and Floyd Dominy to 
the Secretary of the Interior, 9 November 1962, folder 4, box 162, Stewart Udall 
Papers; see also New York Times. 9 September 1961. The Saline water program was 
begun with a modest budget of $2 million in 1952 and fell under the jurisdiction of 
the Interior Department. Congress had approved of five test plants, each designed to 
refine a different desalinization process, and these test plants started to go on line in 
1961. 
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potential ramifications for his home state of Colorado.^' 

Stewart Udall responded to Aspinall in January of 1963, and outlined his first 

ideas about basin-wide water resource planning. Udall viewed the Compact of 1922 

as a straitjacket, particularly because its allocations were based upon a great 

overestimation of the Colorado's annual flow. Thus, projects based upon this estimate 

would inherently overdevelop the river. Udall intimated to Aspinall that the 

impending Supreme Court decision was of secondary importance because he believed 

that no matter what the ruling, the lower Colorado did not contain enough water to 

meet the Southwest's needs. The solution lay in more efficient usage of water still 

available in the river for the short term and in "developing additional supplies" to 

meet the inevitable shortages caused by utilization of all available surface water and 

groundwater overdrafts. The Phoenix area faced an imminent crisis, the Secretary 

wrote, because the city pumped 4 million acre feet of groundwater each year, while its 

sustaining aquifer only regained half that amount in aimual recharge. 

Udall suggested that additional supplies of water could be obtained from 

nuclear powered desalinization plants and interbasin water transfers, particularly from 

rivers in northern California, a suggestion that was sure to anger the southern 

California water interests. In order to placate Arizona water advocates, Udall argued 

that the CAP should be incorporated into the overall plan and be one of the first 

Aspinall to Udall, 27 November 1962, folder 7, box 166, Stewart Udall 
Papers; and Stewart Udall, interview with author, 13 March 1997. 
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projects constructed. The sale of hydroelectric power would provide the bulk of the 

financing, and generating plants at Hoover and Parker dams would be incorporated 

into the scheme, along with additional powerplants "to be constructed on the Colorado 

River at Marble Canyon, Bridge Canyon and wherever else such plants on the 

Colorado may prove feasible. [Emphasis mine]." As the only remaining stretch of the 

lower Colorado River, apart from the Bridge and Marble Canyon dam sites, lay within 

Grand Canyon National Park and Monument, it appears as though Udall was now 

beginning to contemplate at least a high Bridge Canyon Dam, and possibly the MCKC 

project for power generation.'® 

By 1963, Udall had conceived of a broad scheme designed to cut across 

regional and political differences, an ominous development from the perspective of 

environmental organizations concerned with keeping Grand Canyon free of 

hydroelectric projects. With the single exception of the National Parks Association, 

conservationists did not attempt to influence the outcome of the Marble Canyon 

project hearings, and the Sierra Club had even retreated temporarily from its bold 

stance of 1957 where it had decided to oppose all further water development in the 

Lower Colorado River. However, by 1963, important developments had occurred that 

would bear directly upon the struggle ahead. Most importantly from the 

conservationists' perspective, the Sierra Qub had finally decided to enact remedial 

measures that would protect the majority of its income should its future lobbying 

"Udall to Aspinall, 18 January 1963, folder 7, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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efforts run afoul of IRS regulations. 

American Indians had also participated in the discourse for the first time, and 

served notice that advocates of projects for the Lower Colorado River would now have 

to consider how these schemes would affect Native Americans or face opposition 

during a time of increasing Indian nationalism and public sensitivity. Yet the legal 

position of the two tribes most likely to be affected by dams in Grand Canyon differed 

significantly — as did their strategy. In the decade since the Bureau had initiated 

studies of the Bridge Canyon site, the Hualapai had gone from having their rights 

virtually ignored, to negotiating from a position of strength as a result of rising 

sensitivity to Native American rights and the realization by both state and federal 

agencies that statutory authority strongly supported the tribe's position. Conversely, 

advocates for the Navajo tribe could not rely upon a strong legal foundation, and, as a 

result, the tribe lost in the hearings before the FPC. Only then did the tribe seek 

federal development as a last ditch alternative. 

In early 1963, the Supreme Court of the United States stood on the verge of 

ruling on the water rights of the lower basin states after almost twelve years of 

litigation. Senator Hayden and his aUies looked forward to reintroducing the CAP in 

essentially the same form as the project debated in 1950-1951, believing that a holding 

favorable to Arizona would create enough momentum that they could then drive a bill 

quickly through the House. But Interior Secretary Stewart Udall, the student of 

practical politics whose bold ideas had captured the imagination of both the 
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conservationists and President Kennedy, could see that potentially fatal obstacles, some 

old and some new, had arisen since the CAP debates of the early 1950s. A powerful 

conservationist lobby, dormant but still dangerous, California's growing congressional 

delegation, and Interior Committee Chairman Wayne Aspinall, would in all likelihood 

pose grave threats to the uhimate success of the Hayden proposal. 

Secretary Udall believed that in nuclear power and desalinization, along with 

intra-basin cooperation, lay the means to solve the present water crisis, and heal the 

bitter wounds of conflicts past. "The hour for a water statesman in the Pacific 

Southwest has arrived," Udall would write in June of 1963, to the governors of 

Arizona, California and Nevada. Young, vigorous, and with absolute faith in scientific 

progress, the Secretary eagerly anticipated taking the lead in implementing a bold new 

framework for conservation, based upon maximum efficiency and technological 

advances he believed were just over the horizon. 

Udall also knew that successful realization of these solutions would fall short 

if the attempt was made half-heartedly or if political differences brought about by 

short sightedness prevented their implementation. The ideas of the past, and the 

politicians who had promoted them had already been given a chance, and they had 

failed. Both, he believed, would fail again if they tried to follow the strategy of 1950, 

even if the Supreme Court rendered a favorable decision because California still stood 

in the way of House approval. Though Arizona held a strong political position due to 

the influence of its senior setwtor, this position was growing ever more precarious with 
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each passing year. Udall believed there was only one way for Arizona to gain 

authorization of the project it had long dreamed of, and that was to formulate a 

revolutionary new proposal designed to break the political logjam and gain the support 

of California, the Upper Basin, and, if possible, the conservationists. While most of 

Arizona's federal water advocates planned to introduce bare bones CAP legislation in 

the wake of a favorable Supreme Court ruling, Udall had already concluded, based 

upon his assessment of the political landscape, that these renewed efforts would be in 

vain. A bold, new approach was needed, one that reflected the persona and 

philosophy of the Kennedy administration. This was not a time for archaic ideas 

which had already been proven unsuccessful in the harsh realm of western water 

politics. It was time, Udall believed, to "think big!"'^ 

''The phrase, "think big," had come to symbolize the Interior Department's 
conservation program under President Kennedy, and was widely used in national 
publications by 1962. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THINK BIG! 

Today, we are told, technology carries in its hands the keys to a 
kingdom of abundance, and sound solutions to many conservation 
problems rest largely on adequate research and efficient management. 

— Stewart Udall, from The Quiet Crisis' 

Glen Canyon died in 1963 and I was partly responsible for its needless 
death. So were you. Neither you nor I, nor anyone else, knew it well 
enough to insist that at all costs it should endure. 

— David Brower, from The Place No One Knew^ 

In early 1963 David Brower grew more and more anxious about the fate of 

Glen Canyon, as the Bureau of Reclamation awaited Stewart Udall's permission to 

close the valves on the recently completed Glen Canyon Dam. The concrete monolith 

now rose more than 580 feet above the river and 700 feet above bedrock. Convinced 

that his suggestion to raise the height of Glen Canyon Dam in exchange for the 

deletion of the Dinosaur dams constituted an egregious mistake, David Brower 

appealed to Stewart Udall's preservationist instincts, hoping to convince the Interior 

Secretary to intervene and delay the filling of Lake Powell. Though the Sierra Qub 

did not enter into the 1961 Marble Canyon hearings, it had actively lobbied in favor of 

the protection of Rainbow Bridge National Monument, but so far these pleas had gone 

'Stewart Udall, The Quiet Crisis and the Next Generation. 175. 

^David Brower, quoted in Eliot Porter, The Place No One Knew: Glen Canvon 
on the Colorado. 2d ed. (New York: Ballantine Books, 1968), 5. 
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unheard. Now, on the morning of January 21, 1963, David Brower waited in Stewart 

Udall's outer office, hoping to convince the Interior Secretary that the dam was not 

needed in the 20th century and that it should only be utilized after Lake Mead was 

silted in. Brower believed that by the time that happened, alternative energy sources 

would be feasible and Glen Canyon could be spared. Brower waited in vain, for 

Stewart Udall gave his assent, Floyd Dominy ordered his personnel at the site to close 

the valves, and the Colorado River began to create Lake Powell — water playground 

for millions, pride of the Bureau, and a source of continued revulsion in the minds of 

most environmentalists.^ 

The loss of Glen Canyon haunted conservationists once they realized that their 

efforts at Echo Park had resulted in the destruction of a canyon more beautiful than 

the one they had saved. Though they viewed it as a tragic mistake, Brower and his 

followers learned a hard lesson from the Echo Park compromise, one equally as 

important as what preservationists had learned from the Hetch Hetchy dispute. In 

agreeing not to oppose the construction of Glen Canyon Dam in exchange for the 

deletion of the dam at Echo Park, environmentalists left themselves without recourse 

when they discovered that Glen Canyon should also be protected. Rendered powerless 

by his own compromise, Brower agonized as construction neared completion, and he 

^David Brower, For Earth's Sake. The Life and Times of David Brower (Salt 
Lake City: Peregrine Books, 1990), 347; see also Russell Martin, A Story that Stands 
Like a Dam (New York: Henry Holt, 1989), 208; and David Brewer, interview by 
author, 27 July 1997. 
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pleaded eloquently with Interior Secretary Stewart Udall to spare this spectacular 

canyon worthy of national park status. When Glen Canyon Dam's steel gates slammed 

shut in 1963, Brower cried over what would soon be destroyed. Interviewed twenty-

five years later, he could scarcely speak, still despondent over so great a loss."* 

The controversies over Glen Canyon and Hetch Hetchy closely parallel one 

another, though separated by more than sixty years. Both involved the destruction of 

indescribable beauty by dams whose opponents claimed were not necessary because, in 

both instances, other sources of water and power were available. The Hetch Hetchy 

and Glen Canyon defeats devastated the respective executive officers of the Sierra 

Club — the heartbroken Muir died the year after Congress gave San Francisco the 

authorization to flood Hetch Hetchy Valley, while Brewer's friends feared he might 

take his own life in the wake of losing Glen Canyon.^ Both controversies awakened 

the Sierra Club from relatively lengthy periods of complacency and spurred it into 

activism. And, most importantly, each contest taught tactics needed for future 

conflicts: Hetch Hetchy — the necessity of political awareness; Glen Canyon — that 

entering into agreements without fully investigating their ramifications can endanger 

other wilderness areas. The bitter fruits of the Echo Park compromise, and the 

perception that the Interior Secretary had abdicated his responsibility to preserve 

"•"Wild By Law," The American Experience Series. 35 min.. Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, 1991, videocassette. 

'According to Mark Reisner, Brewer's friends worried that he would conmiit 
suicide over the loss of Glen Canyon; see Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 295. 
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Rainbow Bridge, served to strengthen the resolve of many environmentalists, to not 

allow a similar situation to occur in the case of Grand Canyon. 

The same day he authorized the filling of Lake Powell, Stewart Udall held a 

press conference, which Brower attended, to publicize that the Interior Department was 

in the process of formulating studies of a massive regional water plan for the 

southwestem United States, combining the importation of water with the construction 

of desalinization plants to meet the needs of the lower Colorado Basin. "Piecemeal 

development cannot do the job," the Secretary said, and he stressed that both nuclear 

and conventional generating plants would provide power for the immense proposal — 

including hydroelectric projects in Bridge and Marble Canyons. Udall also lobbied for 

congressional authorization of the construction of the world's largest nuclear plant at 

Hanford, Washington, a potential power source for the regional water plan he was now 

beginning to conceptualize. Udall stressed that revenue from existing hydro-projects 

such as Hoover and Parker Dams combined with the sales of power from Bridge, 

Marble and other feasible Colorado River developments would finance the rest of the 

plan, including the transbasin diversions the proposal depended upon to augment the 

Colorado River.® 

Udall believed it imperative to construct the hydroelectric generating plants as 

the first phase of the proposal because revenue from power sales would flow into a 

^New York Times. 22 January 1963; and Portland Oregonian. 12 September 
1962; see also David Brower, interview by author, 27 July 1997. 
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basin account, and the funds from that account would then be used to construct the 

rest of the project. According to the Secretary's plan, this development account 

constituted the key to gaining the political support of California and the other basin 

states, because it represented tangible evidence that these states also stood to gain 

from the proposal. Obtaining this trust was of utmost importance because Udall 

contemplated the construction of the CAP as the major portion of the first phase, both 

to put the revenue generating dams in place as quickly as possible, and to placate 

Arizona's water interests. The regional plan offered something for virtually everyone 

in the Pacific Southwest and California's representatives had reacted positively to the 

scheme. Encouraged, Udall pressed forward.^ 

Udall conceived of the regional proposal after touring hydroelectric facilities 

within the Soviet Union in the summer of 1962. At one point during the Secretary's 

trip. Premier Khrushchev promised Udall that the Soviet Union would "overtake" the 

U.S. in an "energy race," a contest Udall enthusiastically supported, for it offered the 

United States a chance to demonstrate its technological prowess before the rest of the 

world. In January of 1963, the United States needed such an opportunity, for, despite 

President Kennedy's bold challenge of a lunar mission by 1969, the Soviets held the 

lead in the space race and used it to argue the superiority of Communism before a 

global audience. As Udall later recalled, the early 1960s were a time of " . . . the 

^New York Times. 22 January 1963; and Portland Oreeonian. 12 September 
1962; see also David Brower, interview with author, 27 July 1997. 
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space program, atomic power, big technologies. We [the Interior Department] are left 

out of the big picture except for our program, water desalting." In 1962, Kennedy 

declared that the desalinization of seawater constituted the single most promising 

scientific breakthrough, even more important than the moon mission, because the rest 

of the world would "look to the nation" that developed it. As an exponent of the New 

Frontier, Udall believed that conservation of water resources and the development of 

desalinization offered the Interior Department the chance to develop peaceful 

technology that the United States could share with the rest of the world.' While the 

Secretary grappled with the complexities of reconciling reclamation and preservation 

in the context of the Cold War and scientific advances, Brower, defeated in his 

attempt to save Glen Canyon and discouraged by the new Interior Department 

proposal, returned to California, unsure of the effect that Udall's regional plan would 

have upon Grand Canyon. 

Ever the practical politician, Udall hedged his bets in January of 1963, and did 

not specify as to the height of the latest dams proposed for the Colorado River gorge.' 

However, the political support of California and the rest of the basin states rested upon 

the promised lower basin account, and contractual agreements controlled the revenues 

'Stewart Udall, interview by author, 13 March 1997; and "Statement of the 
President," 26 October 1964, folder 4, box 162 Stewart Udall Papers; see also Stewart 
Udall, interview by W.W. Moss, 12 January 1970, 480, John F. Keimedy Library, 
Boston Massachusetts. 

^ew York Times. 22 January 1963; and Portland Oreeonian. 12 September 
1962. 
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from Parker and Hoover Dams; thus, these projects would not be available to 

contribute to the account for several decades. Hoover, the largest existing 

hydroelectric producer, could not be utilized to contribute revenue to the basin ftmd 

until 1990.'° Construction of the power dams at Bridge and Marble canyons 

constituted the only means readily available to provide revenue for the basin account 

and rest of the project in the foreseeable future. 

According to a 1962 Bureau of Reclamation analysis, of three possible heights 

for the Bridge Canyon project, the agency found that a dam sufficiently low to avoid 

backing water into the national monument would not be justifiable from an economic 

standpoint. Next, the Bureau compared a low dam that would back water through the 

length of the monument to a high dam that would back water through both the 

monument and encroach upon the park. Though it found both to be feasible. Bureau 

engineers estimated that the high dam would generate 250,000 more kilowatts annually 

than the low dam, while the best option to maximize revenues, according to 

Commissioner Dominy, would be to construct a high Bridge Canyon Dam in 

conjunction with a dam at Marble Canyon." 

Stewart Udall confronted the dilemma of having to decide between kilowatts 

and wildemess preservation as he sought to gain support for his regional proposal. 

'"New York Times. 27 August 1963. 

"Commissioner of Reclamation to Secretary of the Interior, 14 February 1962, 
folder 4, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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Previously, Udall had only considered the construction of a low Bridge Canyon Dam 

and Marble together to avoid conservationist opposition, however, Domin/s analysis 

suggested a means to maximize revenue generation which would, in all likelihood, 

appeal to water interests throughout the region including California officials, and 

possibly Wayne Aspinall, the all important Interior Committee chairman. Though 

Dominy's proposal would most certainly precipitate strident objections from the 

conservation interests, this opposition might be more than offset by the support of 

California's representatives who would almost certainly favor the high dam because of 

its revenue potential. Capital generated by a high Bridge Canyon Dam in concert with 

Marble promised a much greater and more rapid increase in the basin development 

fund than any other option and hence, the commencement of water importation that 

much sooner. If his new political allies from California and the rest of the Colorado 

basin states insisted upon maximum power and revenue production, Stewart Udall 

would be forced to choose between their support, which could be measured in actual 

votes gained in the House, and the support of conservation organizations whose 

influence, though potentially powerful as demonstrated by the Echo Park outcome, 

could not be assessed in conventional political terms, and who, with the exception of 

the Sierra Club, appeared to be more interested in preserving their tax deductible 

status than in further environmental lobbying. Additionally, California and the 

conservationists had united against the CRSP, and California water interests had, 

according to Brower, helped finance the Sierra Qub's opposition campaign against the 
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Echo Park dams,'^ a situation that would not occur again if Udall could induce 

California to support the PSWP with a high dam. Conservationists had not initiated a 

national opposition campaign since the Supreme Court's affirmation of the Federal 

Lobbying Act of 1946 in its Harriss decision, creating the appearance that the holding 

had caused them to withdraw from the political arena in the light of potential IRS 

threats. Though the Secretary purchased some time by not revealing publicly which 

proposition he favored, there would soon come a day when he would no longer have 

that luxury, and Udall would have to decide whose political support he could afford to 

lose, and whose he deemed indispensable. 

Although the Secretary spoke boldly in favor of a regional river basin 

development for the lower Colorado, in January of 1963, Stewart Udall based his 

proposal more upon rhetoric than definitive studies; in fact the Bureau of Reclamation 

had not even released an updated CAP report, and it had not yet begun to initiate 

investigations of the interbasin water transfers required by a regional proposal of the 

magnitude Udall had outlined. The success of the APA's license application before 

the FPC surprised many advocates of a federal project, Udall included, and he now 

feared that the APA's proposal would interfere with his own broadly conceived plans. 

'^David Brower, "Environmental Activist, Publicist, and Prophet," interview by 
Susan R. Schrepfer, (Sierra Club History Conunittee, 1974-1978), 122, Regional Oral 
History Office, University of California Berkeley. Brower claimed to have met with 
California attorney Northcutt Ely to gain the backing of Southem California water 
interests, and stated in this interview, "We would join with anyone (laughter) who 
could help us save Dinosaur." 
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Although Udall's opposition to the APA license created resentment among some state 

interests, the Authority was about to encounter a far more serious challenge, one 

which ultimately ended Arizona's dream of constructing Marble Canyon Dam as a 

state project. This challenge came from none other than the state's chief water 

advocate himself. Senator Carl Hayden.'^ 

Carl Hayden had dreamed of obtaining Arizona's share of Colorado River water 

since his election as the state's only representative in 1912, the year Arizona joined the 

Union. Exhibiting remarkable foresight even for an era of unlimited optimism, 

Hayden wrote the Grand Canyon National Park Establishment Act of 1919, reserving 

the federal government's right to build reclamation projects within the park. This 

legislation, passed sixteen years before the completion of Boulder Dam, contemplated 

the construction of dams far larger than any that had ever been built before. At that 

time, experts still debated whether construction of such enormous projects was even 

feasible. 

Hayden patiently endured the squabbling between Arizona and California 

during subsequent decades, and he also tempered his frustration as the CAP bills, 

which he shepherded through the Senate in 1950 and 1951, were defeated in the 

'^Before the Federal Power Commission, "Answer and Objection of Arizona 
Power Authority to Petition for Intervention, Motion for leave out of Time, Motion for 
Re-Opening the Record for Presentation of Evidence of Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of 
the Interior," (Washington D.C. October 10, 1962); and U.S. Federal Power 
Commission, "Order Granting Limited Intervention Out of Time," (Washington D.C. 
November 2, 1962), fiche 7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam, 1954-1966," (GCNPRL); see 
also Arizona Republic. 11 January 1963; and Arizona Republic. 24 January 1963. 
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House as a result of lobbying by California's congressional delegation. Rendered 

powerless by Representative John Baylor's 1951 CAP moratoriuni, Hayden awaited the 

Supreme Court's decision in Arizona v. Califomia. the conclusion of which would 

renew the possibility of federal authorization to build his long cherished water project. 

As the FPC hearings progressed during the fall and winter of 1962, Hayden concluded, 

despite the claims of APA officials, that the Authority did not have the financial 

resources to construct the project by itself. He also believed that Arizona would 

jeopardize a federally funded CAP by attempting to build Marble Canyon Dam alone. 

The Senator, acting in what he believed were the long-term best interests of his native 

state, made the painfiil decision to delay the APA's construction of Marble Canyon 

Dam because he hoped soon to obtain congressional approval of the CAP." 

Three days after Udall announced the Interior Department's regional proposal. 

Senator Hayden introduced S. 502, a bill to prevent the FPC from licensing any power 

projects on the Colorado River from Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead until December 

31, 1966. This action created a rift between Hayden and his Senate colleague, the 

volatile Barry Goldwater, who "hit the ceiling" when he learned of the measure. 

Goldwater, a strong proponent of the APA proposal, was taken completely by surprise 

'•'Rich Johnson, The Central Arizona Project: 1918-1968 (Tucson: The 
University of Arizona Press, 1977), 127-132. Rich Johnson became intimately 
acquainted with the intricacies of the CAP debate when he served as Executive 
Director of the CAP Association starting in 1957, stepping down to become the 
Executive Director of the Arizona Interstate Stream Conmiission in 1966. He 
reassumed the executive post with the CAP association in 1968 after Congress 
authorized construction of the project. 
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because Hayden had not consulted him prior to the bill's introduction. Stewart Udall 

welcomed the effect of Hayden's bill because it would delay the APA's attempt to 

construct the dam and provided his department with the time needed to formulate a 

regional proposal on paper. However, Udall and Hayden did not pursue this objective 

in tandem because Hayden intended to introduce virtually the same proposal that 

Congress defeated in 1950-1951, and he made it clear to Udall that he only supported 

a regional plan if it included the CAP as the first project in line for authorization.'^ 

Scarcely one month into 1963, Arizona's water advocates had broken into three 

distinct factions whose internecine dispute now threatened to derail the CAP. 

Water officials who advocated these differing strategies met on February 6, 

1963 in Senator Hayden's Washington office to discuss the Marble Canyon project, the 

'^Arizona Republic. 26 January 1963; and Phoenix Gazette. 26 January 1963; 
see also Barry Goldwater to Senator Henry M. Jackson, 16 April 1963; and "Sequence 
of Senator Hayden's Action," folder 2, box 321, Carl Hayden Papers; see also 
"Statement By Senator Carl Hayden Regarding S. 502," folder 1, box 321, Carl 
Hayden Papers; and Carl Hayden and John Rhodes to Rich Johnson and others, 19 
March 1964, folder 4, box 321, Carl Hayden Papers; and Johnson, The Central 
Arizona Project. 132. It is interesting to note that because of its unwillingness to defer 
to Hayden, the APA incurred the wrath of its own state legislature which passed a 
joint memorial on 16 March, 1964 urging the passage of S. 502. Hayden hoped that 
the mere presentation of the bill would cause the FPC to suspend the Marble Canyon 
project hearings long enough for Arizona and the federal government to resolve the 
dispute. As the negotiations dragged, he reluctantly concluded that Congress would 
have to solve the problem and moved S. 502 toward passage in early 1964. John 
Rhodes introduced an identical measure in the House, and the bill was enacted into 
law the following summer, ending for the time being, Arizona's dream of constructing 
a hydroelectric project in Marble Canyon. The original version of S. 502 called for an 
expiration date of December 31, 1968 for the moratorium on the construction of 
hydroelectric projects in Grand Canyon but Senator Hayden modified it subsequently 
to December 31, 1966. 
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CAP, and other issues of concern including the conservation movement. All of 

Arizona's prominent politicians and water advocates attended, including Interior 

Secretary Stewart Udall, Senators Carl Hayden and Barry Goldwater, Representatives 

John Rhodes, Morris Udall, and George Senner, and Governor Paul Fannin. Among 

the others present were: Floyd Dominy, the enigmatic Commissioner of the Bureau of 

Reclamation; Wayne Akin, Chairman of the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission; 

John Smith, Chairman of the APA; and Rich Johnson, Executive Director of the CAP 

Association.'® 

Senator Hayden opened the meeting with a statement favoring a bare-bones 

CAP proposal and afterwards a lively discussion ensued. Goldwater suggested that 

perhaps Hayden should withdraw S. 502, but Hayden, with support from Stewart Udall 

declined, stating that the only way to prevent California's congressional delegation 

from torpedoing future CAP proposals was to "get them with us." Therefore he 

supported a moratorium on the issuance of FPC licenses for the disputed stretch of 

river, hoping that if Arizona relinquished its APA victory it would entice California to 

negotiate. Hayden then revealed that he intended to introduce a CAP bill immediately 

after the Supreme Court ruled on Arizona v. California, a holding which would finally 

resolve the dispute between the lower basin states over their allocations from the 

'®Orren Beaty, Assistant to the Secretary, , "Memo to the Files," 6 February 
1963, folder 2, box 321, Carl Hayden Papers. The Arizona Interstate Stream 
Commission was the state agency responsible for Arizona's CAP and Colorado River 
strategies. 
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Colorado River.'' 

Stewart Udall argued in favor of his regional proposal, and stated that 

Arizona's best chance of obtaining the CAP was to support a regional development 

that included it as a key component. Contending that with five states working 

together, a proposal for a high dam at Bridge Canyon would have a better than fifty 

percent chance of passing the House, he articulated that Arizona's best chance of 

congressional approval of the CAP lay in "treat[ing] the river as a common asset of all 

the states." Noting that California's representatives had reacted positively to the 

proposal, Udall stated that ultimately, "it boils down to the art of the possible — what 

can we get through the House?" Goldwater and Rhodes disagreed with Udall, and 

argued that a regional approach would not gamer enough votes to win congressional 

approval.'* 

Hayden and Stewsirt Udall also discussed the conservation movement. Hayden, 

reiterating his support of a high dam at Bridge Canyon, stated that "my point is that 

for our purposes Bridge Canyon is the desirable site, but it backs water into Grand 

Canyon." While reviewing the recent events at Echo Park which led to the 

elimination of the proposed dam there, he said "the wildlifers, birdwatchers etc., stood 

up on their hind legs and beat it." Turning to face Udall he said emphatically, "we 

have to get the bird watchers in line, and, by the way, the very nature lover we want 

"Ibid., 5-6. 

'"Ibid., 2-3, 7. 
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to get in line is your National Park Service Director," referring to Conrad Wirth's 

recent testimony at the FPC hearings. Udall replied,"we are working on that." 

Hayden again emphasized that his sole objective was to obtain the CAP, and that he 

desired the flexibility to use Marble Canyon Dam in the event that the preservationists 

stopped the high Bridge Canyon Dam." 

Floyd Dominy then broached the subject of the Marble Canyon-Kanab Creek 

project, stating that the reach of the river through Grand Canyon National Park held 

the most promise for hydroelectric development in the lower forty-eight states. 

Goldwater gave the proposal a "snowball's chance in hell," of ever being built. But 

the Secretary contended that while it was doubtful that the project would be built in 

the near future, eventually water shortages would reach the point where "we can put 

people above scenery." Goldwater derisively replied that, "that would be a change in 

your thinking too, wouldn't it," referring to Udall's emerging leadership position within 

the environmental movement.^" The meeting adjoumed, the feuding sides having 

failed to reach an agreement with regard to strategy, guaranteeing that Arizona's water 

interests would continue to pursue separate agendas for the foreseeable futtu-e. 

This dialogue, so faithfully recorded by Udall's assistant, Orren Beaty, reveals a 

great deal about what was going through the minds of Arizona's water leaders 

"%id., 1-2. 

^id., 4; and Carl Hayden's handwritten notes from the meeting of 6 February 
1963, folder 2, box 321, Carl Hayden Papers. 
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immediately after Stewart Udall's intrcxiuction of the regional plan. Udall sought to 

gain the support of the rest of Arizona's water advocates by describing California's 

favorable initial reaction to it. Every person in the room understood the significance 

of this development, for they had all fought unsuccessfully to overcome California's 

opposition in the House a decade earlier. Since the passage of any House bill required 

a tally of at least 218 votes, California's 38 representatives often controlled the destiny 

of reclamation projects, which typically passed the House by narrow margins. 

California also held a powerful position on the vital House Interior Committee, and it 

now controlled five seats to Arizona's one, occupied by Morris Udall. 

Stewart Udall also disclosed that all options were now on the table, including 

future consideration of the MCKC project and a high Bridge Canyon Dam. By putting 

"people above scenery," Udall revealed in the case of Grand Canyon that he ultimately 

subscribed to Gifford Pinchot's philosophy of wise use for the "greatest good to the 

greatest nimiber." In February of 1963, Udall had not yet taken a public position 

about the height of the dam, however, this meeting reveals that privately, in 

consultation with other water leaders, Stewart Udall now considered using the high 

dam to gain the support of California and the other basin states despite the 

conservationist opposition this would undoubtedly cause. 

Conversely, Carl Hayden sought to guarantee enough power for the CAP only, 

and so he had adopted the position Udall had advocated previously. If the 

conservationists refused to "get in line" and proved potent enough to stop the high 
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dam, the Senator was willing to compromise by building a low Bridge Canyon Dam in 

concert with Marble; thus, he believed. Marble must be held in reserve to assure that 

the CAP would be feasible. Hayden and Udall, though outwardly united in favor of 

federal construction, pursued strategies that had the potential to bring them into 

conflict, for while Hayden's primary concern was to obtain the CAP, Udall sought to 

obtain Califomia's backing, which in his mind was becoming more and more 

associated with the constmction of a high dam. If California should demand 

construction of the high dam for its revenue potential in the face of increasing 

conservationist opposition, it would place Udall in the position of threatening Hayden's 

avenue of retreat, a situation not likely to sit well with Hayden, who had spearheaded 

Arizona's water strategy since the early 1940s. 

Complicating matters even further, the APA continued to seek a license from 

the FPC to construct Marble Canyon Dam despite Udall's and Hayden's opposition, 

and this so angered the Senator that he rarely spoke with APA representatives after 

February of 1963. Stewart Udall was also displeased with the APA's efforts which 

exacerbated the tensions between Arizona's competing water interests. Udall also had 

another worry, for despite his dramatic aimouncement of the regional plan, the Interior 

Department had not yet drafted a proposal to that effect. With the APA's continuing 

advocacy before the FPC and knowing that Senator Hayden intended to introduce CAP 

legislation after the Supreme Court Decision, Udall instructed his Assistant Secretary 

for Water and Power, Kenneth Holum on May 1 to create a committee to draw up the 
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regional plan, a task that Udall deemed so urgent that he instructed Holum to treat it 

as though it were a "crash effort" and to complete the preliminary draft of the 

enormous project in only one month.^' 

The Sierra Qub also undertook a crash effort of sorts in the spring of 1963. 

Angry at the Interior Department for its refusal to reconsider the filling of Lake 

Powell, and at himself for the part he had played in the raising of Glen Canyon Dam, 

David Brower contemplated different means to raise public awareness of the threats 

the Bureau's plans posed to Western wildemess. He decided that visual imagery 

would have the greatest public impact, and he had already dispatched Eliot Porter, a 

skilled photographer, to capture Glen Canyon on film in 1961 and 1962 before its 

inundation. Brower himself filmed Glen Canyon for a forthcoming movie. The 

resulting book. The Place No One Knew, presented haunting imagery combined with 

the writings of prominent wildemess advocates. Sierra Club historian Michael Cohen 

argues that it was the "greatest" and "saddest" of the exhibit format books, a book so 

elegantly written and photographed that Wayne Aspinall, the cmsty Interior Committee 

Chairman who had supported the construction of Glen Canyon Dam, wept when he 

read it." 

^'Johnson, The Central Arizona Project. 131; and Secretary of the Interior to 
Assistant Secretary Holum, 1 May 1963, folder 7, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 

"Michael Cohen, The History of the Sierra Qub. 318-319; and Eliot Porter, 
The Place No One Knew. 7; see also David Brower, interview by author, 27 July 
1997. 
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Presented as a requiem for Glen Canyon, The Place No One Knew also warned 

of future proposals that were "well underway to eradicate the finest miracles left on 

the Colorado" and that altemative energy sources such as fossil fuel or nuclear power 

could be used in the place of hydropower. Brower wrote in his foreword: 

The rest will go the way Glen Canyon did unless enough people begin 
to feel uneasy about the current interpretation of what progress consists 
of — unless they are willing to ask if progress has really served good 
purpose if it wipes out so many of the things that make life 
worthwhile." 

Though the book argued against future development of the Colorado River, the first 

edition of The Place No One Knew was also remarkably restrained, for the Sierra Club 

had yet to adopt an official position on Udall's regional water plan. Other than 

admonishing people to become aware that important decisions about wilderness 

preservation were being made without public input, the book did not appeal for an 

outpouring of letters or other public efforts to try and influence Congress. Though 

beautifully photographed and skillfully edited. The Place No One Knew is also notable 

for what it did not include; nowhere are Grand Canyon or the proposed dams 

mentioned by name. In a very real sense, the book reflects the Sierra Club's 

continuing uncertainty about how politically active it should become; it was one thing 

to moum what was already lost, it was quite another to enter the legislative arena to 

prevent it from happening again. 

The Sierra Qub now stood at an important crossroads in its evolution as an 

^Eliot Porter, The Place No One Knew. 5. 
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environmental organization. Though it had adopted as a matter of official policy in 

1957 a resolution to oppose any more water projects on the lower Colorado River, the 

club's leadership had not actually entered the arena, giving the appearance of 

indifference or retreat. Now, with Glen Canyon going under, the Interior Department 

formulating a regional water plan predicated upon dams in Grand Canyon, and with 

the Supreme Court's ruling in Arizona v. Califomia imminent, the club could no 

longer avoid taking a definitive stand. 

The Sierra Club board of directors met on May 4, 1963, to discuss what 

position the club should take with regard to the latest Grand Canyon proposals by the 

APA and the Interior Department. Bestor Robinson, now Sierra Qub Vice-President, 

still wielded great influence among the leadership and just as he had in 1949, 

Robinson argued for compromise. Robinson made a strong case for the recreation 

potential of Marble Canyon Dam, and even contended that because the dam would 

create a wonderful trout fishery downstream the club should urge the Bureau to 

construct elevators for public access. With the board on the verge of approving yet 

another Robinson compromise, David Brower played his last trump and asked Martin 

Litton, Sierra Qub member, travel editor of Sunset magazine, and staunch Grand 

Canyon advocate, to make a presentation he had prepared beforehand. Litton rose and 

gave an impassioned argument in which he chastised the board for even considering 

the idea of standing by while the Bureau built dams in Grand Canyon. Litton referred 

to a detailed map and demonstrated how dams above and below the park would 
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detrimentally affect the park itself, and he argued that all of Grand Canyon, whether it 

came under Park Service jurisdiction or not, was worth fighting for. As David Brower 

recalled later, Litton "devastated" Bestor Robinson's arguments in favor of 

compromise, and when he finished, Litton received a spontaneous round of applause 

from the those in attendance. After an hour and a half of debate, board member 

Pauline Dyer moved that the club should oppose all further dams and diversions in 

Grand Canyon, and that it should advocate in favor of the enlargement of Grand 

Canyon National Park. The board approved, and with this vote, the Sierra Club had 

once again returned to its rhetorical position of 1957 and, because it had taken the 

steps to protect itself from the IRS should its wilderness advocacy prove too strident, 

the club was now ready to enter the debate without fearing the loss of its tax 

deductible status." 

At the beginning of June 1963 all interested parties, whether for or against the 

dams, anxiously awaited the Supreme Court's decision in the fifth act of the continuing 

Arizona v. California drama. For more than forty years the dispute between the two 

states had raged, beginning with Arizona's refusal to ratify the Compact of 1922, 

through the construction of Boulder Dam, Govemor Moeur's attempt to wage war 

""Minutes," Sierra Qub Board of Directors, 4 May 1963, folder 2, carton 4, 
SCR; and Martin Litton, "Sierra Club Director and Uncompromising Preservationist, 
1950s-1970s," interview by Ann Lage, (Sierra Club Oral History Series, 1980-1981), 
73, Regional Oral History Office, Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley; 
see also David Brower, "Environmental Activist, Publicist and Prophet," interview by 
Susan Schrepfer, (Sierra Qub History Series, 1974-1978), 143, Regional Oral History 
Office, Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley. 
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against California, the dismissal of three previous lawsuits on technicalities in 1931, 

1934, and 1936 by the Supreme Court, and the defeat of Carl Hayden's two CAP bills 

in the House of Representatives in 1950 and 1951. Arizona filed its fifth suit against 

California on August 13, 1952, and the litigation filled forty-three volumes, lasted 

eleven years, and outlived the original special master, George 1. Haight, who died on 

September 30, 1955." The Court appointed Simon H. Rifkind to continue the 

proceedings and on August 28, 1958, the trial before the master ended. Rifkind issued 

his preliminary opinion in I960," and although it favored Arizona, the ruling did not 

bind the Court. Now it remained for the nation's highest tribunal, headed by Earl 

Warren, the ex-govemor of California, to render its momentous decision and resolve 

this long standing dispute." 

Although numerous issues divided the two states, the status of the Gila River 

"Dwight Eugene Mayo, "Arizona and the Colorado River Compact," MA 
Thesis, Arizona State University, 1964. Arizona did, of course, win one of the 
lawsuits in 1935 when the court ruled that congressional authority was necessary 
before construction of Parker Dam could conmience, a victory which was soon 
negated by congressional action. A special master is a person of technical expertise, 
whom the court appoints to try the merits of extremely specialized cases. The master 
then reports his or her findings to the court which may or may not rely upon them in 
rendering its decision. Because of the intricacies of water law and the complexity of 
the Arizona v. California litigation, the Supreme Court appointed Haight and Rifkind, 
experts who were far more qualified than the justices themselves, to analyze the 
detailed issues involved. 

"U.S. Supreme Court, Arizona v. California, "Special Master's Report," 
Washington D.C.: U.S. Supreme Court, December 5, 1960. 

"For a detailed account of the Arizona v. California saga, see Johnson, The 
Central Arizona Project. 87-124 passim. 
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was probably the most controversial and certainly had the most bearing with regard to 

the CAP. California contended that the Gila's flow should be deducted from Arizona's 

Colorado River entitlement because it was a tributary. Arizona countered, arguing that 

since the Gila's watershed lay almost entirely within the state, it was completely 

independent of the Colorado and, therefore, its annual flow should not be considered a 

part of Arizona's allotment. The difference represented by the Gila River amounted to 

about one million acre feet. If the Supreme Court mled in California's favor, the 

CAP, would, in all likelihood, never have been built.^ 

The Supreme Court handed down its opinion on June 3, 1963. In a seven to 

one decision with Justice Warren abstaining, the court held that in a year of average 

flow, Califomia was entitled to 4.4 million acre feet, Arizona to 2.8 million and 

Nevada to 300,000. Furthermore, it mled that the flow of the Gila River was not a 

part of Arizona's entitlement, effectively granting the state an allotment of 3.8 million 

acre feet.^' The decision constituted a monumental victory for the state of Arizona. 

^Ibid., 120-121. According to the Colorado River Compact of 1922, the lower 
basin was to receive 7.5 million acre feet of water every year. The key to the Gila 
River controversy is that it flows into the Colorado hundreds of miles downstream 
from Lee's Ferry, the point at which the Colorado River is measured. Had Califomia 
succeeded in convincing the court that the Gila should be included in Arizona's 
allotment from the 7.5 million acre foot Compact amount, it would have, in effect, 
created an additional one million acre feet of water to draw from the lower basin 
allotment, and Califomia was already using close to one million acre feet to which 
Arizona was entitled. 

^Arizona v. Califomia, 83 S. Q. 1468. The decision also dealt with surplus 
water and the water rights of five lower Colorado Indian tribes, for the sake of brevity, 
these and other implications of the opinion are not included in the narrative. The 
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Finally, pending congressional approval, construction of the CAP could begin. The 

next day Senators Carl Hayden, Barry Goldwater, and Representatives Morris Udall, 

John Rhodes and George Senner introduced legislation to that effect in both houses of 

Congress. 

Although Stewart Udall lobbied vigorously with Arizona's congressional 

delegation to try to convince them that a regional proposal constituted the best 

approach, Arizona's congressional delegation disregarded this advice and chose to 

follow Hayden's lead, in effect dividing Arizona's political influence when it should 

have been most united in the immediate aftermath of the Supreme Court decision. 

Arizona's political leaders were aware that water attorney Northcutt Ely, California's 

brilliant lower Colorado River strategist, intended to use his influence to reverse the 

Supreme Court decision through political action. CAP task force member J. A. 

Riggins expressed the frustration many Arizonans felt in a biting piece of satire about 

Ely's role in the Arizona-Califomia controversy: 

. . ."The law of the West," my lawyer said, "is Prior Appropriation." 
And on this point well stand or fall in the High Court of the Nation. 

For ten long years we tried our case and never did give in — 
Just kept on using water which belonged to you and him. 

The day we lost, my lawyer spoke — sans fear or trepidation. 

Court's decision with regard to Indian water rights is becoming increasingly important 
as the West's water resources become more and more scarce. See also, Johnson, The 
Central Arizona Project. 140. 
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"What you have lost in Court today, regain! — by legislation!" . . 

This was exactly what Udall's regional proposal was designed to avoid; the usurpation 

of the legal process by legislative obstruction, while the introduction of basic CAP 

legislation, in Udall's measured opinion, only guaranteed more of the same. Why 

then, did Arizona's water leaders, Udall's own brother included, take such a coiuse of 

action? 

The answer lies in the reverence with which Carl Hayden was held by 

Arizona's CAP proponents, the public at large, and in Hayden's own perceptions of the 

proper congressional strategy. Why should Hayden, whose own legislative experience 

dated back to 1912, defer to a former representative with only six years of legislative 

experience, when he, as the Senate's ranking member in terms of seniority, had built 

political coalitions that had fostered the passage of dozens of reclamation bills, 

including many of great benefit to the states of Califomia and Colorado, for nearly a 

quarter century? As Chairman of the powerful Senate Appropriations Committee, Carl 

Hayden was well acquainted with the practical side of politics, and the influence he 

held, yet Hayden seldom used his position to force others to bend to his will. 

Hayden believed that the major obstacle to the passage of the CAP had been 

removed now that the Supreme Court had adjudicated the water rights of the lower 

Colorado River Basin. "Ordinary principles of fair play are bound to operate to our 

^ed Riggins, An Ode — From Califomia. folder 9, box 174, Stewart Udall 
Papers. 
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advantage," Senator Hayden wrote to the rest of the Arizona delegation shortly before 

the Supreme Court decision. Carl Hayden expected that his colleagues in both the 

House and Senate, many of whom he had aided in obtaining benefits for their home 

districts, would now help him realize his life-long dream for Arizona.^' 

Hayden feared also that a bill radically different from his previous legislation, 

such as a regional project along the lines suggested by Stewart Udall, would require 

more in-depth studies by the Bureau of Reclamation, resulting in additional lengthy 

delays. The Senator also believed that if the CAP was tied to a basin account along 

with Hoover and Parker Dams, it would give the opponents of a high dam at Bridge 

Canyon ammunition to demonstrate that the CAP was feasible with a low dam and 

power revenues from Hoover. Finally, Hayden discerned that Congress was in a 

fiscally conservative mood in the summer of 1963 and that it would be reluctant to 

pass a multi-billion dollar regional proposal; hence, the Senator believed that to tie the 

CAP in with a more ambitious plan would jeopardize the CAP unnecessarily.'^ 

Hayden, calling upon his 51 years of congressional experience, convinced the Arizona 

delegation of the practicality of his approach and consequently gained their support of 

a reintroduction of the CAP proposal of 1950-1951, which included a high dam at 

^'"Memorandum," Orren Beaty to Stewart Udall, 5 June 1963; and 
"Memorandum," Hayden to Arizona Congressional Delegation, 10 May 1963, folder 8, 
box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 

'^"Memorandum" Hayden to Arizona Congressional Delegation, 10 May 1963, 
folder 8, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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Bridge Canyon with no mention of a dam in Marble Canyon. 

Undaunted, Stewart Udall continued to try to convince Hayden to throw his 

support behind the regional approach. Citing practical reasons of his own, Udall 

appealed to Hayden's bitter memories of past CAP failures, writing the Senator that he 

had consulted several congressmen in "strategic" positions on the House Interior 

Committee, who not only backed the regional proposal but argued that the old CAP 

legislation would create such controversy in the House that it would probably go down 

to defeat despite the respect in which Hayden was held in both houses of Congress. 

Cognizant of Hayden's great political influence and the important role the Senator had 

played in Arizona's quest for the CAP, Udall pleaded with Hayden to "give the 

regional approach a chance," arguing that if Hayden pushed for CAP hearings in 1963, 

it would undercut his own negotiations with California Governor Edmund Brown and 

Senator Thomas Kuchel. Udall contended that only by tying the CAP to the larger 

proposal would California's congressional representatives be induced to support it and 

that to strive for a separate CAP authorization would be "disastrous."^' But the 

Secretary failed to convince the Senator of the efficacy of his plan and Hayden 

obtained Senate approval to convene CAP hearings in the fall of 1963. 

Udall now came under attack from Arizona Republicans who invoked the 

"Secretary of the Interior, "Report to the President," 11 June 1963, folder 7, 
box 107, Stewart Udall Papers; see also Udall to Hayden, 12 June 1963, folder 8, box 
166 Stewart Udall Papers; and Udall to Hayden, 22 July 1963, folder 10, box 166, 
Stewart Udall Papers. 
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Secretary's recent trip to the Soviet Union and his subsequent positive comments about 

hydroelectric developments inside the USSR as evidence that the Interior Secretary 

desired to "socialize" power production in the United States. On July 21 Arizona 

Republican Party Chairman Keith Brown accused Udall of being "a hatchet man for 

the New Frontier [who is] doing everything in his power to block Arizona from 

obtaining its long-fought for goal." Brown invoked New Deal imagery which played 

well before the conservative Arizona electorate, calling Udall's regional proposal an 

"international Colorado Valley Authority," an obvious slap at the Tennessee Valley 

Authority, a New Deal legacy Senator Goldwater publicly loathed. Brown also 

accused Udall of stalling the CAP in order to placate California to assure that the 

state's 40 electoral votes would go to Kennedy in the 1964 presidential election.^ 

Indeed, despite the vituperative Republican rhetoric, it appears as though Udall 

was doing exactly that. California supported Richard Nixon in I960, and Kennedy's 

advisors viewed its electoral bloc as pivotal because, in the light of JFK's razor-thin 

margin of victory in 1960, they sought to obtain a mandate for JFK in 1964. In 

addition, Arizona Senator Barry Goldwater was already being mentioned as a possible 

presidential candidate in 1964; in the event that he won the nomination, it would be 

highly unlikely that Arizona would vote to keep Kennedy — and Udall — in office.^' 

"Keith Brown, Arizona Republican Party Chairman, "Press Release," 21 June 
1962, folder 8, box 166, Stewart Udall Papers. 

^^New York Times. 12 June 1963. 
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Ironically, Udall, who believed that the best chance of obtaining the CAP for Arizona 

in any form was to obtain California's support, was now forced into the position of 

having to oppose Senator Hayden of his own state and party because Udall feared the 

effect that Hayden's CAP strategy would have on the California electorate and thus 

ultimately on his own political position. 

With Hayden and Udall at loggerheads, Arizona's CAP offensive remained 

divided as conservationists now began to initiate a campaign in opposition to the 

proposed Grand Canyon dams. David Brower wrote Udall in late June 1963 

attempting to open a dialogue about Grand Canyon and expressed concerns 

environmentalists held about the Hayden proposals, the regional plan, and the APA 

attempt to build Marble Canyon Dam. Brower believed that the APA proposal 

constituted the greatest threat to the canyon, because most of the gorge lay outside of 

the national park and monument and thus it fell under the jurisdiction of the FPC 

pursuant to the Federal Power Act of 1935. Brower pointed out that the conunission 

existed for the sole purpose of promoting water development and that it did so without 

considering the environmental impact of these projects. In light of the Glen Canyon 

debacle, Brower found it appalling that the FPC was empowered to authorize water 

projects in unprotected reaches of the canyon without having to obtain congressional 

approval, so long as the projects did not infiinge upon the national park or monument. 

In an attempt to bring aesthetic arguments into the policy-making process, 

Brower urged Udall to try to persuade President Kennedy to use his authority under 
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the Antiquities Act of 1906 to enlarge Grand Canyon National Monument so that it 

encompassed all of the canyon from Lee's Ferry to the Grand Wash Cliffs, 277 miles 

downstream. Then, with the entire canyon removed from the jurisdiction of the FPC, 

proponents of water development and conservationists could air their respective views 

before Congress. Brower sent Udall a copy of The Place No One Knew, with its 

persuasive pictorial and philosophical argiraients, and he also cited some quantitative 

evidence of his own — the USGS reports compiled by Luna Leopold in 1958 that 

concluded that Glen Canyon Dam constituted an unnecessary development on the 

already overextended Colorado River. Arguing that the American people did not have 

a chance to voice an opinion about Glen Canyon Dam, Brower contended that it was 

Udall's duty as the chief custodian of the public lands to ensure that the people were 

not denied this opportunity in the case of Grand Canyon.^ 

Evidently, Brower was unaware that Udall also opposed the APA action, and 

that the Secretary had taken action to suspend the FPCs jurisdiction over the dam 

sites. But Udall brushed aside Brewer's other arguments, and the Interior Department 

moved forward with its plans for a regional development. In early July the Interior 

Department circulated a preliminary draft of what it called "The Lower Colorado River 

Project," which included a high dam at Bridge Canyon, and in early August the final 

draft of the project was ready for release. Udall stiraiped the western states trying to 

^Brower to Udall, 22 June 1963; Brower to Udall, 24 June 1963, folder 4, box 
321, Carl Hayden Papers. 
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gain support for the regional proposal and, in doing so, he incurred the ire of Senator 

Barry Goldwater who, together with Hayden, had co-sponsored the CAP bill 

introduced in June. 

Udall carefully avoided attacking Hayden, but on August 22, 1963, the 

Secretary struck back at his antagonists during a town hall meetmg in Los Angeles, 

calling Goldwater a "bitterender" who sought to "reactivate the competition among 

western states for water rather than work toward a regional solution." While 

Goldwater's office declined to comment, Eugene Pulliam, the publisher of the Arizona 

Republic, declared that "Udall's grandiose scheme is. . . nothing except a grab for 

personal power."'' Despite this opposition within his own state, Stewart Udall 

released the regional proposal his departmental task force had formulated on August 

26, 1963, one day before the CAP Senate hearings were scheduled to begin. Udall 

called this massive regional scheme the Pacific Southwest Water Plan (PSWP), and 

anticipated bringing it before Congress in early 1964.'* 

Udall patterned the PSWP after the Colorado River Storage Project, as 

Chairman Aspinall had suggested back in November of 1962, but on a much larger 

scale. In addition to the CAP, it also included projects in Califomia, Nevada, Utah, 

and New Mexico. Recognizing that the Colorado River Compact of 1922 was based 

on a grossly overestimated flow of 17.5 million acre feet aimually, this scheme called 

'^New York Times. 22 August 1963. 

''New York Times. 22 August 1963; and New York Times. 27 August 1963. 
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for development in two phases. The construction of these water projects within 

several western states would commence first, followed by water augmentation of the 

Colorado basin from northern California rivers and desalinization plants up to a total 

of 7.5 million acre feet per year.'® 

The importation of this much water would necessitate the construction of 

aqueducts with huge lifting capacities to transport the water over mountain ranges, and 

require an immense amount of power to drive the pumps and produce enough capital 

to build the projects. To finance the plan, enormous "cash register dams," solely for 

the generation of hydroelectric power twenty-four hours a day, were planned for many 

of the West's great rivers. Consequently, the PSWP included dams at the Bridge and 

Marble Canyon sites to help pay for the project, which, according to initial estimates, 

would cost a staggering $4 billion and take thirty years to build. Phase one, including 

Bridge and Marble Canyon dams, would cost $1.9 billion alone. Udall released the 

proposal to the five govemors of the states affected by the plan as required by the 

Flood Control Act of 1944, for their comments and suggestions. Although the draft 

the govemors received included a high dam at Bridge Canyon, Udall refrained from 

endorsing it publicly, stating only that he supported the general concept of regional 

water development. Consequently Udall was able to obtain favorable publicity for the 

PSWP from the New York Times, even though John Oakes, a Sierra Club member and 

^^ew York Times. 22 January 1963. 
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the paper's chief editor, opposed a high Bridge Canyon Dam.^ 

In the summer of 1963, various agencies within the Interior Department 

submitted their respective positions to the PSWP task force, including the National 

Park Service, which voiced opposition to the high dam. Preliminary versions of the 

Park Service statement also included a strong protest against the MCKC project; 

however, the final statement does not include this opposition, presumably because the 

draft of the PSWP released publicly on August 26, did not include the MCKC project. 

But in July, Merrill Beal, Park Naturalist at Grand Canyon, began compiling data for 

Udall's "crash study" about the detrimental effects that a high Bridge Canyon Dam and 

the MCKC project would have upon the park and Park Service Director Wirth 

reiterated the opposition of his agency toward both projects in August, shortly before 

Udall released the propcsal."*' 

For Udall, who was seeking to generate every possible kilowatt to fimd his 

massive scheme, the MCKC project must have looked enticing. The Bureau estimated 

in 1961 that the project would be capable of generating 2.53 million kilowatts per 

^ew York Times. 22 January 1963; and New York Times, 27 August 1963; 
see also Arizona Republic. 27 August 1963. Udall, it will be remembered, at least 
privately, leaned in fiavor of a high dam, and he had stated this position at the meeting 
of February 1963, with other Arizona water leaders discussed previously in this 
chapter. During that meeting, Udall had stated optimistically that Congress would be 
more likely support a high dam if it was proposed as part of a regional development, 
to try and get Arizona's delegation to support his regional plan. 

Assistant Regional Director, Resource Planning to Acting Superintendent, 
Grand Canyon National Park, 5 July 1963, fiche 7243, "Bridge Canyon Dam, 1954-
1966," (GCNPRL); and Wirth to the Secretary of the Interior, 13 August 1963. 
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year, almost twice the estimated capacity of a high Bridge Canyon Dam/^ The 

proposal also promised a massive infusion of ftmds into the basin development fimd 

that Udall hoped would entice California into supporting the CAP. Though it is 

impossible to determine with exact certainty the point in time when Udall decided 

against the MCKC project, the evidence suggests that as late as August 1963 the 

Secretary contemplated including it in his regional water plan, and discarded it only 

after considering the public outcry the proposal would generate, or the political 

impossibility of passing it. 

Ironically, even though the APA had sought construction of a Bridge Canyon 

Dam so low that it would not invade the park or monument, and despite the outcome 

of the Echo Park controversy where a national monument had been defended 

successfully against the construction of dams and reservoirs, the Park Service adopted 

the same position that Newton Dmry had taken back in 1949, and recommended that 

the PSWP include a low Bridge Canyon Dam that would back water through the 

length of the monument. At no time did the Service suggest officially that the dam 

should be restricted in height to keep water out of the monument, and it recognized 

that it had acquiesced to the creation of a reservoir in Grand Canyon National 

^^United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
"Memorandum Report on Reconnaissance Studies, Marble-Kanab Creek Power 
Development," October 1961, (GCNPRL). 



240 

Monument years before/' 

In the mid 1950s, Director Conrad Wirth had supported the Echo Park Dams 

only when the Interior Department approved them as a matter of policy; at all other 

times, he opposed their construction. Although viewed suspiciously by preservationists 

as being pro-development, especially after he had instituted the controversial Mission 

66 Program and advocated for the improvement of the Tioga Road in Yosemite 

National Park, Wirth had been outspoken in his opposition to encroachments upon 

national parks and monuments. However, Wirth's tenure under Stewart Udall was 

marked by controversy as the old Park Service veteran and the young Secretary 

clashed repeatedly over philosophy and policy. By the time Udall ordered the PSWP 

studies in June, Wirth was on his way out; indeed, he would resign on October 18, 

four days after Undersecretary John Carver delivered a scathing speech at Yosemite 

National Park at the annual Superintendents' Conference in which he compared the 

"private mystique" of Park Service philosophy to the "quasi-religious" nature of the 

"Hitler Youth Movement!"^ 

Park Service officials faced this latest threat to Grand Canyon at a time of 

great imcertainty, when both the Interior Department and Carl Hayden promoted 

various plans for the construction of hydroelectric dams, as well as the MCKC project. 

"•'United States Department of The Interior, "National Park Service Appendix to 
Pacific Southwest Water Plan," August, 1963, box 172, Stewart Udall Papers. 

^Excerpts ft-om Carver's speech are quoted in Michael Fromme, Regreening the 
National Parks (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1992), 65-67. 
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Hayden wielded tremendous power over the Service because as chairman of the Senate 

Appropriations Committee he controlled the flow of funds to the agency. Thus, the 

Park Service could not actively oppose Hayden on Bridge Canyon Dam without 

inviting fiscal retribution. Though some Service officials at the superintendent and 

regional director levels opposed invasions of the national monument, they apparently 

were imable to convince Director Wirth to risk the consequences of combating both 

Hayden and the Interior Secretary."*' Cognizant of the momentum and political 

pressure behind proposals to build Bridge Canyon Dam, Director Wirth focused upon 

limiting the height of the dam to keep the reservoir confined to the monument, and he 

favored shifting the boundary of the monument eastward to the high water line of the 

proposed reservoir. 

The Sierra Club and National Parks Association reacted to the PSWP with 

dismay. Both organizations devoted large sections of the October issues of their 

respective publications to the plan, condemning it in the strongest terms. Two articles 

in National Parks Magazine moumed the continuing destruction of the Colorado's 

canyons and argued that this process could only be arrested by "concerted and 

determined action." Though evidently its leaders desired a public reaction, the NPA 

did not suggest or endorse specific action for its members to take, and the Association 

confined its efforts to educating the readership of its magazine so that they could 

'•'Superintendent, Grand Canyon National Park to Regional Director, Region 
Three, 21 November 1957; and Regional Director, Region Three to Director, 27 
November 1957, fiche 7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam, 1954-1966," (GCNPRL). 
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"decide for themselves" what to do."*® By limiting itself to an educational role, the 

NPA with attorney Anthony Smith as its president, stayed in compliance with the IRS 

lobbying regulations affirmed by the Supreme Court in Harriss. 

The Sierra Qub also published articles in the Sierra Oub Bulletin, and in 

marked contrast to the NPA, the club took a confrontational stance and urged that its 

22,000 members write their political representatives. In a strongly worded essay, 

Martin Litton attacked the dams by accusing the Bureau of manipulating its figures to 

make the dams appear economically feasible, and he also argued that it was ludicrous 

to partition Grand Canyon into separate pieces. Echoing the arguments Newton Dniry 

had advanced thirteen years previously, Litton contended that just because the dams 

were planned for outside of the National Park did not mean that they would not injure 

the canyon, for how could one flood one part without damaging the whole? 

Acknowledging that currently the club faced threats on several fronts, Litton argued 

that the club did not have the luxury of picking and choosing its battles, and wrote 

that, "Dam plans are snowballing." Then Litton, writing with a sense of urgency, 

dramatically articulated the position and tactics that the Sierra Club would take in its 

fight to save Grand Canyon for the duration of the struggle: 

The men in government who might be induced to oppose the dams and 
who once did appear resigned to the loss of the canyon. But are we 
resigned? Shall we fail to go into battle because it is hard to win? . . . 

^Anthony Wayne Smith, "The Mighty Colorado," National Parks Magazine. 
October 1963, 2; and Weldon Heald, "Colorado River of the West," National Parks 
Magazine. October 1963, 4-9. 
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Could not 22,000 Sierra Club members, without strain, tum out 22,000 
letters a day for a week? . . . There has never been a Congress, a 
President, a Secretary of the Interior, a governor or a newspaper editor 
who would not sit up and take notice of that kind of mail. . . . three 
letters each . . . and more to follow . . . could assure the Canyon's 
interim survival and rescue the opportunity for reason to prevail/' 

At the conclusion of Litton's article, the magazine listed the addresses of Interior 

Secretary Udall, senators, representatives and the President of the United States. By 

urging that its members write to their political representatives, the Sierra Club had 

chosen to engage in "substantial lobbying" activity as defined by the Court in Harriss. 

How tolerant the IRS would remain of the club's attempts to influence legislation 

remained to be seen. 

The proponents of Hayden's CAP bill also reacted negatively to Udall's 

introduction of the PSWP, because they believed that the regional plan would only 

confuse the Congress. Hayden set hearings on the bill for August 27-28, and again for 

October 1-2. Real progress on the Hayden CAP proposal could not be made imtil the 

Interior Department issued a new CAP report, and despite Senator Hayden's 

admonitions. Secretary Udall refused to issue a CAP report separate from the PSWP. 

As a result, Hayden's bill stalled, and tensions began to rise between Udall and 

members of Arizona's congressional delegation who viewed the Secretary as being 

obstructionist. Without the Interior Department report, Rich Johnson argued, the 

""Qyde Thomas, "The Last Days of Grand Canyon Too?," Sierra Qub Bulletin. 
October 1963, 2-4. According to Sierra Club historian Michael Cohen, Martin Litton 
wrote this article under the pseudonym of Clyde Thomas. 
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"meaningless" Senate hearings were held only because Hayden's "Senatorial friends" 

would not deny Arizona's senior senator his desire to hold them."** 

Officials within the state of California also began to question Udall's proposal. 

The planned diversion of water from the northem part of the state to the Colorado 

basin so angered representatives from that region that Governor Pat Brown told the 

Secretary that he could no longer support the PSWP without drastic modifications. 

Udall commissioned Undersecretary Carr to rewrite the proposal to obtain California's 

support, a move which in turn, angered Senator Hayden, who feared even more delays. 

Hayden, unbeknownst to Udall, was also engaged in secret negotiations with Govemor 

Brown and California Senator Thomas Kuchel, who had intimated that he might 

compromise on the CAP if the legislation was amended to grant California's 4.4 

million acre feet of water priority over all other water interests in the lower Colorado. 

Hayden also was angry with officials of the APA who had somehow managed to 

convince the mercurial Goldwater to make statements supporting a state-funded project 

even though Goldwater had co-sponsored Hayden's bill.^' 

With Arizona's water interests at each other's throats in the autumn of 1963, 

Interior Chairman Wayne Aspinall entered the fray. Aspinall, tired of the bickering, 

reiterated that he favored a regional water plan for the Southwest modeled on the 

••^Hayden to Udall, 7 February 1964, folder 6, box 167, Stewart Udall Papers; 
Johnson, The Central Arizona Project. 146. 

''^Los Angeles Times. 13 November 1963; and Hayden to Udall, 5 December 
1963, folder 3, box 167, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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CRSP, and that if the various state factions would cooperate with the Interior Secretary 

and present the House Interior Committee with such a plan, "it will receive the earliest 

possible consideration by the Congress." Then Aspinall declared that his committee 

would refuse to act on any CAP legislation unless unity existed within Arizona's 

political delegation, between the seven basin states, and unless all parties supported a 

regional development. Aspinall's pronouncement, though seemingly harsh, laid the 

groundwork for future cooperation among the basin states, as all water interests 

realized that Aspinall's approval was indispensable to the House passage of any CAP 

or regional proposal.'" 

In November of 1963, proponents and opponents of dams in Grand Canyon 

could look back at a year of mixed successes and failures. Enviroimientalists viewed 

Hayden's CAP proposals and Udall's PSWP, and the momentum building behind them, 

with trepidation. Though perhaps encouraged by Udall's pro-environmental rhetoric, 

many preservationists also looked cynically at the loss of Glen Canyon and the threat 

the rising waters of Lake Powell would scon pose to Rainbow Bridge because they 

believed that the Secretary could have taken action to prevent these tragedies. As new 

threats to Grand Canyon emerged, conservation organizations had begun to lay the 

groundwork for opposition campaigns; the National Parks Association and the Sierra 

Club both publicized the latest dam proposals, while the Sierra Club had initiated a 

public letter-writing campaign designed to influence CAP legislation, clearly crossing 

'"Johnson, The Central Arizona Project. 147. 
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the line of permissible activity defined by the Supreme Court in the Harriss decision 

of 1954. The Sierra Qub leadership now believed that only through participation in 

the policy making process could environmentalists gain the legal protection necessary 

to preserve wilderness areas. Hence, these environmentalists now prepared for their 

first national campaign since the Echo Park controversy, having made a pragmatic 

decision to enter the political arena despite the known risk of an IRS revocation. 

Proponents of the CAP could take encouragement from the landmark Supreme 

Court decision in Arizona v. California which finally awarded Arizona the water rights 

its advocates had long claimed. One faction, led by Senator Carl Hayden, believed 

that the barrier that had prevented the passage of the CAP in 1950-1951 had been 

removed, and they had introduced new CAP legislation in the summer of 1963. 

Hayden had also grown exasperated enough with the APA that he had introduced a 

bill to remove the lower Colorado River from the jurisdiction of the FPC, to eliminate 

this potential obstacle to a federally constructed project. Hayden and his supporters 

believed that finally the CAP was within their grasp. 

Stewart Udall's regional water plan, though it received mixed reviews, 

promised at least the potential for compromise between Arizona and the other basin 

states, particularly California. Though northern California objected strongly to the 

idea of a diversion of its water to the Colorado basin, Califomia Governor Edmund 

Brown had endorsed the regional proposal as a concept, albeit with some alterations. 

It appeared that California's representatives might be induced to support the CAP in 



247 

some fomi, a possibility that heretofore had never existed. 

Udall could also be heartened by the fact that Wayne Aspinall, the 

cantankerous Interior Committee Chairman, also endorsed the regional plan and sent a 

strong signal to the squabbling factions that they need only cooperate and he would 

throw his support behind the measure. In this era of seemingly limitless scientific 

advancement, the Secretary had also carved out a niche for his department in the area 

of desalinization, and he served a President who was not only also enamored with big 

technology, but one who assigned the highest priority to desalinization, a major 

component of Udall's regional plan. Though Kennedy did not endorse the PSWP 

publicly and did not plan to until after he had secured California's electoral support in 

1964, the President had given Udall his tacit approval of the project in the summer of 

1963." Udall looked forward to bringing the proposal before Congress in early 1964, 

and to gaining the President's public backing after the election. Major obstacles lay 

ahead but Udall believed that through negotiation with the basin states, technological 

advancements, and the support of the popular young President that Congress would 

approve the basin plan and resolve the water problems plaguing the Pacific southwest. 

But an assassin's bullet ended Udall's hopes of (public) presidential support in late 

November of 1963. 

"Stewart Udall to LBJ re: PSWP, u.d. folder 3, box 174. Although this 
document is undated, its content suggests that it was written as an informational 
document to LBJ during the first three months of his presidency. It is important 
because Kennedy never endorsed the PSWP publicly, yet in this memo Udall states 
that he had obtained Kennedy's "concurrence" in favor of the PSWP. 
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THE BATTLE IS JOINED 

The half-size [Bridge Canyon] dam would reduce the power output by about 50 
percent and the power revenues by the same amount. We just can't afford to 
partially use this power site and deny the Central Arizona Project the maximum 
power revenues so sorely needed for payout. 

— Royd Dominy, December 1963' 

Nature lovers are a powerful, and almost unassailably virtuous voice in 
American affairs. Arizona had better watch out for them. They can influence 
many votes in Congress. 

— Ben Cole, columnist, Arizona Republic. 
December 1963^ 

On November 22, 1963, Stewart Udall and five other members of President 

Kennedy's cabinet were aboard an Air Force jet enroute to Japan to make preparations 

for a presidential visit scheduled tentatively for the following spring. High above the 

Pacific Udall learned the dreadful news that Kennedy had been slain in Dallas, Texas. 

Shocked into stunned silence, the Secretary stared out at the ocean, and as the plane 

reversed course and headed back to Washington D. C., he attempted to captiu"e his 

thoughts and feelings about the President whom he had served for almost three years, 

and the man who — even as Udall wrote — was gathering the reins of presidential 

power. To Udall, Kennedy had been a "modem president," blessed with a keen 

'"Tucson's Stake in Arizona's Reclamation Future," speech given by Floyd 
Dominy, Tucson, Arizona, 11 December 1963, folder 2, box 167, Stewart Udall 
Papers. 

^Arizona Republic. 29 December 1963. 
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intellect that "could catch up and deal with the most complex problems of the age," a 

president who had endorsed technological advances such as desalinization, nuclear 

power and Udall's philosophy of resource conservation. As he fought to understand 

the day's events, the Secretary conjectured that LBJ would fail if he did not carry on 

"the President's Civil Rights program," unconsciously expressing his own struggle to 

comprehend the transition of power that had already taken place. Turning his thoughts 

to the new chief executive, Udall wrote of Johnson's "ruthless [ness] with people" and 

numbered among his strengths his "skill as a politician," and "Johnson's roots in rural 

America."' Perhaps even now, Udall pondered whether Johnson, raised in the Texas 

hill country and so intimately acquainted with the struggles of farmers trying to 

scratch a living out of an arid environment, would embrace the Pacific Southwest 

Water Plan, designed to aid agricultural interests in the American Southwest. 

Lyndon Johnson was more than just an ordinary politician, he was, in Udall's 

estimation, "easily the best Senate leader of the age," because of his ability to 

manipulate the legislative process and forge coalitions to obtain his objectives. To a 

great extent, Johnson's political career had been built upon his support of reclamation 

projects, first in Texas, and later the West. Indeed, as a Senator, Johnson had backed 

the Central Arizona Project and Bridge Canyon Dam strongly when the Senate debated 

the proposal in 1950 and 1951, twice voting in favor of the project. As a result, LBJ 

'Stewart Udall, "Enroute Back to Washington," handwritten notes taken aboard 
the cabinet plane , 22 November 1963, folder 3, box 109, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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forged ties with Arizona politicians such as Carl Hayden and former Senate Majority 

leader Ernest McFarland, now a Justice of the Arizona Supreme Court/ Given the 

new President's relationship with these and other westem politicians, and his previous 

endorsement of the CAP, Udall as well as the proponents of a bare bones CAP, had 

reason to be optimistic about obtaining President Johnson's endorsement. 

Stewart Udall also had reason to worry, for he now served the very man whom 

he had opposed during the Democratic primary race of 1960, and LBJ was not likely 

to forget Udall's efforts to relegate him to the vice presidency. But Johnson also 

posed a potential threat to the PSWP and CAP because of his own sense of political 

pragmatism and need for acceptance. According to historian Robert Caro, a leading 

Johnson biographer, LBJ's latent insecurities drove him to great lengths to gain the 

affection of people, even as he ascended to the heights of power. LBJ also proved 

adept at attracting support from conservatives and liberal Democrats alike, because he 

masked his true feelings about controversial issues. Consequently, as a young 

congressman, Johnson gained and maintained favor with President Franklin Roosevelt, 

while only a few years later, he disassociated himself from the New Deal during his 

^Ibid., passim; and Robert Caro, The Years of Lvndon Johnson. The Path to 
Power (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1982) 458-468 passim; see also Robert Dallek, 
Lone Star Rising: Lvndon Johnson And His Times. 1908-1960 (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1991), 175, 179-181; and Stewart Udall, interview by author, 13 
March 1997, see also McFarland to the President, 1 August 1966, folder 2, box 476, 
Morris Udall Papers. 
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campaign for the Senate in 1948. Though Caro's analysis ends that same year/ the 

enigmatic Johnson continued to appeal to both sides of the political spectrum 

throughout his twelve years in the Senate. Because he had become president by 

default, Johnson looked to the 1964 presidential election with even greater anticipation 

than had Kennedy, because it offered LBJ the chance to be elected on his own terms 

and legitimize his Presidency by gaining a mandate from the electorate. As badly as 

Udall wanted presidential approval of the PSWP and Hayden desired it for the CAP, 

with eleven months to go until the presidential race, Johnson was too politically astute 

to risk antagonizing a state that controlled an Electoral College voting bloc the size of 

California's. LBJ viewed California's support as essential to his own place in history; 

consequently, though Udall and Hayden would try and obtain presidential support for 

their water projects throughout 1964, they would make these efforts in vain. 

Udall made his first appeal for the PWSP to President Johnson on November 

27, two days after the majestic funeral procession for the late President Kennedy, 

laying out the priorities his office intended to pursue during the following year in a 

memo to Bill Moyers, now a member of Johnson's staff. The Secretary emphasized 

the importance of his regional plan to the Southwest, and he also urged LBJ to 

authorize a dramatic increase in the saline water conversion program. Udall also 

recommended that the President read The Quiet Crisis, especially the chapter about the 

'Robert Caro, The Years of Lyndon Johnson: The Path to Power. 552; see also 
Robert Caro, The Years of Lyndon Johnson: Means of Ascent (New York: Alfred 
Knopf Inc., 1990), 77-78, 125. 
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resource policies of Theodore and Franklin Roosevelt, to gain "inspiration," and 

insights into his own philosophy of resource conservation.® 

As Udall struggled with the transition from Kennedy to Johnson, he also came 

under increasing fire from Carl Hayden and proponents of the CAP because he 

continued to withhold a separate CAP report. However, Udall believed California 

Governor Edmund Brown would view a separate report as a breach of faith and he had 

gone to great lengths to assure Brown that the project would benefit Califomia. The 

Govemor had responded by taking a great political risk, endorsing Udall's regional 

concept even though it included the CAP as a component. Hayden and Arizona 

Govemor Paul Fannin accused Udall of favoring Califomia, and demanded that he 

give Arizona an "equal opportunity" to put its share of the Colorado River to 

beneficial use. In an attempt to limit the potential fallout, Udall dispatched 

Commissioner Royd Dominy, whom Hayden respected, to Arizona to try to persuade 

state leaders that a regional plan promised the best approach to the Southwest's water 

problems.^ 

Dominy spoke to water leaders in Tucson on December II, and he stressed that 

even though he believed Arizona's politicians were justified in seeking the CAP in 

®Udall to Moyers and attached "Memo to the President," 27 November 1963, 
folder 9, box 197, Stewart Udall Papers. 

^Arizona Daily Star. 12 December 1963 and Arizona Daily Star. 30 December 
1963; see also Udall to Hayden, 19 December 1963, folder 2, box 167, Stewart Udall 
I^apers. 
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light of the June 1963 Supreme Court Decision, state leaders needed to consider the 

overall situation in the Pacific southwest before pressing forward. The current water 

crisis in the region had been caused by explosive population growth, and there simply 

was not enough water in the Colorado River to go around. Only through massive 

imports into the basin from northern California and the desalinization of seawater 

through the use of "mammoth nuclear power plants along the West coast" could future 

water supplies be assured. Dominy, framing his argument in the context of political 

practicality, pointed out that Wayne Aspinall desired a regional plan, the success of 

such a plan rested largely upon building up a development fund, and, therefore, it 

would be foolhardy to "partially utilize" the Bridge Canyon dam site by constructing a 

low dam. Invoking the imagery of the vanished Hohokam civilization, the 

Commissioner closed by saying that "additional water must come to the State before 

the faucets in Tucson and other cities dribble dust. . . Though he was later to deny 

vehemently that he had ever supported either the PSWP or nuclear desalinization of 

seawater, Floyd Dominy advocated enthusiastically in favor of both in this and in 

other public addresses, although privately he may have felt differently.® 

^Remarks by Commissioner Floyd E. Dominy, Bureau of Reclamation, Tucson, 
Arizona 11 December 1963; see also Floyd Dominy, interview by author, 1 November 
1996. Floyd Dominy called the PSWP a "debacle," and he lambasted the atomic 
energy and desalinization lobby and blamed it for the defeat of the Grand Canyon 
dams in this interview. Dominy believed privately that with Udall as Interior 
Secretary, Carl Hayden in the Senate and Barry Goldwater as the Republican 
presidential nominee, that Arizona possessed the political muscle to drive a bare-bones 
CAP through Congress that included at least one dam. 
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Just where this additional water was to come from, however, had not yet been 

determined, for northern California resistance to importation from the region had 

caused Brown to cool to the regional plan. But if water could not be imported from 

northern Califomia, then what other options were available? Desalinization, though it 

appeared promising, still was several years away from becoming a reality, and the 

technological breakthrough to make it competitive with other types of water sources 

had not yet occurred, with no guarantee that it ever would, despite the optimism of 

leading scientists and the Interior Secretary. Udall's administrative staff began to 

advocate quietly in favor of a diversion from the Pacific Northwest as a possible 

solution in December of 1963. Assistant Commissioner of Reclamation Bill Palmer 

specified that the importation should come from the Columbia River, which annually 

discharged 140 million acre feet each year into the Pacific Ocean, a "waste" of water 

equivalent to ten times the flow of the Colorado in an average year. It was the first 

such suggestion since Califomia had raised this prospect during in the CAP hearings 

of 1947.' However, even to discuss this altemative risked incurring the wrath of 

Senator Henry Jackson from the state of Washington, whose influence as head of the 

Senate Interior Committee was almost as great as that of Hayden. An angry Jackson 

had the power to stop the PSWP or any other reclamation proposal in its tracks if he 

chose to do so. Still, the possibility of a Pacific Northwest diversion had now been 

raised and it would be up to the Interior Secretary to determine how, when, or whether 

'Beaty to Udall, 16 December 1963, folder 2, box 167, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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the subject should be broached with Jackson. 

Udall circulated a revised PSWP proposal to the western governors and other 

interested parties on December 26, 1963, and despite Hayden's "vigorous protests," he 

released it to the press on February 15, 1964. The proposal did not include the CAP 

as a severable project, and Carl Hayden continued to voice his objections to it. 

However, the plan changed the northem California importation proposal to a 

"feasibility study," an attempt to delay the portion of the plan most objectionable to 

the state of California. The Secretary slashed almost one billion dollars worth of 

projects from the previous incamation of the plan, which now had an estimated cost of 

3.1 billion. The proposal also included the Coconino Dam on the Little Colorado 

River, even though it would create a reservoir encroaching upon Wupatkai National 

Monument, and it also called for the construction of an additional silt retention dam in 

the spectacular canyon of the Paria River, just downstream from Lee's Ferry. The 

savings were largely attributable to a redesign of the Bridge Canyon Dam, and the 

PSWP no longer included desalinization plants, making Califomia's support more 

dependent than ever upon the augmentation of the Colorado River. Although the plan 

did not include any provision for the importation of water from a specific source, 

thereby avoiding Jackson's ire, the final draft included a potentially explosive issue: a 

high Bridge Canyon Dam.'° 

'"Arizona Republic. 27 December 1963; and Arizona Republic. 29 December 
1963; see also Carl Hayden, Telegram to Stewart Udall, 30 December 1963; and New 
York Times. 15 February 1964; see also Stewart Udall interview by author, 13 March 
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During the 1955 House Interior Committee Hearings on the Colorado River 

Storage Project, Stewart Udall sat across the table from David Brower and predicted 

that someday the two of them would face off over Bridge Canyon Dam. However, 

after the conservationists had succeeded in wielding enough muscle to have the Echo 

Park dams deleted from the legislation, Udall realized that the conservationists 

constituted a potent new political force. For the rest of the 1950s, well into 1962, 

Udall cautioned Arizona water interests against insisting upon the construction of a 

high Bridge Canyon Dam to avoid antagonizing the conservation interests. Udall's 

appeals convinced Senator Hayden to block the APA license in 1963 so that he could 

hold Marble Canyon Dam in reserve, in case the conservationist organizations 

mounted a viable threat to a high Bridge Canyon Dam. 

However, Udall learned another lesson from his years in Congress as well; that 

the sheer power of the Califomia delegation constituted an almost insurmountable 

obstacle to the CAP. Consequently, Udall premised the PSWP upon obtaining 

California's backing, and incurred the wrath of Carl Hayden and other prominent 

Arizona water advocates in the process. Before arriving at his decision, the Secretary 

considered carefully the positions of the different agencies within his department 

which had split over the high dam issue. Royd Dominy made a powerful argument 

1997. Between January and March of 1964, a state of open warfare existed between 
Secretary Udall and Hayden's administrative assistant Roy Elson who, Udall later 
contended, anticipated running against Udall for Hayden's Senate seat upon Hayden's 
retirement. 
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favoring a high Bridge Canyon Dam, stating that it promised the greatest potential for 

revenue generation to build the development fimd, the key inducement for California's 

support. The National Park Service issued its report in which it opposed a high dam 

but accepted the inevitability of a dam that would create a reservoir in the national 

monument. Udall himself admitted that a high dam would "impair park values" in 

August of 1963. Assistant Secretary for Public Lands John Carver, Udall's hatchet 

man in the ousting of Director Conrad Wirth, also made powerful arguments against 

the high dam, pointing out that the dam would precipitate such an outpouring of 

protest from conservationists that it would "threaten the success of the entire proposal . 

. . ." Voicing his concerns in unequivocal language. Carver wrote Ken Holum, the 

Assistant Secretary of Water and Power on January 6, 1964: 

Inimdation of a portion of one of the world's natural wonders ought to 
be contemplated only if absolutely necessary, as where the safety of the 
nation is faced with a clear and present danger. The Pacific Southwest 
region needs water and power. Whether this need amounts to such a 
crisis is, in my opinion, the issue framed for the department. If the 
lower stmcture at Bridge Canyon means a brake on the growth of the 
region, that is a price that must be weighed in the balance." 

The same day. Carver wrote the Secretary, and urged Udall to consider the 

political ramifications of endorsing the high dam. Noting that the conservationists 

were still angry over Dinosaur and Rainbow Bridge, Carver argued that the 

conservationists would "mount the most vigorous and concerted campaign since Hetch 

'^Assistant Secretary — Public Land Management to Secretary of the Interior, 6 
January 1964, part 1, box 125, D of I/CCF, RG 48. 
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Hetchy." As though environmentalist opposition were not enough, the Assistant 

Secretary also pointed out that the PSWP neglected to consider the position of the 

Native American tribes that would be affected by the proposal: sixty thousand acres 

of Hualapai and Navajo reservation land would be flooded, and this did not include 

the Havasupai, who stood to lose a mile of the spectacular canyon they had live in for 

hundreds of years. Carver argued in practical terms, putting the aesthetic and 

conservation factors aside; he believed that the Secretary risked defeat if 

conservationists and Indians united against the dams, opposition that probably would 

not arise if Bridge Canyon Dam were just one hundred feet lower. 

National Park Service personnel also spoke out against the high dam. John S. 

McLaughlin, the Superintendent of Grand Canyon National Park, blasted the proposed 

high dam in a December 1963 letter to the new Park Service Director, George B. 

Hartzog Jr. McLaughlin lamented the loss of igneous geological features that would be 

inundated by Bridge Canyon reservoir: 

. . .  t o  c o v e r  u p  a  l a r g e  p a r t  o f  t h i s  e v i d e n c e  o f  t h e  C a n y o n ' s  f i e r y  p a s t  
will obscure the primary interpretive story at Grand Canyon National 
Monument. Such volcanic activity did not occur in the park proper — if 
it is not preserved at Grand Canyon National Monument, it will not be 
preserved at all! 

A few weeks later, McLaughlin wrote Hartzog again, citing evidence from an article 

written by Dr. Harold Myers, Dean of the College of Agriculture at the University of 

'^Assistant Secretary — Public Land Management to Secretary of the Interior, 6 
January 1964, part 1, box 125, D of I/CCF, RG 48. 
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Arizona, who concluded that the PSWP would also be feasible with a low dam.'^ 

Hartzog in turn, queried Interior Secretary Udall, asking for clarification as to 

whether a high dam was going to be included in the revised PSWP. The Director also 

reminded the Secretary that under the reclamation provision in the 1919 act, invasive 

projects could only be authorized "when consistent with the primary purposes of the 

park — that is, to not impair the scenic beauty. . . ." Hartzog argued further that 

during the 1930s, Park Service and Reclamation Bureau personnel discussed the 

Bridge Canyon project, and that all parties had only agreed to the construction of a 

low dam that would back water through the monument." Though Udall did not 

respond immediately, the author of the Grand Canyon National Park Establishment 

Act did. 

Carl Hayden, citing Park Service literature that endorsed the recreational values 

a high dam would create, wrote Hartzog on February 19, 1963 demanding a 

clarification of the agency's position. The next day, several newspapers published 

articles outlining the dispute, and soon afterward Park Superintendent McLaughlin 

issued orders to his staff at Grand Canyon that his and their official response would be 

"no comment" if reporters asked for an opinion. The final word on the Park Service's 

position was given by Assistant Secretary Carver who wrote the Senator assuring him 

'^McLaughlin to Director, 13 December 1963; and McLaughlin to Director, 4 
February 1964, fiche 7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam, 1954-1966," (GCNPRL). 

"Director Hartzog to the Secretary of the Interior, 27 January 1964, fiche 7423, 
"Bridge Canyon Dam, 1954-1966," (GCNPRL). 
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that the Interior Department favored the high dam and that: 

The National Park Service, having discharged its responsibilities in 
advising the Secretary [of the Interior] as it saw fit, is now bound to the 
departmental position approved by the Secretary. I have every 
confidence that all of its actions will be in strict conformity with this 
decision. 

This correspondence with Hayden was distributed throughout the Park Service, 

eventually finding its way to McLaughlin and his staff. The Secretary had now 

adopted the high Bridge Canyon Dam as official policy, and the Park Service, 

Director, having made his case, now was obligated to support Udall's decision as a 

matter of bureaucratic propriety. Never again, for the duration of the struggle, would 

the National Park Service oppose the high dam publicly. 

Leading preservationists, appalled at Director Hartzog's seeming acceptance of 

a Bureau reservoir in Grand Canyon National Park and Monument, quickly criticized 

''Carl Hayden to George B. Hartzog, 17 February 1964; and Superintendent 
McLaughlin to his staff, 26 February 1964; see also John A. Carver, Jr. to Carl 
Hayden, 6 March 1964; and Regional Director National Park Service to Southwest 
Region Superintendents, 16 March 1964; fiche 7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam, 1954-
1966," (GCNPRL); and Arizona Dailv Sun. 20 February 1964; see also Arizona 
Republic. 20 February 1964. This exchange is a classic example of how policy 
decisions were made within the Interior Department. As with the Dinosaur 
controversy, once the Interior Department decided officially in favor of a high dam as 
a matter of policy, the Park Service could no longer oppose the decision. 
Nevertheless, Superintendent McLaughlin or someone else in a position to see the 
above-cited correspondence at Grand Canyon, wrote defiant comments in the margins, 
in one instance referring to the Interior Department's boiler plate language in Carver's 
letter as "poppycock," and enclosing the word "asks" from an Arizona Republic article 
entitled, "Hayden Asks Park Service View on Dam," in quotation marks with the 
comment, "looks more like he's telling us what it should be" referring to Hayden's 
demand for the Park Service's position regarding the high Bridge Canyon Dam. 
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Hartzog for failing to take a stronger stand. Relations between the Park Service and 

conservationists which had been warm during Newton Drur/s tenure, and had grown 

tepid during Conrad Wirth's administration, largely because of his pro-development 

policies such as Mission 66 and the Tioga Road in Yosemite, degenerated further 

under Hartzog. Frosty exchanges permeated the discourse between Hartzog and David 

Brower, who developed what can only be described as a mutual dislike for one 

another. Brower, in a 1978 interview gave this assessment of Hartzog: "He was 

always a hale and hearty man. He had a powerful handshake. He'd look you in the 

eye — and forget about wilderness." Hartzog, for his part also had strong feelings 

about Brower, stating later that, "... you were just a no good son of a bitch if you 

didn't agree with everything he said." Hartzog prided himself on his ability to 

compromise and work with people such as Dominy, whom others found difficult, and 

he realized that he was not the same calibre of preservationist as Drury. However, 

Drury was not a practical politician, and Director Hartzog believed that the PSWP 

required a pragmatic approach. Hartzog appreciated Udall's situation, and recognized 

that the PSWP was going to include a dam at Bridge Canyon; he opposed the high 

dam as stridently as he believed it prudent to do so, but retreated because he did not 

desire to endanger other Park Service programs by being intransigent.^® 

'®David Brower, "Environmental Activist, Publicist and Prophet," interview by 
Susan Schrepfer (Sierra Qub History Series, 1974-1978), 61, Regional Oral History 
Office, Bancroft Library, University of Califomia Berkeley; and George Hartzog, 
interview by author, 2 November 1996. 
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Udall's attempts to find a politically practical solution placed him instead upon 

the homs of a difficult dilemma. If he favored the low dam, he would most certainly 

be faced with opposition from Califomia, and possibly Aspinall who by now had 

become enamored with the possibility of water importation. If he chose the high dam 

option, he was likely to be opposed by conservationists still smarting over the 

Rainbow Bridge and Glen Canyon fiascos, possibly united with Native Americans 

during a time of increasing public sensitivity to civil rights concerns. Director 

Hartzog did not envy Udall's position, and he recalled later that it was the "most 

painful decision that [he] ever wimessed the Secretary having to make."" 

Having to decide upon the high dam as a matter of policy forced Udall to 

interpret the language in the establishment act and decide just what constituted an 

"interference" with the scenic beauty of the park. Qearly in 1919, Senator Hayden 

believed that reservoirs and even dams within the park would not violate this 

provision, and in 1964 the Senator still held the same position. Judging by the 

congressional and public support of the Hetch Hetchy reservoir despite John Muifs 

campaign against it, a significant majority of politicians and the public agreed with 

Hayden in 1919. But by 1964, these perceptions had changed. Not even the Bureau 

of Reclamation proposed to construct dams within the park proper, and its intrusive 

MCKC project, scorned both by environmentalists and the Park Service, was an 

attempt to utilize efficiently the hydroelectric potential of the river's fall within the 

"George Hartzog, interview by author, 2 November 1996. 
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park boundaries without scarring the park with dams.'® 

The objections of conservationist organizations to the high dam had only 

surfaced recently, and many were still undecided; boating and fishing enthusiasts, for 

example, might welcome more desert reservoirs in the Colorado canyons. Even the 

Park Service, though it opposed the high dam, stated in its appendix to the PSWP that 

recreational benefits would accrue to the region, among them improved fishing and 

boating in a spectacular, "fjord-like setting," a relatively positive assessment." 

Though many environmentalists use the word "conservationist" as a pejorative today, 

in 1964 the term as it was used commonly, was over-arching enough to include 

disciples of Gifford Pinchot, such as Stewart Udall, as well as preservationists like 

David Brower and Anthony Smith. 

In the spring of 1964, Udall realized he could no longer avoid making a 

decision, and he believed that a vast gulf existed between what the reclamation 

provision permitted and what the American public would accept. A narrow reservoir 

that raised the water level along thirteen miles of the park boundary in the most 

remote section of the park seemed a small price to pay when compared to the benefits 

"E. C. La Rue's 1923 report included several dam site assessments within 
Grand Canyon National Park. However, the only proposal to build dams within the 
park, at least to this writer's knowledge, was briefly mentioned by officials of the 
LADWP during the FPC proceedings against the APA during the late 1950s, a scheme 
that disappeared rather quickly. 

''United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Appendix to 
Pacific Southwest Water Plan. August, 1963, box 172, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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that would accrue to the Pacific Southwest from the revenue generated from the dam. 

Ultimately, Udall chose the pragmatic route in both the court of public opinion and the 

political arena, and he believed most people would not view the small intrusion as 

damaging to the scenic beauty of Grand Canyon National Park. Politically, Udall was 

convinced that the support of California and Aspinall were indispensable if the project 

was to gain approval by the House, and that this support would overcome the potential 

opposition of conservationists and Native Americans. The Secretary made his decision 

based upon that political reality — the final version of the Pacific Southwest Water 

Plan would include a high Bridge Canyon Dam, and he would now throw the weight 

of his department behind it to ensure the continued backing of California and Aspinall. 

Conservationists felt betrayed by Udall's decision and intensified their 

opposition efforts against both dams. David Brower believed that it might be possible 

to attack the PSWP on legal grounds and asked Robert Jasperson of the Conservation 

Law Society to analyze this portion of the Grand Canyon National Park Act in the 

light of subsequent statutes: 

Whenever consistent with the primary purpose of said park, the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to permit the utilization of areas 
therein which may be necessary for the development and maintenance 
of a government reclamation project. 

Jasperson based his analysis upon what he believed were the two most vulnerable 

sections of the provision: how courts had defined "necessary" park invasions for 

reclamation, and what Congress had meant by "consistent with the primary purposes" 
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of the park. Jasperson found that even though the National Park Act of 1916 

stipulated the primary purpose of the parks as meaning to leave them "unimpaired for 

the enjoyment of future generations," it did not appear as though Congress intended to 

conf ate the term "unimpaired" with the term "untouched." Citing numerous park 

establishment acts that included similar reclamation provisions, and a 1935 opinion 

rendered by the United States Attorney General, Jasperson concluded, that the 

preservationists' argument — that the amended Federal Power Act of 1921 had 

superseded the reclamation provision — was invalid because Congress conferred 

"specific authority" upon the Secretary in the act of 1919 — authority that was not 

expressly overtumed by the 1921 statute. Furthermore, he argued, even though one 

federal court distinguished between reclamation and hydroprojects, the Bureau's policy 

of linking revenues from hydroelectric dams such as those included in the PSWP, to 

irrigation diversions, made an attack upon the high Bridge Canyon Dam based upon 

the contention that it was not "necessary for reclamation," highly problematic.^" 

Jasperson concluded that prospects for mounting a successful legal challenge to the 

high dam appeared remote at best. 

Conservation leaders began to formulate other strategies of opposition, and 

communicated with each other about coordinating their efforts. In addition to the 

Sierra Club and the National Parks Association, the Western Federation of Outdoor 

^Grand Canyon National Park Establishment Act. Statutes at Large 40, sec 1, 
1178; and Jasperson to Brower, 28 April 1964, folder 13, box 21, SCMP. 
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Qubs, comprised of thirty-five thousand members of mostly small westem 

conservation organizations, adopted a resolution against the PSWP at its Labor Day 

conference in 1963.^' Now, at the March 1964 annual meeting of the National 

Wildlife Federation (NWF), an organization with a total membership of more than two 

million people, representatives of the Izaak Walton League scheduled a special 

conclave to discuss the Grand Canyon situation. Leaders from prominent conservation 

associations attended, and Stewart Udall sent Henry Caulfield of the Interior 

Department's Resource Planning Staff to try and convince these environmentalists how 

important the high Bridge Canyon Dam was to gaining congressional approval of the 

PSWP. After Caulfield's presentation, David Brower and Tony Smith stood up and 

rebutted his statements, both leaders saying that their organizations would continue 

their opposition. Smith also stated that the NPA had employed an expert in resource 

management to formulate a plan based upon alternative energy sources and that study 

concluded that steam plants and atomic power constituted viable options. This PSWP 

alternative. Smith revealed, was scheduled for publication in a forthcoming issue of 

National Parks Magazine.'^ 

Conservation organizations that favored the Grand Canyon dams also used the 

National Wildlife Federation meeting as a forum to present a pro-dam view. The 

^'Arizona Republic. 29 December 1963. 

"Regional Director to Southwest Region Superintendents, 26 March 1964, fiche 
7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam, 1954-1966," (GCNPRL). 
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Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZOF) launched a campaign extolling the 

recreational benefits that would result from the PSWP, including the planned 

construction of 50 small reservoirs in Arizona alone, during its latter phases. The state 

of Arizona financed the Game and Fish Department offensive, designed to rebut the 

position taken by proponents of preservation at the NWF conference. The AZGF 

department, supported by two Arizona conservation organizations, the Arizona Game 

Protective Agency and the Arizona Council of Conservationists, proposed a series of 

"aerial safaris" over the sites of the proposed dams for the leaders of the national 

conservation organizations, to demonstrate that the high dam would not have a 

detrimental effect upon Grand Canyon National Park and Monument. Demand for the 

flights proved so overwhelming that Reclamation officials loaned the AZGF the 

Biireau's own airplane in addition to the plane the AZGF had chartered. AZGF 

officials tried to convince Govemor Fannin that by emphasizing the recreational 

aspects of the PSWP it might well be possible to pose an effective counter argument 

to the preservationist opposition, one that might gain support among fish and wildlife 

oriented organizations." 

The National Wildlife Federation constituted the largest conservation 

organization in the world in 1964, and its member organizations represented many 

different conservation viewpoints. Even more encouraging, from a pro-dam 

^0. N. Arrington, Chief AZGF Special Services Division, to Govemor Fannin, 
20 March 1964, folder 6, box 167, Stewart Udall Papers.. 
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perspective, the NWF president, Thomas Kimball, had previously held posts in the 

state game and fish departments of both Arizona and Qjlorado and would probably be 

sympathetic to arguments based upon increased recreational benefits for hunters and 

fishers. By targeting the NWF, the AZGF, and Interior Department, as well as other 

recreational enthusiasts, hoped to prevent the National Wildlife Federation firom 

joining with the Sierra Club, Izaak Walton League and National Parks Association 

against the Grand Canyon dams. If this strategy succeeded, it would isolate these 

smaller anti-dam organizations by portraying them as extremist in nature and suggest 

to both Congress and the public that their leaders did not speak for all 

conservationists. Indeed, the Sierra Club, Izaak Walton League, Wilderness Society 

and the National Parks Association combined, only totaled about I40,(X)0 members, 

50,000 of whom belonged to the IWL, which itself was an advocate of sportfishing." 

Thus, the proponents of the PSWP initiated a potentially devastating counter-strategy 

against the anti-dam organizations in the first quarter of 1964; by attempting to divide 

the conservationists themselves, proponents of the PSWP hoped to appeal to segments 

of the population that believed in balancing development and preservation who might 

be offended at the attempts of the anti-dam organizations to appropriate the term 

"conservationist" for their own use. 

Proponents of the Grand Canyon Dams pursued their objectives in the political 

"Morley Fox, "A Report on Conservation Groups," 1965, folder 9, box 478, 
Morris Udall Papers. Fox was the Washington Representative for the Central Arizona 
Project Association, a pro-CAP lobbying organization. 
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arena in addition to rebutting the rhetoric of the preservationists. On April 9, 1964, 

Stewart Udall appeared before Senator Jackson's Interior Committee to give the 

Interior Department position during the latest round of CAP hearings on the Hayden-

Goldwater CAP bill. Udall argued in favor of the regional plan, and was subjected to 

intense questioning by Carl Hayden, who had recently accepted a position as a junior 

member of the committee to aid the CAP legislation. During the course of the 

hearings, Hayden congratulated Udall for proposing the regional approach, although he 

made it clear that he still sought the construction of the CAP first. However, the 

senator also endorsed the idea of a basin account along the lines of the PSWP 

development fund for the first time, one of the major points of disagreement between 

Udall and Hayden that heretofore had kept them from joining forces in the aftermath 

of the 1963 Supreme Court decision." 

Udall also described his dilemma in deciding between a high and low Bridge 

Canyon Dam to the committee, and in doing so, he echoed David Brower's arguments 

of the previous summer in which Brower had urged Udall to allow Congress to decide 

the issue. Udall stated that although he favored the high dam for its revenue potential, 

and believed that the encroachment upon to park to be "peripheral," ultimately 

Congress must "balance scenic values against critical water needs" and decide between 

"Transcript of Udall/Hayden exchange at the CAP hearings before the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, prepared by Floyd Dominy, file 7, box 167, 
Stewart Udall Papers; and Udall to Senator Henry Jackson, 9 April 1964, folder 8, box 
167, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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the high and low dam. In framing his argument for the high dam, Udall argued that 

Congress had previously anticipated its construction by inserting the reclamation 

provision into the national park establishment act, and that the Park Service personnel 

who helped write President Hoover's December 1932 executive order proclaiming 

Grand Canyon National Monument, had acquiesced to the construction of either "a 

high or a low dam," that would, at the very least, create a reservoir in the national 

monument. To support this contention, Udall cited a letter from Park Service Director 

Horace Albright to Reclamation Commissioner Dr. Elwood Mead in which Albright 

assented to the construction of Bridge Canyon Dam in January of 1933.^® 

However, it appears as though the Secretary used this evidence out of context, 

for if one examines the documentary record, it becomes clear that Albright and Mead 

only agreed upon a structure that would encroach upon the monument — a low dam. 

That a low dam would not affect the park was a common understanding among dam 

advocates and opponents alike since the first CAP debates of the late 1940s, and this 

meaning was reaffirmed within the language of the PSWP itself. To assert that the 

National Park Service had agreed to the constmction of a high dam was, at the very 

least, incorrect, and it would most certainly carry a great deal of weight with 

Congress. Director Albright recognized this in his January 1933 letter when he stated 

^Stewart Udall, "Before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs," U.S. Senate, April 9, 1964, folder 1, box 
2, CAP/88, John Rhodes Papers. Grand Canyon National Park was created out of the 
original national monument. President Hoover created a new national monument in 
1932. 
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that the Secretary's approval of the Bridge Canyon project would carry with it the 

weight of both the Park Service and the Reclamation Bureau. Shortly thereafter, 

Albright took a definitive position against the high dam the following February when 

he wrote that the Park Service did not intend to "interfere with the Reclamation 

Service's work on the Colorado River west of Grand Canyon National Park." At no 

time did he agree to the invasion of the park, and the increased invasion of the 

monument, that a high dam would cause." 

Subsequent memoranda written during the late 1930s reveal that even Bureau 

officials refrained from seeking a dam that would encroach upon the park, a position 

the agency did not repudiate until it included a high dam in the CAP report of 1944. 

The Secretary did not inform the committee that the Park Service had long opposed a 

high dam, yet a reading of the testimony suggests that Udall invoked the Albright-

Mead correspondence in an attempt to show that the Park Service approved of the 

construction of a dam of either height. When the correspondence between Mead and 

Albright is read in its entirety, it is clear that Director Albright and Conmiissioner 

Mead only agreed upon a low dam that would invade the monument, and never 

discussed the possibility of constructing a high dam.^ The conxmittee adjoumed after 

"Mead to Albright, 14 June 1932; Albright to Roger Toll, 3 August, 1932; 
Albright to Mead, 11 January 1933; GRCA-04848, (GCNPMC). 

^^e reference to the Bureau's reluctance to build a high dam is contained in a 
letter from Grand Canyon National Park Superintendent M. R. Tillotson to Director, 
National Park Service, of 27 June 1938 conunenting upon a speech given by Assistant 
Reclamation Commissioner E. B. Debler, 27 June 1938, GRCA-04848, (GCNPMC). 
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two days of testimony, and planned to debate whether to report the bill to the floor in 

the sununer of 1964. 

The Secretary had also forwarded the PSWP to the Bureau of the Budget in 

January of 1964. The Budget Bureau completed its analysis by April, and the news 

was not promising from Udall's perspective. Budget Director Elmer Staats reported 

that the Department of the Army objected to the importation studies because the rivers 

of northern California lay within the purview of the Army Corps of Engineers, which 

had already obtained Congressional authorization to study the potential utilization of 

these watersheds. Staats was even more concerned about a provision Udall had 

included at the behest of California, which guaranteed that the consumer cost of future 

water imports into the Colorado River would not exceed the cost of water already 

available in the river, the difference to be subsidized by the federal government. 

Staats also voiced concerns that the drafters of the PSWP had not adequately studied 

alternative proposals to the high Bridge Canyon Dam as a means to avoid conflict 

with preservationists. But the most difficult question the Budget Bureau raised was 

that of necessity. Noting that fiiture lower basin water shortfalls would be caused by 

the construction of new projects in the upper basin, particularly in Colorado, Director 

Staats questioned the desirability of expanding irrigated agriculture in the upper basin 

at a time when the nation produced armual agricultural surpluses of 8-9 percent, and 

The Bureau's repudiation of this earlier position can be found in United States 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, "Preliminary Report on Colorado 
River-Phoenix Diversion Project, Arizona," (March 1944), 3-4, 10. 
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he recommended that the Interior Department "take the lead" in creating a task force 

to study the problem.^ 

Staats' pronouncement constituted a bombshell of the highest magnitude for 

CAP proponents, for to question the efficacy of Colorado's irrigated agriculture would 

not only assure the undying enmity of Chairman Aspinall, but would open the CAP to 

the same type of criticism. Udall and other western politicians attempted to steer clear 

of the Budget Bureau's recommendation, and they appealed to President Johnson to 

help break the bill loose, but during this election year, LBJ refused adamantly. 

Immediately following an April meeting with California Governor Brown in 

Washington, D.C., Arizona Republic, reporter Ben Cole asked the President whether 

he was going to intervene in the Pacific Southwest water dispute, and Johnson 

answered with a level "no." Carl Hayden made a personal appeal to the President, but 

even that was not enough to get Johnson to endorse the bill. It soon became clear to 

all parties that LBJ desired to avoid the controversy during this election year. Stewart 

Udall later reflected that he believed Johnson viewed the Pacific Southwest water 

controversy as a "sticky tar baby out there that Udall was struggling with," and that 

LBJ hoped that the situation would not harm him politically.^" 

^Staats to Udall, 20 January 1964, folder 5, box 167, Stewart Udall Papers; 
and Joe Califano, Department of the Army to Kermit Gordon, 1 April 1964; see also 
Staats to Udall, 25 April 1964, folder 8, box 167, Stewart Udall Papers; and Staats to 
Udall, 11 March 1964, folder 3, box 1, CAP/88, John Rhodes Papers. 

^dall to LBJ, 14 Febmary 1964, folder 1, box 476, Morris Udall Papers; and 
Arizona Republic. 16 April 1964; see also Stewart Udall "Reports to the President," 2 
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When the Senate Interior Committee reconvened in the summer of 1964, its 

members debated three amendments to Hayden's bill that would prove crucial to the 

next four years of debate over the CAP in any form. Senator Hayden now approved 

the Secretary's idea of establishing a development account and inserted it into the 

legislation without opposition. In addition, Carl Hayden and Califomia Senator 

Thomas Kuchel had been negotiating behind the scenes about prioritizing the water 

rights among the lower basin states. Kuchel had taken a proposal, first advanced by 

water attorney Northcutt Ely in 1961, that Califomia would only support the CAP if 

its own 4.4 million acre feet per year allotment was granted first priority in accordance 

with the western water law doctrine of prior appropriation. Hayden balked initially, 

but the secret negotiations continued and by the summer of 1964 they had entered a 

critical phase, for Hayden now seemed amenable to a Califomia guarantee in some 

form. Utah Senator Frank Moss proposed an amendment assigning first priority to 

California's 4.4 million allocation for twenty-five years, after which enough water 

would be imported into the basin to make the priority unnecessary. Hayden and 

Califomia Governor Brown accepted the provision and the conunittee voted to include 

the amendment, the only dissent coming from Kuchel who sought a guarantee in 

January, 2 February, 3 March, 24 March, 7 April 1964, folders 7-9, box 115, Stewart 
Udall Papers; and Carl Hayden to the President, 5 May 1964, folder 1, box 168, 
Stewart Udall Papers; see also Stewart Udall, interview by author, 13 March 1997. 
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perpetuity.^' The California guarantee, as it later came to be called, would resurface 

during the months and years of negotiations ahead. 

Senator Henry Jackson also inserted an amendment into the bill limiting the 

water augmentation studies to potential water sources in California. Historian Mark 

Reisner contends that Jackson blind-sided CAP proponents with a similar measure in 

the summer of 1965 when he tacked a rider onto another bill prohibiting the Bureau 

from initiating feasibility studies without congressional approval. While a shrewd 

move on Jackson's part, this action could not have surprised anyone having anything to 

do with the project, because Jackson's 1964 amendment put all parties on notice as to 

Jackson's stance on a possible diversion from the Pacific Northwest. Even though the 

Hayden bill and the PSWP did not broach the subject of a diversion from the 

Columbia or Snake rivers, Jackson suspected that Bureau personnel were considering 

the idea. At Jackson's prodding, the Senate Interior Committee approved the 

amendment and, on July 31, reported the bill, now called the Lower Colorado River 

Basin Project Act (LCRBP) favorably to the floor. California Governor Brown 

immediately withdrew his support for the measure in the wake of Jackson's 

amendment. 

Hayden understood that without the support of the President, the bill could not 

^'Newsletter. Central Arizona Project Association, August 1964, 1; and Phoenix 
Gazette. 28 July 1964; see also Johnson, The Central Arizona Project. 143-144. 

'^Ibid., 2; and Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 289. 
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run the gauntlet of a Senate floor debate in the brief time remaining before the 1964 

elections, and so Hayden advised Arizona water leaders to look ahead to 1965 when 

he felt, real progress could be made." From the Interior Secretary's pjerspective, the 

1964 congressional session yielded mixed results. Perhaps most importantly, Udall 

had convinced Senator Hayden to add some regional elements to his CAP measure, 

including the vital development fimd, creating the possibility of a future alliance. 

Senator Hayden aside, Udall realized that after a year and a half of negotiations, his 

attempt to implement a regional water plan had become entangled in the morass of 

presidential politics and continued bickering among the various water interests of the 

lower basin. Despite progress that was occasionally encouraging, Udall knew 

Chairman Aspinall's grand accord had not yet materialized, and all congressional 

debate over the CAP and the PSWP would remain at a standstill until Congress 

reconvened in 1965. 

The National Parks Association published its study of alternatives to the PSWP 

in April of 1964. Stephen Raushenbush, an expert in natural resources management 

predicated his study upon the assumption that alternative energy sources such as 

hydrogen-fusion would soon be available, according to many leading scientists. "It 

[fusion] is expected to separate out the salts and minerals in a flash, producing vast 

amounts of completely fresh water and energy at the same time, both at very low costs 

indeed," Raushenbush wrote optimistically. He also proposed that in the event 

"Arizona Republic. 20 June 1964. 



Ill 

scientists could not perfect fusion, the fossil fiiel resources of the Four Comers region 

or atomic fission plants should be utilized instead. Manipulating the PSWP figures, 

Raushenbush argued the proposal was feasible without the Bridge Canyon Dam, that 

Marble Canyon Dam alone could provide enough pumping power, and by altering the 

scale and order of the construction of the projects included within the plan, a 

development fund could still be created.^ 

Anthony Smith also wrote, in his introduction to Raushenbush proposal, that 

Bridge Canyon Dam must be stopped because it would open the way to either the 

construction of dams in the park itself, or the MCKC project. Smith, as he had done 

previously, argued that the controversy would evoke a great reaction from the 

American public. However, nowhere did he exhort people to write their congressional 

representatives or take any action to precipitate this reaction. Carefully tiptoeing close 

to but not across the IRS line of permissible behavior. Smith emphasized that the NPA 

existed "strictly for educational and scientific" purposes, and that the proposed 

alternatives were simply in the furtherance of those objectives." By enlisting an 

expert to fomiulate alternatives to Bridge Canyon Dam, the NPA became the first 

conservation organization to propose a definitive alternative plan based upon 

quantifiable data. However, the NPA refused to join the Sierra Club in trying to foster 

'^Stephen Raushenbush, "A Bridge Canyon Dam Is Not Necessary," National 
Parks Magazine. April 1964, 4-9. 

^'Anthony Wayne Smith, "The Editorial Page," National Parks Magazine. April 
1964, 2. 
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a public outcry against Bridge Canyon Dam and it limited its defense of the canyon to 

that portion already within the jurisdiction of the National Park Service. Indeed, 

Marble Canyon Dam, upstream of the park and monument, would constitute the major 

source of power generation for the Raushenbush proposal until other sources of 

electricity could be brought on line. 

As other organizations debated strategy, the Sierra Qub began to enlarge its 

role in enlisting public support for the fight against the Grand Canyon dams. In 

February David Brower created a special "Grand Canyon Task Force" to coordinate 

the Sierra Qub's efforts and he also proposed that the club publish a new exhibit book 

similar to The Place No One Knew to be used in the campaign. The task force 

consisted of conservationists such as hydrologist Luna Leopold, who began to funnel 

technical data secretly from the USGS for Brower and others to use against the 

Biu'eau. The planned book moved forward as well. All during the spring and summer 

of 1964, writer Francois Leydet, Sierra Qub board member Martin Litton and others 

rafted, hiked, and camped in Grand Canyon, taking photos and gathering information 

for the Sierra Club's latest publication, while Brower and his associates prepared to 

engage the dam proponents in what Brower accurately forecast would be the major 

environmental battle of the Sixties, "one requiring that all conservationists keep 

themselves informed and militant."^ 

^David Brower, "The New Threat to Grand Canyon: Action Needed," Sierra 
Qub Bulletin. January 1964, 18; and David Brower, "Gigantic Southwest Water Plan 
Offers More Reservoirs than Water," Sierra Club Bulletin. September 1964, 12-13; see 
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In early November the book was completed and the club released it under the 

title Time and the River Flowing. Its format was similar to that of The Place No One 

Knew and it featured stunning photos of Grand Canyon, including some rare color 

work by famed black and white photographer Ansel Adams. Brower wrote the 

foreword, and he argued that with alternative energy sources such as atomic power and 

fossil fiiel available, it was not necessary for the Bureau to create reservoirs that 

would increase salinity through evaporation and decrease the total amount of water 

available for downstream uses. With these energy sources just over the horizon, why 

destroy a significant stretch of the free-flowing Colorado in Grand Canyon? The club 

intended Time and the River Flowing to be a tool to sway public opinion while the 

issue was still in doubt rather than a pictorial record of what would be lost. In 

addition to this book, Brower's Grand Canyon Task Force also began to develop 

traveling photo exhibits and a movie about Grand Canyon, budgeted enough copies of 

Time and the River Flowing for every member of Congress, and dusted off a film 

entitled Two Yosemites that Howard 2^niser had used effectively during the Echo 

Park campaign. Brower himself, debated Assistant Reclamation Commissioner Ottis 

Peterson at the November Audubon Society conference held in Phoenbc, attended by 

nine himdred members of the Society, which had not yet adopted an of^cial position 

on the Grand Canyon dams. Brower's appearance initiated a frantic speaking schedule 

also Luna Leopold "Confidential" to Bradley and Brower, 10 November 1964, folder 
12, box 21, SCMP. The signature on this letter is blocked out in the Sierra Qub files, 
but Leopold's signature appears on the copy located in Richard Bradley's papers. 
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that would continue for the next three years." Two Yosemites offered striking footage 

of Hetch Hetchy before and after the construction of the dam, and the effects reservoir 

fluctuations had upon the landscape, driving home a pictorial rebuttal of the Bureau's 

claim that a reservoir would enhance the beauty of the canyon. 

One member of the Sierra Club Grand Canyon Task Force, a tenacious physics 

professor at Colorado College, Dr. Richard Bradley, decided to take on Floyd Dominy 

himself. Bradley hailed from a large family of western river and outdoor enthusiasts 

who played an important role during the Echo Park controversy. His father, Harold 

Bradley, who became president of the Sierra Club in the late 1950s, took the family 

on rafting trips down the Green River and filmed his sons as they shot the rapids. In 

so doing, Bradley exploded the myth advanced by the Bureau that river running was a 

hazardous undertaking, and his film helped publicize the sport for a generation of 

Americans taking to the outdoors in the post war period. David Brower credits Harold 

Bradley with raising his own awareness of the spectacular beauty of Dinosaur's 

canyons, and for stimulating interest in saving this unique wildemess among Sierra 

Club members. Richard and his brother David testified in opposition to the Echo Park 

"Arizona Republic. 28 February 1964; and Francois Leydet, Time and the 
River Flowing. (San Francisco: Sierra Club, 1964) passim; see also David Brower, 
"Otir Special Grand Canyon campaign needs . . .," 1964, folder "Grand Canyon 
General," box 209, SCMP; and New York Times. 9 November 1964; and New York 
Times. 10 November 1964. Ottis Peterson, after making some critical remarks about 
Richard Bradley during his speech, encountered an angry Arme Brower, wife of the 
Sierra Club executive director, who so stridently defended Bradley that Peterson 
referred to her as "vociferous" in subsequent correspondence with the Colorado 
College physics professor. 
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dams during the CRSP hearings, attacking the Bureau on both technical and aesthetic 

grounds.^ 

Richard Bradley's involvement in the Grand Canyon campaign started 

innocuously enough when he delivered a lecture in opposition to the PSWP during a 

campus guest speaker series at Colorado College in early September of 1964. In his 

speech, Bradley told the story of the triumph at Echo Park, the loss of Glen Canyon, 

and concluded with a discussion of the dams now proposed for Grand Canyon. The 

speech condemned the Bureau's Grand Canyon proposal as a exercise in self-

perpetuation that was totally unnecessary in the light of alternative energy sources 

including thermal and nuclear power that could generate electricity less expensively 

than the proposed dams. Professor Bradley urged his audience to break this cycle, and 

he blasted the Interior Department policy of imposing its will upon its subagencies, 

declaring that as with Echo Park and Glen Canyon, ". . . once again we find the Park 

Service pathetically silent, unable to speak in its own defense."" 

The Denver Post picked up the story and soon Bradley received a letter from 

none other than Conunissioner Dominy himself, in which Dominy not only countered 

his arguments, but disparaged him personally, accusing Bradley of "hoodwink[ing]" his 

^Harvey, A Svmbol of Wildemess. 162-166; and David Brower Tape, untitled, 
1977, (GCNPMC). 

^'Richard Bradley, "The Controversial Colorado," 24 September 1964, folder 
"The Controversial Colorado," box 1 "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers, 
Conservation Collection, Western History/Genealogy Department, Denver Public 
Library, Denver, hereinafter cited as Richard Bradley Papers. 
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audience. Dominy's letter also received play in the Post, and Bradley became 

embroiled in a letter exchange with the pugnacious Commissioner. Bradley soon 

received another reply from Dominy that emphasized the necessity of hydropower for 

peaking purposes without refuting Bradley's contention that other forms of energy 

currently available were cheaper to produce. Acting on confidential advice from 

hydrologist Luna Leopold, Bradley then wrote to Representative John Saylor of 

Pennsylvania, a strong conservation advocate about the possibility of forcing the 

Bureau to do cost comparisons between hydro and other forms of energy.'"' 

The Sierra Qub printed Bradley's lectiire in the December issue of the Sierra 

Club Bulletin. Bradley also wrote an article for the December issue of the Wilderness 

Society Publication, Living Wilderness, in which he questioned the dams' necessity by 

quoting a provision within the PSWP itself, which stated that the power produced by 

Bridge and Marble Canyon Dams would: 

. . . provide only a small increment of the projected future demand of 
the area. . . The major portion of the future electrical energy demand of 
the area in the Pacific Southwest will be generated by thermo-electric 
plants. . . Reserves of fossil fuels are more than adequate to meet 
foreseeable power needs. 

After citing this language Bradley then questioned why, with the availability of 

feasible alternative energy sources, the Interior Department insisted upon desecrating 

an area of such scenic grandeur to produce a relatively small amount of power? The 

••"Luna Leopold "Confidential" to Bradley and Brower, 10 November 1964, 
folder 12, box 21, SCMP; and Bradley to Saylor, 15 November 1964, folder 12, box 
21, SCMP. 
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Interior Department's own office of Science and Technology estimated that within ten 

years nuclear power plants would be able to produce electricity for about 40 percent 

the cost of hydropower, while Senator Qinton Anderson of New Mexico argued that 

coal-fired steam plants in the Four-Comers region could produce power for two-thirds 

the cost of additional hydropower immediately. Bradley called for an extensive letter 

writing campaign of "one million letters to congressmen," stating that only an "aroused 

public" can save the canyon from destruction."*' By publishing Bradle/s article, the 

Wildemess Society had now joined with the Sierra Qub in trying to foster a national 

outcry against the dams and became the second national conservation organization to 

challenge the IRS regulations against influencing legislation. 

There were, however, few regulations preventing legislators themselves from 

attempting to influence other members of Congress. In November, the Arizona 

Congressional Delegation and the CAPA held a carefully orchestrated series of "field" 

hearings and social functions for members of the House Interior and Insular Affairs 

Committee, the primary purpose of which was to "impress the Committee," in the 

words of Arizona representative John Rhodes. Interior Committee staff member 

Sidney McFarland stipulated that no Califomians would be allowed to testify and that 

adverse wimesses would be limited to water interests from within the state of Arizona 

^'Denver Post. 25 September 1964; and Dominy to Bradley, 26 October 1964, 
folder 12, box 21, SCMP; see also Denver Post. 19 October 1964; and Richard C. 
Bradley, "Attack on Grand Canyon," The Living Wildemess. winter 1964-65, 3-6; see 
also Richard C. Bradley "Grand Canyon of the Controversial Colorado," Sierra Club 
Bulletin. December 1964, 73-78. 
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who felt they had been left out of the plan. No conservationists were invited. Meals 

and lodging were provided at Phoenix's finest restaurants and hotels with a minimal 

charge to the committee members, while CAPA footed the rest of the bill, in order to 

give them "the full Arizona red-carpet treatment." After excursions that included 

opportunities for the committee members' wives to go shopping in Scottsdale, the 

grand finale consisted of an aerial tour of Lake Powell and the Bridge and Marble 

Canyon Dam sites, followed by a stop in Florence where members viewed land that 

had gone out of cultivation due to a depletion of groundwater.^^ 

As Arizona water interests sought to sway the House Interior Committee, the 

Interior Department, just as it had during the Echo Park controversy, tried to influence 

public opinion with publications of its own. In late 1964, it issued a pamphlet 

entitled. Bridge and Marble Canvon Dams and their Relation to Grand Canyon 

National Park and Monument, which attempted to justify the inundation of almost half 

of the imregulated Colorado through the canyon, including Lava Falls, its most 

spectacular whitewater. Referring to riverrunning, it stated that: "Below Kanab 

Creek, this recreational opportimity would be replaced by the usual reservoir boating 

type of experience." As for the dams themselves, the pamphlet articulated the 

department's position as favoring the regional and national economic opportunities the 

"•^Rhodes to Governor Fannin, Mo Udall and others regarding the November 
field hearings, 3 September 1964, folder 2, box 477, Morris Udall Papers; and Larry 
Mehren to Morris Udall, 1 September 1964, folder 2, box 2, CAP/88, John Rhodes 
Papers. 
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dams would create over the "impact on the scenic grandeur of the Grand Canyon.'"" 

Floyd Dominy, a skilled photographer, was also in the process of creating a 

publication along the lines of the Sierra Club books that he planned to release in early 

1965. 

Unbeknownst to Richard Bradley, Anthony Smith, and possibly even Luna 

Leopold, Interior Secretary Udall had charged Assistant Secretary for Water and 

Power, Kenneth Holum, with the task of studying comparisons between hydropower 

and alternative energy and water sources. An April report from the department's 

science advisor, John C. Calhoun Jr., suggested that the technology for large scale 

nuclear desalinization plants had advanced to the point that it might soon be feasible 

to construct facilities that could produce power and fresh water at rates competitive 

with water importation and hydropower plants. As a result Holum created a task force 

to initiate in-depth studies of desalinization that included Reclamation Commissioner 

Floyd Dominy and personnel from the Atomic Energy Commission. Budget Bureau 

Director Kermit Gordon whose agency had stymied the PSWP over this very issue in 

April, directed Holum to initiate economic studies to determine whether desalinization 

might constitute the most economical water source for the Pacific Southwest.'" 

^^Roy Webb, If We Had A Boat. (Salt Lake: University of Utah Press, 1986) 
131; and U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Bridge and Marble 
Canyon Dams and Their Relationship to Grand Canyon National Park and Monument 
(Washington, D.C.; Government Printing Office, 1964), passim. 

"Science Advisor to the Secretary, 10 April 1964, folder 4, box 162, Stewart 
Udall Papers; and Commissioner of Reclamation to the Secretary, 29 October 1964, 
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In December, with the preliminary studies complete, Holum wrote Stewart 

Udall and told him that the Task Force had completed a cost comparison of 

desalinization and the importation of fifteen million acre feet of water from the 

Columbia River, and had concluded that desalting constituted the cheapest method by 

which to augment the water supply of the Colorado. Holum's figiu-es are indicative of 

the faith that Interior personnel had in technological solutions, optimism that had been 

reinforced by pronouncements from the scientific community; they also reveal that the 

Bureau of Reclamation had conducted studies of importations from the Columbia 

River without consulting Senator Jackson. Holum wrote Jackson to assure the 

Washington solon that the Interior Department was "plan[ning] no project," a move 

designed to sooth Jackson's fears that the Southwest sought to steal some of his 

constituents' water. Whether it had this effect is a matter for debate, but it certainly 

put Jackson on notice that stronger measures than a mere amendment to the CAP bill 

would have to be taken if he hoped to stop studies of water augmentation from the 

Columbia River.'*' 

Despite Holum's attempt to reassure Jackson, there is strong evidence to 

suggest that the Bureau's studies of a Pacific Northwest importation were much more 

than just a hypothetical alternative to desalinization. In early December, Secretary 

folder 1, box 168, Stewart Udall Papers. 

Assistant Secretary, Water and Power Development to Secretary of the 
Interior, 30 December 1964; and Holum to Jackson 11 December 1964, folder 2, box 
168, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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Udall flew to Los Angeles for a series of confidential meetings to discuss the PSWP 

with California politicians and water officials in order to bolster California support 

which had waned following Senator Jackson's amendment to Carl Hayden's 1964 CAP 

bill. During a meeting with Governor Brown, California officials rebuffed Udall's 

suggestion that water could be salvaged by phreatophyte control and lining canals with 

concrete but expressed continued enthusiasm for a regional plan that provided for the 

importation of water from outside the Colorado basin.^ 

Udall then met with representatives of the Lx)s Angeles Metropolitan Water 

District, as well as Otis Chandler, publisher of the Los Angeles Times. Joe Jensen of 

the LADWP argued optimistically that "only the question of accepting a substitute for 

the twenty-five year guarantee of 4.4 million acre feet separates Arizona and 

California." Knowing that sufficient basin augmentation would render the 4.4 million 

guarantee relatively meaningless, Udall, had brought Commissioner Dominy along to 

discuss a plan that the Bureau of Reclamation had been studying since mid-November 

— the importation of 10-15 million acre feet of water from the Columbia River, a 

proposal that would "cost billions of dollars" in Udall's estimation. California 

congressman Chet Holifeld stated that California must be protected by the 

authorization of "the entire project," and that support would only be forthcoming if the 

importation feature was supported by a feasibility grade study, certified by the Interior 

''^Orren Beaty to Udall, 31 December 1964, folder 2, box 168 Stewart Udall 
Papers. Phreatophytes are plants that consume enormous quantities of water. 
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Secretary. Udall reemphasized that this Columbia River water would be made 

available "at the present price of Colorado River water," the difference to be 

subsidized by the "first power revenues" generated by Bridge and Marble Canyon 

dams. To questions about possible House parsimony, Dominy replied that the spring 

of 1965 would be the perfect time to try to obtain congressional approval because, in 

his experience, "the first six months of any presidential term is the best time to hit 

Congress." Senator Jackson's probable opposition was noted and Udall replied that he 

hoped to entice Henry Jackson with the offer of a "stepped up reclan^tion program" 

for the state of Washington to counteract the scheduled closure of several important 

federal installations there.'*' Udall left California, convinced that he was close to 

working out a compromise to gain California's support — and it appeared that he had, 

provided he could persuade Senator Jackson to go along. 

During 1964 the advocates of dams in Grand Canyon as well as their 

opponents formulated and implemented the strategies that they would follow for the 

length of the campaign. The preservationists abandoned legal challenges except, 

perhaps, for rhetorical purposes, and began to focus instead upon questioning the 

figures that the Bureau used to justify the projects; they also instigated public appeals 

and suggested alternative means of power generation reliant upon either existing coal 

deposits or technological solutions that appeared to be just over the horizon. With 

""Joe Jensen, "Confidential Report to M. W. D. Directors," 15 December 1964, 
folder 2, box 168, Stewart Udall Papers. Califomia of course desired that the 4.4 
million acre foot guarantee be given in perpetuity. 
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membership in most conservation organizations growing and public environmental 

awareness increasing as a result of the recent passage of the Wilderness Bill and the 

publication of Rachel Carson's Silent Soring, in 1962, leading environmental advocates 

believed that the prospects for precipitating a public outcry against the dams looked 

promising in December of 1964. 

The dam proponents could also point to some gains as well. Although the 

CAP bill appeared stymied by the Bureau of the Budget and had not received 

President Johnson's endorsement, Carl Hayden and Stewart Udall had joined forces 

and the senator was now convinced that the best chance for the CAP lay in a regional 

solution. Technological solutions to many of the Southwest's water problems now 

appeared to be within reach, and agencies within the Interior Department worked 

frantically to attain them. 

Finally, and perhaps most important of all, California and Arizona appeared, at 

last, to be on the brink of the agreement that Stewart Udall had worked so long to 

obtain, raising the possibility that the roadblock the House of Representatives had 

posed to the CAP for almost two decades might possibly be overcome. However, this 

agreement rested upon future water importation; now all eyes turned toward the 

enormous water resources of the Pacific Northwest. Although Henry Jackson, 

chairman of the Senate Interior Committee, had objected previously to proposals to 

divert water from the Columbia River, the Interior Secretary believed that Jackson 

would change his mind when presented with a definitive proposal that promised 
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economic benefits for his own constituents. Surely, Udall believed, with the Columbia 

River discharging an average of 140 million acre-feet each year into the Pacific Ocean, 

he could persuade Jackson and other politicians from the states of Washington and 

Oregon to grant one tenth of that amount to their thirsty neighbors to the south. 
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THE NINTH CRUSADE 

. . . the most sublime truth is that one need not actually see it physically, or 
hear it or touch it or grasp it to know its fundamental value. . . . From this new 
ethic arises the rage and fury of the new "gunslingers" of the conservation 
movement. ... the coming contest is surely the ninth crusade, and we better 
understand that. ... If we can further exhort history and legend; darkly 
looming above and beyond all is the Grand Canyon, Armageddon. 

— Thomas Dustin, Izaak Walton League, 1965' 

The Sierra Qub represents the right of the 400 people who "shot the rapids" by 
boat in this part of the river in 1962, and opposes the right of the 500,000 
people whom the park service believes would enjoy the area each year if 
Bridge Canyon Dam is built. 

— Rich Johnson, President, Central Arizona 
Project Association, 1965^ 

As the decade of the I960's reached its halfway mark, the United States of 

America was a nation in turmoil. Social anxieties, long repressed as a result of Cold 

War ideology, McCarthy era paranoia, and America's latent racism, had by 1965 

emerged to the forefront of American political and social thought. African-Americans 

had attained several milestones in their struggle to realize the fiill rights of citizenship, 

conferred by the constitutional amendments passed during the First Reconstruction — 

rights that had been eroded through the efforts of white supremacists, a complacent 

populace and its politicians, and a Supreme Court more concemed about preserving 

'Dustin to Brower, 5 March 1965, folder 29, carton 19, SCMP. 

^Arizona Daily Star. 21 April 1965. 
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the status quo than with upholding the constitutional principles inalienable to all 

individuals. In the aftermath of the 1954 Supreme Court decision in Brown v. Board 

of Education. African-Americans, inspired by the nonviolent example of Martin Luther 

King, claimed their rights of citizenship, and in August of 1963, Americans of all 

races descended upon the capital itself, where, on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial, 

Dr. King called upon all Americans to put their hatreds aside and accept one another 

as human beings, brothers and sisters, and the free citizens of a free nation untarnished 

by the artificial barriers of skin color and archaic prejudices. President John Kennedy 

called for a nation where the rights and privileges of citizenship would accrue to 

people of all colors and after his death Lyndon Johnson continued JFK's program and 

pushed for the passage of landmark civil rights legislation in Congress. The issue of 

civil rights burned brightly in January of 1965 and served as a catalyst for other social 

impulses that would also transform America during the rest of the decade. 

The concern over civil rights precipitated anxieties over civil liberties such as 

freedom of speech and expression. In autumn of 1964, a student radical who had 

participated in the "Freedom Sununer" of 1964, Mario Savio, and others who had 

marched in local civil rights demonstrations, protested what they perceived to be 

arbitrary limits upon the free speech rights of students at the University of Califomia 

at Berkeley. The situation smoldered for two months, finally igniting into a mass 

protest that resulted in a student takeover of the campus administration offices and 

hundreds of arrests, including that of Terry Sumner, a close friend of the Brewer 
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family. Other student groups followed suit around the country beginning in January of 

1965, protesting a wide range of issues related to free speech and expression. Student 

protests also precipitated another movement in the spring of 1965, one that would 

come to dominate the rest of the decade and create the gravest divisions within 

American society since the Civil War: the anti-war movement.^ 

Citizens who demonstrated against American military involvement in Vietnam 

would soon have civil liberties concerns of their own, as the government began 

cracking down on the protests. The anti-war movement would, in turn, fuel public 

concerns about first amendment rights for the rest of the decade, culminating in the 

landmark Supreme Court holdings in Brandenburg v. Ohio, in 1969, in which the court 

upheld the rights of individuals to engage in speech and expression, which, though 

repugnant to the majority of Americans, were protected by the first amendment so 

long as the speech or conduct did not have a likely chance of inciting lawless 

behavior, and New York Times v. United States, which upheld the right of the New 

York Times, to publish excerpts from the Pentagon Papers.^ 

^William O'Neil, Coming Apart (New York: Times Book Company, 1971), 
278-287; and Barbara Brower to author, 19 December 1997. 

^Brandenburg v. Ohio. 89 S. Q. 1827; and New York Times Co.. v. United 
States. 91 S. Q. 2140. The Court in Brandenburg overtumed an Ohio statute that 
forbade the advocacy of the use of force to implement political reform. The Court 
held that the statute did not distinguish between mere advocacy and advocacy that was 
likely to induce imlawfiil behavior, and ruled that it was written too broadly. 
Consequently, the Court overtumed the jail sentence of Brandenburg, a member of the 
Ku Klux Klan who had given a speech at a small Klan rally in which he had made 
derogatory references to Blacks and Jews, and stated that violence might become 
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By 1965, important publications such as Stewart Udall's The Quiet Crisis. 

Udall's own public involvement in outdoor activities, the passage of the Wilderness 

Bill, and Lady Bird Johnson's Beautification campaign had also increased public 

awareness of environmental issues. Arguably the most important event was the 

publication of Rachel Carson's Silent Spring, in which the soft-spoken marine biologist 

wamed of the hazards of pesticide and herbicide usage, consequences that, because of 

humanity's position at the top of the food chain, were inescapable. Carson's book, as 

well as efforts to counter her arguments made by the chemical industry and scientific 

community, brought the message home to millions of people that these environmental 

concerns affected them personally. Individuals who did not care if a slick-rock 

wilderness in a remote part of Utah became a part of the National Park System 

became quite concerned when contaminated food and water endangered their own 

health.' 

As 1965 began, the American public wrestled with issues that it had only 

recently begun to confront, issues in political, social, legal, and environmental 

philosophy that would change, perhaps irreversibly, how many people viewed their 

necessary if the Congress, Supreme Court, and the President continued to "suppress 
the white Caucasian race." 

'For interpretations of these and other social movements of the 1960s, please 
see William O'Neil, Coming Apart, passim; and Stewart Bums, Social Movements of 
the 1960s (Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1990); for a leading interpretation of the 
importance of Rachel Carson's book see Stephen Fox, The American Conservation 
Movement 296-298. 
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government and its institutions, as well as their corporate society. Americans looked 

to science and technology as offering solutions for many of these concerns, and by 

1965 both proponents and opponents of dams in Grand Canyon had appealed to public 

support based upon scientific solutions. The Grand Canyon dam controversy reached 

its apogee during this turbulent period, and one must remain aware of the broader 

social currents of the times in order to place the struggle over Grand Canyon into its 

proper social and political context. The social issues of the mid 1960s would play an 

important role in deciding both the outcome of the debate and the lasting impressions 

it would leave on American society. 

Stewart Udall conceived of the Pacific Southwest Water Plan (PSWP) as a 

technological solution to political and environmental constraints. In 1963, Udall 

introduced it as a radical attempt to break what he read as the political deadlock in the 

House of Representatives, which had thwarted Arizona's previous efforts to constmct 

the Central Arizona Project (CAP) since the late 1940s. Now, one and a half years 

after the Supreme Court of the United States had adjudicated the water rights of the 

lower basin, Udall appeared to be on the brink of success, for despite the battering he 

had taken in the Arizona press and accusations of favoring California leveled by Carl 

Hayden, Governor Fannin, and other Arizona water officials, Udall returned to 

Washington in late December of 1964 with something that no one else had ever 

accomplished: a commitment of support for the CAP from Califomia's water leaders. 

Ebullient about the chances of obtaining congressional passage of the regional 
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proposal, and perhaps about his own place in history, Udall, along with Commissioner 

Dominy each began to publicize that the water crisis of the Southwest was on the 

brink of being solved. In December of 1964, both officials stated publicly that the 

importation of water from the Columbia River would provide enough water to ensure 

that future projects would not create shortages in the lower Colorado River basin. 

Udall's staff cautioned him to refrain from speaking about the Columbia diversion, 

fearing that it would antagonize the powerful Chairman of the Senate Interior 

Conmiittee, Henry Jackson, a prophecy borne out when Jackson returned to Congress 

in January of 1965, irritated over Udall's designs upon the water resources of the 

Pacific Northwest.® 

Despite Jackson's uneasiness over the possibility of a water importation from 

the Columbia River, the Arizona-California negotiations began to bear fruit when 

Congress reconvened in early January. On January 6, 1965, Senators Hayden of 

Arizona and Kuchel of California each introduced new CAP bills in the Senate. 

Additionally, Representative Craig Hosmer of California, an outspoken opponent of 

the CAP since his election to congress in the early 1950s, introduced a bill identical to 

Kuchel's in the House on January 11. Rich Johnson of the Central Arizona Project 

Association wrote: "The unbelievable had happened. There were California bills 

before the Congress which proposed authorization of the Central Arizona Project after 

^Los Angeles Times. 15, December 1964; and Orren Beaty, "Memorandum to 
the Secretary," 31, December 1964, folder 2, box 108, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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more than 20 years of uncompromising opposition in the Congress and the Court." 

Differences remained between the Hayden and Kuchel proposals, most notably, 

Kuchel's inclusion of a provision granting California's 4.4 million acre feet priority 

over all other interests in perpetuity, while in deference to Jackson, neither bill 

mentioned the Pacific Northwest as a possible source for water importation.' 

The Hayden and Kuchel bills included aspects of Udall's PSWP and both bills 

were regional in concept. Hayden and Kuchel continued to negotiate and on February 

1, 1965, Hayden agreed to give California priority with one condition — that the bill 

must first pass the House of Representatives, forcing California's congressional 

delegation to support the CAP, something it had never done. Kuchel agreed and 

incorporated the compromise into his bill which he amended on February 8, 1965. 

That same day, thirty five of Califomia's congressmen introduced identical bills calling 

for the construction of a "Lower Colorado River Basin Project (LCRBP)" in the 

House, clearing the way for the arduous process of congressional debate.® Wayne 

Aspinall's insistence upon cooperation had paid handsome dividends to the water and 

power interests, it finally appeared that some significant progress could be made. 

Stewart Udall's Pacific Southwest Water Plan had metamorphosed into a project that 

had gained the support of California, attaining finally, his objective for proposing a 

regional plan. 

'Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 149-150. 

"Ibid., 152. 
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While these political maneuvers were occurring, the Interior Department moved 

to counter the Sierra Club's exhibit book series with a pictorial effort of its own, and 

in early 1965 it released a slick twenty-eight page publication, largely photographed 

and written by Reclamation Commissioner Royd Dominy entitled Lake Powell: Jewel 

of the Colorado. Though perhaps not at the level of the Sierra Qub exhibit series. 

Lake Powell: Jewel of the Colorado, compared favorably with magazines such as 

Arizona Highways, in terms of photographic quality. Dominy and his associates, 

captured the reservoir in its setting of spectacular red and orange sandstone cliffs with 

their cameras, and these pictures underscored the argument advanced by proponents of 

recreation that in some instances, it was possible to improve upon nature. Dominy 

also composed brief verses as captions, suggestive of the Sierra Club publications, and 

these pieces of poetry have entered the lore of environmental history as some of the 

most reviled prose ever written from an environmentalist's perspective. Personifying 

the Colorado River, Dominy penned: 

To the sea my waters wasted 
While the lands cried out for moisture 

Now Man controls me 
Stores me, regulates my flow. 

And offering his interpretation of the hierarchy of God, man, and the natural world, 

he wrote: 

To have a deep blue lake 
Where no lake was before 

Seems to bring man 
A little closer to God. 
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Though Lake Powell: Jewel of the Colorado was mostly a celebration of Lake Powell, 

the Commissioner turned his thoughts from Glen to Grand Canyon in the last two 

pages of the magazine, and stated clearly the purpose for Bridge and Marble Canyon 

Dams; "These dams are cash registers. They will ring up sales of electric power 

produced by Colorado River water." He then advocated the superiority of 

hydroelectric energy over other potential alternatives sources because of its usefulness 

as peaking power and he also argued that the dams would have little effect upon 

Grand Canyon National Park and Monument.® 

Though repugnant to environmentalists, this publication, whose introductory 

pages included a quote from one of John Wesley Powell's joumals that Dominy had 

altered, represented an excellent strategy on the part of the Interior Department, which 

was beginning to receive mail from concerned citizens opposed to the dams. Lake 

Powell: Jewel of the Colorado presented the reservoir for what it was, a paradise for 

people who loved outdoor recreation, set in the incomparable scenery of what 

remained of Glen Canyon. Millions of Americans, enjoying the prosperity of the early 

1960s, engaged in boating, water skiing, and fishing during their spare time, and 

visitor totals at Lake Powell had increased exponentially since Bureau personnel 

closed the gates of Glen Canyon Dam in the winter of 1963.'° This publication 

'U.S. Department of the Interior, Lake Powell: Jewel of the Colorado 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1965), passim. 

'"Ibid., inside front cover; and John Wesley Powell, The Exploration of the 
Colorado River and Its Canyons (New York: Dover Publications, 1961), 233; see also 
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promised more of the same recreational opportimities in Grand Canyon, in what many 

Interior Department officials described as a "fiord-like" setting, an expression that 

originated within the National Park Service during the 1950s." The Interior 

Department distributed copies of Lake Powell: Jewel of the Colorado, to members of 

Congress and prominent newspaper editors, and the Central Arizona Project 

Association also began to distribute it in Arizona. 

Perhaps the best articulation of the Interior Department argument in favor of 

the recreational benefits created by the Bureau's dams is captured in this short verse 

Assistant Director, Resource Planning to Departmental Task Force — Lower Colorado 
River, box 321, folder 4, Carl Hayden Papers. Dominy's version of Powell's quote 
reads: 

Past these towering monuments, past these mounded billows of orange 
sandstone, past these oak-set glens, past these fem-decked alcoves, past 
these mural curves, we glide hour after hour, stopping now and then as 
our attention is arrested by some new wonder. 

Powell's unaltered quote from his journal is: 

Past these towering monuments, past these mounded billows of orange 
sandstone, past these oak-set glens, past these fem-decked alcoves, past 
these mural curves, we glide hour after hour, stopping now and then as 
our attention is arrested by some new wonder, until we reach a point 
which is historic. 

Powell then reveals that this historic point is the Crossing of the Fathers, which 
is where Father Escalante, a Spanish priest crossed the Colorado in 1776, during his 
expedition through the Southwest. Perhaps the discrepancy between the two versions 
can be explained by the fact that the historic point to which Powell refers now lay 
under several hundred feet of water, and in essence no longer existed. 

"United States Department of The Interior, "National Park Service Appendix to 
Pacific Southwest Water Plan, August, 1963," box 172, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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Dominy wrote and printed on the inside front cover of Lake Powell: Jewel of the 

Colorado: 

Dear God 
Did you cast down 200 miles of canyon and mark: 

'for poets only?' 
Multitudes hunger for a lake in the sim. 

In this and other pronouncements, Dominy and other advocates of the CAP hoped to 

portray those who sought to preserve Grand Canyon as elitist, selfish people who 

wanted to "lock up" much of the West's public lands for themselves. These arguments 

of elitism would increase as the year wore on, as Bureau officials cited official Park 

Service figures showing that only a few hundred people had ever seen the reach of the 

lower canyon that Bridge Canyon Reservoir would make accessible — people who 

either possessed the money to pay for an expensive rafting trip or were blessed with 

the physical stamina to hike to this remote area. By contrast. Glen Canyon Dam had 

created a recreational paradise enjoyed by millions and a water highway that ordinary 

Americans could travel and view the wonders of the canyon country of the Colorado 

Plateau, including Rainbow Bridge. The CAP dams would open up previously 

inaccessible portions of Grand Canyon to millions more. Interior Department officials 

and other proponents of the CAP would direct charges of elitism at preservationists for 

the remainder of the controversy, forcing environmentalists like David Brower and 

Richard Bradley to adopt arguments designed to appeal to a mass audience. 

The Sierra Club and other environmental groups arranged for their leaders to 
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speak to local conservation organizations across the nation, along with local chapters 

of women's clubs and garden clubs. Opponents of the dams also circulated traveling 

exhibits of canyon photos and Time and the River Flowing, which had received a 

favorable review in the New York Times. Indeed, the anti-dam efforts of the 

preservationists had begun to receive favorable coverage in the Times, largely through 

the efforts of John Oakes, its chief editor and a Sierra Qub board member. In spring 

of 1965 other national publications began to carry occasional coverage of the 

controversy from a perspective favorable to the preservationists; Richard Bradley 

managed to convince the editors of Life Magazine to print an anti-dam editorial and 

Fortune Magazine also carried a brief essay about the controversy. The leaders of 

seven major conservation organizations, including the Wilderness Society, Sierra Club, 

and Audubon Society were so pleased by the "fair and factual" nature of the Fortune 

article that they ordered over 90,000 reprints and sent them to their members and other 

interested parties. However, as promising as these developments were, the Life and 

Fortune articles were only a page or two in length, not long enough, preservationists 

believed, to state effectively the arguments against the dams.'^ 

'^Michael Nadel, editor of The Living Wilderness, to Mrs. Alfred Hudson, 21 
May 1965, folder "Colorado River, 1960-1965," box 106, Wilderness Society Papers; 
and New York Times. 20 December 1964; see also Russell Butcher to Brooks 
Alexander, 28 April 1965, folder 32, box, 11, SCMP; and "Grand Canyon 'Cash 
Registers,'" Life Magazine. 7 May 1965; see also Bradley to Brower, 8 January 1965, 
folder 29, box 19, SCMP; and Bradley to Wallace Stegner, u.d. 1965, folder 
"Atlantic," box 1 "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers. Seven 
organizations requested reprints to send and the organizations and the totals are listed 
below: Wilderness Society — 45,000; Sierra Qub — 25,000; National Audubon 
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With the exception of the short Life, and Fortune pieces, and occasional 

articles in the New York Times, the conservationists had not succeeded in obtaining 

national exposure. Though most of the major envirorunental organizations had run 

articles in their publications, these essays were generally read only by members of the 

organizations themselves. Conservationists such as Richard Bradley, who had written 

an ailicle published in Living Wilderness, became alarmed that so few people seemed 

to know that the latest Colorado River dams were plaimed for Grand Canyon. Bradley 

believed that the proponents of the dams had intentionally omitted the words "Grand 

Canyon" from publicity favoring the CAP in an attempt to preclude people from 

associating it with possible intrusions into Grand Canyon. Indeed, the Central Arizona 

Project Association sponsored a symposium at Arizona State University in the summer 

of 1964 called "Project Rescue" and released a publication derived from this conclave 

devoted entirely to the CAP without once mentioning Grand Canyon, even though it 

contained a large map of the affected area. Likewise, none of the bills brought before 

the House in the spring of 1965 mentioned the words "Grand Canyon." To Richard 

Bradley and other opponents of the dams these and other omissions were evidence of 

"political skullduggery" and they believed that only through national publicity would 

the American people understand what was at stake. In an attempt to present the 

Society — 3000; National Wildlife Federation — 2000; Izaak Walton League — 5200; 
Nature Conservancy — 5000, Wildlife Management institute — 5000; Citizens 
Committee on Natural Resources — 600. 
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threats to Grand Canyon to the American public, Richard Bradley and his brother 

David began corresponding with the editors of Atlantic Monthly, a magazine with 

millions of subscribers throughout the United States, hoping that they could convince 

them to publish an in-depth discussion of the controversy.'' 

In the spring of 1965, the Sierra Qub printed another exhortation written by 

Brower in the February issue of the Sierra Qub Bulletin. The article outlined the 

strategy of the Grand Canyon Task Force, reemphasized the technical and aesthetic 

arguments against the dams, and concluded with a plea for members to join the 

campaign to protect Grand Canyon. One person who responded was Alan Carlin, an 

economist with the Rand Corporation with a doctorate in economics from M.l.T. 

Carlin informed Brower that he specialized in irrigation project analysis and knew of 

studies that Rand engineers had conducted in 1958 showing that the cost-benefit 

analysis formula the Bureau had used to gain congressional approval of its projects for 

decades was invalid. Brower needed this type of expertise to combat the Bureau 

experts who would testify before the House and Senate Interior Committees and he 

asked Carlin for his help. Carlin became the first of three experts holding degrees 

from M.l.T. on whom the anti-dam advocates would rely to rebut the technical 

'^Bradley to Charles Morton, Editor, The Atlantic Monthly. 10 March 1965; 
and Bradley to Wallace Stegner, fall 1965; see also Stegner to Bradley, 25 November 
1965, folder "Atlantic," box 1 "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers; and 
"Proceedings: Project Rescue, A Seminar on the Central Arizona Project," Co-
sponsored by the Arizona State University and the Central Arizona Project 
Association, 6, 8, 10 July 1964, folder 5, box 3, CAP/88, John Rhodes Papers. 
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arguments put forth by those in support of the projects. The other two were Lawrence 

Moss, a nuclear engineer, and Jeffrey Ingram, a mathematician, and together with 

Qirlin, they made up what Brower would later call his "M.I.T. trio."" 

Meanwhile, Floyd Domin/s slick publication Lake Powell: Jewel of the 

Colorado, began attracting attention from Representative John Saylor of Pennsylvania, 

a strong conservationist who made little attempt to hide his contempt for public power 

projects such as those built by the Bureau of Reclamation. Saylor cultivated an 

antagonistic relationship with Commissioner Dominy, who reciprocated with relish. 

Dominy often accused Saylor of playing politics because Saylor hailed from a coal 

mining district and federal hydropower projects competed directly with coal-fired 

power plants. In any event, Saylor, having been alerted to the threat to Grand Canyon 

by conservationists such as Brower and Bradley, with whom he regularly 

corresponded, launched an attack upon the Bureau and questioned why an agency 

ostensibly devoted to reclamation was spending 33 percent more revenue on power 

development than on irrigation works. Decrying what he believed was a waste of the 

taxpayers' money for "rathole power projects," Saylor resolved to get the reclamation 

program "back on track" and articulated his hope for the final outcome in this verse 

which he shared with his House colleagues: 

Hominy Dominy sat on the wall. 

'"'David Brower, "The Chips are Down for Grand Canyon," Sierra Club 
Bulletin. February 1965; and Carlin to Brower, 8 March 1965, folder 9, box 21, 
SCMP; see also David Brower, interview by author, 27 July 1997. 



306 

Hominy Dominy had a great fall. 
And all Udall's horses and all Udall's men. 

Couldn't put Hominy Dominy together again.'® 

Enraged by Dominy's use of public funds to publish Lake Powell: Jewel of the 

Colorado, which Saylor viewed as "pernicious and blatantly illegal lobbying," the 

Pennsylvania representative made inquiries with the Justice Department, the Attorney 

General, and the U.S. Comptroller General in an attempt to initiate a criminal 

investigation of Dominy for violating a statute that forbade federal employees from 

lobbying. Republicans called for Dominy's resignation, and it appeared briefly that the 

Commissioners job might be in jeopardy. Stewart Udall defended his bureau chief, 

writing to the Comptroller General that the brochure was intended to provide 

information to the public, not to influence members of Congress. Assistant Attomey 

General Fred Vinson agreed with the Secretary, and the wily Dominy escaped censure 

and began to prepare his testimony for the House Interior Committee hearings 

scheduled for August of 1965.'® 

While environmentalists scrambled to mount their anti-dam campaign, and 

Representative Saylor pursued Dominy, the Interior Secretary engaged in an ongoing 

'^Congressional Record. House, 16 February 1965, 1-8; and Luna Leopold to 
Brower and Bradley, 10 November 1965; see also Bradley to Saylor, 13 November 
1964, folder 12, box 21, SCMP. 

"^Congressional Record. House, 7 June 1965, 12190; and "Issue of the Day," 
National Republican Congressional Committee, 22 June 1965, folder 11, box 36, John 
Saylor Papers; see also Udall to Comptroller General Joseph Campbell, 21 June 1965; 
and Vinson to Saylor, 6 August 1965, folder 7, box 36, John Saylor Papers. 
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struggle with the Bureau of the Budget. In November of 1964 Budget Bureau 

Director Elmer Staats met with Udall's Assistant Secretary for Water and Power, Ken 

Holum, to discuss Budget's continuing uneasiness about the Pacific Southwest Water 

Plan, including the high Bridge Canyon Dam. Staats urged the Interior Department to 

formulate a compromise proposal to "protect national park values," but Interior 

personnel refused. In late spring the Budget Bureau issued its formal report upon the 

Lower Colorado River Basin Project bill now being advanced by representatives from 

Arizona and California, and it recommended the deferral of Bridge Canyon Dam for 

later consideration by a national water commission of distinguished citizens. Carl 

Hayden was reportedly "jubilant" over the recommendation, for even though it 

removed the greatest source of power production from the proposal, the Budget 

Bureau had cleared the way for congressional consideration of the rest of the project 

to be considered by Congress. Despite opposition from some Arizona water leaders, 

the "old fox" Hayden, as he was sometimes called in the Phoenix newspapers, had 

obtained Senate passage of a bill in 1964 placing a moratorium upon construction at 

the Marble Canyon site, holding it in reserve just in case problems arose with Bridge 

Canyon Dam. Now the Budget Bureau's action made the venerable Arizona Senator 

appear prophetic, and Arizona newspapers chastised those who had opposed him, 

especially officials of the Arizona Power Authority. The release of the report also 

demonstrated that President Johnson had at least approved of the project in principal, 

support that would be indispensable in the event of congressional passage of the bill. 
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However, the Budget Bureau report also demonstrates that the President desired to 

avoid potential controversy over Bridge Canyon Dam." 

Having gained the backing of the Bureau of the Budget, Arizona's 

congressional team had reason to be cautiously optimistic in June of 1965 about the 

chances of obtaining passage of the CAP in some form. The Interior Secretary, who 

had accepted Budget's report, shared this optimism and urged Chairman Aspinall to 

convene hearings at the earliest possible date. John Rhodes of Arizona reluctantly 

assented to the deletion of the Bridge Canyon Dam but argued that it should remain in 

the bill for "strategic reasons," presumably to keep California's support and as a 

negotiating tool to use against preservationist arguments. Even Floyd Dominy 

resigned himself privately to the idea that the Bridge Canyon Dam might have to be 

reduced in height owing to the conservationists' opposition to it. Because the measure 

before Congress had been hammered together as a result of trying negotiations 

'^Phoenix Gazette. 30 April 1965; and Phoenix Gazette. 10 May 1965; see also 
Arizona Republic. 11 May 1965; and Assistant Secretary — Water and Power to 
Secretary of the Interior, 3 November 1964, folder 2, box 168, Stewart Udall Papers; 
see also Staats to Stewart Udall, 18 March 1965, folder 4, box 164, Stewart Udall 
Papers. Orren Beaty wrote that fhistration with the Budget Bureau's glacial evaluation 
of the project grew so intense that Reclamation officials began to lampoon the Budget 
Bureau in their speeches. One Assistant Conunissioner, Wes Sasakai, speaking at a 
dinner for Interior Department personnel told a story of Interior Secretary Udall, 
Commissioner Dominy, and Budget Director Kemiit Gordon on a fishing trip in which 
they ran out of gas with night approaching. Gordon volunteered to swim to shore and 
"halfway there, he ran into a school of sharks, and as Dominy and Udall looked on in 
horror, the sharks parted to let him through, and accompanied him to the beach. Isn't 
that amazing?' Udall allegedly asked. 'Not at all,' said Dominy, 'it is just professional 
courtesy.'" Please see Orren Beaty, "Notes on a Night with Reclamation," 3 Febmary 
1965, folder 4, box 168, Stewart Udall Papers. 



between Arizona and California, Rhodes viewed the deletion of Bridge Canyon Dam 

as a threat to the project, for without Bridge Canyon Dam — the major source of 

revenue for the basin account — the incentive used to gain California's crucial support 

had now been removed. Thus, even though Secretary Udall and Dominy believed that 

Congress would not approve a high dam and Rhodes also was resigned to its eventual 

deletion, the high dam constituted the indispensable linchpin for holding California's 

support. Consequently, the congressional delegations for both Arizona and California 

pressed Interior Committee Chairman Aspinall for hearings on the bill as it was 

originally submitted — with a high Bridge Canyon Dam, defying the Budget Bureau's 

recommendation. 

In July of 1965, with action on the CAP legislation inuninent in the Congress, 

Senator Jackson made an adroit maneuver to prevent agencies of the Executive Branch 

from initiating feasibility grade studies of water diversions without Congressional 

approval. Jackson had stated publicly his opposition to a Columbia River diversion 

since the Senate hearings the previous year, and in the summer of 1965, he had not 

changed his mind. Stewart Udall and Floyd Dominy espoused a Columbia diversion 

as the solution to the future water shortages in the Colorado basin, and Jackson feared 

''Stewart Udall to Aspinall, 17 May 1965; and Udall to Budget Director, 15 
April 1965, folder 5, box 168, Stewart Udall Papers; see also Johnson, The Central 
Arizona Project. 155. California, it will be remembered, was induced to support water 
augmentation, to which Bridge Canyon Dam was the key. Califomia's minimum 
position throughout the controversy was the preservation of its 4.4 million acre foot 
allotment in perpetuity. 
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that the Interior Department would drum up so much local support that it could 

present the diversion as a fait accompli to Congress, whose members would risk 

political repercussions it they failed to approve it. Without mentioning the Columbia 

River by name, Jackson tacked his proposal onto a minor reclamation bill granting the 

Bureau the authority to develop the recreational potential of its reservoirs. Despite 

pressure from the National Reclamation Association and Interior Department officials, 

Lyndon Johnson signed the bill, leaving Floyd Dominy so frustrated that he refused to 

discuss it afterward." At the time few people noticed Jackson's maneuver, and fewer 

still understood its implications which, for the CAP, were immense because California 

and Arizona officials had agreed to seek an importation from the Columbia, a major 

plank in the foundation of Arizona-California cooperation. Prior to the enactment of 

Jackson's provision, the Bureau only needed to gain the routine approval of the 

Interior Secretary to initiate a feasibility grade study of the diversion. Now, 

proponents of the CAP would be faced with a most difficult situation should an 

indispensable source of political support such as California insist upon a feasibility 

study of a Columbia diversion if the equally indispensable Jackson remained opposed. 

In August, Chairman Aspinall acquired a sudden case of cold feet as a result of 

the three lower basin states' having reached a compromise, and he delayed the 

initiation of hearings in the House Interior Committee. Aspinall hired an engineering 

'Portland Oreeonian. 18 July 1965; Marc Reisner also discusses Jackson's 
action in Cadillac Desert. 289. 
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finn to analyze the effect that the CAP would have upon the water supply of the upper 

basin and, to his dismay, these experts reported that the CAP would create water 

deficits upstream. John Rhodes and Morris Udall pointed to Bureau of Reclamation 

studies that concluded just the opposite — that water available for upper basin usage 

would increase as lower basin reservoirs filled — but the chairman, concerned with his 

constituents' future water supply, balked. California water attorney Northcutt Ely, 

viewed suspiciously by Arizona water leaders because of his long role in combatting 

the CAP, suggested a compromise meeting in August 1965. Representatives of the 

seven Colorado basin states met and, at Ely's urging, agreed to seek a water 

importation feasibility study as a part of any lower basin project, hoping they could 

bring so much political pressure to bear upon Henry Jackson that he would be forced 

to go along. After the seven states reached this accord, Chairman Aspinall finally 

agreed to schedule hearings before the House Subcommittee on Irrigation and 

Reclamation, the first formal House hearings on the CAP since 1951.^° 

The proponents of dams in Grand Canyon came to the 1965 House hearings 

armed with studies of how the project would allow the states of the lower basin to 

continue the economic growth they had enjoyed since the end of WWII. Floyd 

^"Johnson, The Central Arizona Project. 161-163. The CAP would have 
created a water deficit in the upper basin because the river was over-allocated. If the 
CAP were built, it would bring the lower basin's total use close to its 7.5 million 
allotment under the 1922 Compact. Since the Compact supposedly divided the annual 
flow equally between the basins, for the lower basin to put its entire compact 
allotment to use would necessarily create shortfalls upstream. 



312 

Dominy, as was his customary practice, had prepared numerous charts and graphs 

demonstrating how the project would sustain the agricultural economy of Arizona, and 

he emphasized that the project would not bring any new land into cultivation. Dominy 

argued further that the proposal would create great opportimities for recreation and 

new habitat for fish and wildlife. Then, as the astonished committee members 

listened, Dominy revealed that he had photographed personally the entire length of 

Grand Canyon from Lees Ferry to Lake Mead from a helicopter. The Conunissioner 

produced two sets of pictures, the originals and, opposite them, duplicates onto which 

he had airbrushed the proposed reservoirs to demonstrate that they would have no 

detrimental effect upon the canyon, a potentially devastating pictorial rebuttal to the 

preservationists' arguments. Now, Dominy believed, every member of the Interior 

Committee could see just how little the effect of raising the water level a few hundred 

feet in a canyon a mile deep would actually have. As if these photographs were not 

convincing enough, the Commissioner ordered his personnel to build a large scale 

model of the entire Grand Canyon several yards in length that included removable 

plastic inlays of the proposed dams and reservoirs, and he "plugged the hall with it," 

just outside the hearing room so that congressmen and witnesses alike could gain a 

perspective of how minimal an impact the dams and reservoirs would actually have 

upon the canyon.^' 

"Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Project: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
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Representative Thomas Foley of Washington grilled Stewart Udall about the 

water importation provision, at one point asking the Secretary three times whether he 

sought to take water from the Columbia River. Udall ducked the questions as best he 

could but finally admitted to seeking a study only so that other means of augmentation 

could be compared with a Columbia diversion. Foley then asked the Secretary 

whether the CAP was feasible without augmentation and Udall answered that it was, 

despite Dominy's data that showed that, without augmentation, the CAP would merely 

delay the inevitable destruction of Arizona's agricultural economy. With Foley on the 

offensive. Representatives Craig Hosmer of California and Morris Udall of Arizona 

entered the debate and argued that for one state or region to hoard its resources was 

not only selfish but contrary to President Johnson's vision of the Great Society, an 

argimient that rescued the Interior Secretary.^ 

The preservationists showed up in force, no less that twenty-five witnesses 

representing various preservationist organizations including the Sierra Qub, Wildemess 

Society, Izaak Walton League, National Parks Association, and Audubon Society, 

testified before the Subcommittee. However, a surprise awaited them when they 

arrived in Washington. Chairman Aspinall had scheduled two days of opposition 

testimony commencing on Monday, August 30, but when the moming session 

and insular Affairs. 89th Cong., 1st sess., 23-31 August, 1 September 1965, 109, 166-
188, 736; and Floyd Dominy, interview by author, 1 November 1996. According to 
Dominy two of these scale models were actually built. 

"Ibid., 201-210. 
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commenced, Aspinall called former Arizona senator Barry Goldwater to testify 

instead, and he did so, making a strong argument in favor of the dams. As a result, 

Goldwater received much of the coverage that preservationists hoped to gamer for 

themselves. Most of the members of the press left the room after Goldwater 

completed his testimony and some annoyed conservationists reflected that this situation 

appeared to be a prearranged attempt on the part of the pro-dam forces to steal their 

publicity.^ 

When preservationists finally took the stand, most of the wimesses stressed that 

they understood Arizona's need for water and that their objections lay not with the 

concept of the CAP, just with the method used to generate power for the proposal. 

Why, argued Charles Callison of the Audubon Society, was it necessary to desecrate 

Grand Canyon with hydroelectric dams and power plants when thermal plants, using 

the plentiful fossil fuel available in the Four Comers region, could generate the power 

at an even lower cost? Why, protested Anthony Wayne Smith of the National Parks 

Association, scar one of the world's great natural wonders with dams and reservoirs 

when the Interior Department's own Office of Science and Technology predicted that 

atomic power would soon sell for less than hydropower. Smith also invoked the 

President's rhetoric, arguing that a "truly Great Society," would preserve the entire 

"Ibid., iv-vi; and Richard Lamm, "Report to the Colorado Open Space 
Coordinating Council on Testifying before the House Interior and Insular Affairs 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation," 1 September 1965, folder 21, box 20, 
SCMP; see also Bradley to Charles Morton, 3 April 1966, folder "Atlantic," box I 
"Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers. 
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stretch of the Grand Canyon from Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead." 

Though David Brower made his usual impassioned arguments, some 

conservationists agreed that Anthony Wayne Smith of the NPA was the most 

formidable anti-dam witness as he presented the Raushenbush proposal as an 

alternative, and rebutted strident from Representative Craig Hosmer of California. 

Preservationists also introduced an economic analysis of the project conducted by Alan 

Carlin of the Rand Corporation, in which he demolished the Bureau of Reclamation's 

economic justification for Marble Canyon Dam by using projections of the future cost 

of nuclear energy as an alternative power source. Many other conservationists 

testified, including Madelyn Leopold, the seventeen year old daughter of USGS 

hydrologist Luna Leopold and granddaughter of naturalist Aldo Leopold, and Bruce 

Knight of the Wasatch Mountain Club. Knight's testimony, coming after several hours 

of heated debate over alternative energy sources, evoked a rather humorous exchange 

with Representative Morris Udall of Arizona. Frustrated after hearing Knight repeat 

the now familiar argument that nuclear energy would soon replace hydroelectric 

power, Udall pounced, obviously expecting to embarrass Knight by revealing both his 

lack of expertise on the topic and the fact that he was parroting the standard 

preservationist argument. Udall asked Knight several leading questions setting him up 

for what he thought would be an easy rebuttal, and then he asked the witness what, if 

any, credentials he had that would qualify him to speak on the promise of nuclear 

"Ibid., 716-719, 751-752. 
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power. Knight responded, "I am a nuclear physicist." "That," a furiously 

backpedaling Udall exclaimed to Chairman Aspinall, "is all I have."" 

Morris Udall, was far more effective when he attacked Time and the River 

Flowing, which, Brower testified, represented a photographic record of what the dams 

actually threatened. Udall produced a detailed analysis of the book, and hammered 

home the point that in his opinion. Time and the River Flowing, misrepresented the 

effect that Bridge and Marble Canyon Dams would have upon Grand Canyon. 

Critiquing the book photograph by photograph, Udall concluded that of the seventy-

nine pictures of Grand Canyon presented, only twelve showed scenes which would be 

inundated by the proposed lakes, while another ten were of scenes which "would be 

altered to some degree." Furthermore, six of these pictures were of areas that would be 

affected by Marble Canyon Dam which was "completely outside Grand Canyon," 

meaning. Grand Canyon National Park. Forty-five of the photos were of rock 

formations, flora and fauna far removed from the areas that would be flooded. Udall 

prepared overlays of the twelve photos that would be affected, in order to show just 

how minimal the effect upon the canyon would be.^® 

"ibid., 872; and Richard Lamm, "Report to the Colorado Open Space 
Coordinating Council on Testifying before the House Interior and Insular Affairs 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation," 1 September 1965, 1-3, folder 21, box 
20, SCMP. 

"Ibid., 800-808; and "Time and the River Flowing,' An Analysis by 
Representative Morris K. Udall of Francois Leydet's book on the Grand Canyon of the 
Colorado," box 321, folder 5, Carl Hayden Papers. 
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Brower responded, arguing that the book intended to present the canyon as a 

complete "geological entity," that could not be divided into separate parts. To injure 

one part with a dam and reservoir, he contended, would injure the canyon in its 

entirety. The river, though altered by Glen Canyon Dam to some degree, still flowed 

and constituted the single most important element of Grand Canyon. To replace the 

free-flowing river with slack-water reservoirs would effectively ruin the major 

interpretive aspect that people came to see, a living river still in the process of 

creating the greatest geological spectacle in the world." 

Several of the conmiittee members, along with Commissioner Dominy, leveled 

charges of elitism at the preservationists, and at the Sierra Club in particular. Calling 

the club's position "the height of exclusion," Craig Hosmer stated that he could not 

understand why Congress should heed the wishes of a few people who did not "have 

sense to stay out of the river" and keep the "vast majority of the American people" 

out, people such as his own family who would enjoy a boating experience in Grand 

Canyon. Morris Udall agreed, lamenting that only 900 people had braved the rapids 

of the Colorado in all of recorded history, and he asked the rhetorical question, "how 

many cabdrivers, carpenters, and bricklayers, and ordinary God-fearing taxpaying 

citizens are members of the Sierra Club?"^ Sounding the theme of elitism again and 

again, pro-dam advocates on the Interior Committee, argued that Bridge and Marble 

"Ibid., 809-810. 

^Ibid., 644-645. 
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Canyon dams would create new recreational opportunities for all Americans, an 

argument they believed would resonate with Congress as well as the American public. 

The dam proponents also arranged for George Rocha, Chief and Chairman of 

the Hualapai Tribe to testify in favor of the dams along with attorney Royal Marks 

who had negotiated the tribal contract with the Arizona Power Authority (APA) in 

1960. Rocha argued that although the tribe favored the construction of the dam 

because of the economic benefits that would accrue to his people, the present CAP 

proposals contained no provision for compensating the tribe for the 20,132 acres of 

reservation land the project would require. Citing the contract of 1960, Rocha 

contended that the federal goverrunent should at least match what the APA had agreed 

to pay, and in addition he revealed that the tribe would demand money up front to 

avoid problems like those encountered by the Sioux and Seneca tribes when they 

sought compensation from Congress after losing parts of their reservation to reservoirs. 

Addressing the Budget Bureau's recommendation that Bridge Canyon Dam should be 

deferred, Rocha and Marks each testified that the Tribe would seek a license from the 

Federal Power Commission to build the dam as a tribal project in the event that 

Congress upheld the deferral, and they insisted that the dam should be renamed 

"Hualapai" no matter who constructed it. If the tribe developed the site, Marks 

argued, it proposed to build a low dam in accordance with FPC guidelines; hence, the 

dam would be constructed so that it would not back water into the national park or 
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monument.^ 

The hearings before the House Irrigation and Reclamation Sub-committee 

ended on September I, 1965. Both sides had scored heavily, and spent the next few 

weeks assessing the strengths and weaknesses of their own arguments as well as those 

of their opponents. Pro-dam advocates such as John Rhodes and Morris Udall, though 

clearly impressed by the expert testimony presented by the preservationists, had 

rebutted their arguments effectively and appeared more troubled by signs that the 

fragile agreement between the seven states of the Colorado basin might be unravelling. 

While Arizona and California maintained an tenuous truce, representatives from the 

upper basin states began voicing concerns about the unlikely prospects of gaining the 

approval of the Pacific Northwest for the study of importation from the Columbia 

River. Without additional water, politicians from the upper basin feared that their 

region's allotment would be endangered if the CAP were built. However, the hearings 

satisfied Congressman Aspinall, because now all the respective positions of the basin 

states, and the preservationists were out in the open. Aspinall armounced that he 

intended to push for passage of the proposal in the spring of 1966 provided that the 

seven state agreement held.^° 

Proponents of the CAP raised three important issues during the hearings of 

1965. First, they portrayed the preservationists as selfish elitists who wanted to keep 

^id., 646-653. 

^Johnson, The Central Arizona Project. 170-174. 
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the American public out of the lower reaches of Grand Canyon, creating an argument 

with considerable mass appeal. Second, Representative Hosmer queried Charles 

Callison of the Audubon Society about his association's lobbying activities, and asked 

him specifically whether the Society had attempted to generate a national letter writing 

campaign in violation of the 1946 Lobbying Act. Callison denied the charge. Morris 

Udall also questioned David Brower about the purpose of the Sierra Qub's publication 

Time and the River Flowing, and argued that it was a part of a campaign to influence 

legislation. Brower responded, stating that the book was intended to be used as an 

educational tool, and it was the right of the Sierra Qub to petition Congress. Thus, by 

early September of 1965 conservationists were now aware that political supporters of 

the CAP were questioning their opposition tactics in the light of the provisions of the 

Lobbying Act of 1946, looking for possible violations of the IRS code.^' 

Third, Hualapai Chief Rocha testified that the federal government neglected to 

include the tribe as a p)art of the policy making process, even though the constmction 

of the Bridge Canyon project would involve a taking of more than 20,000 acres of his 

people's land. In 1965, public sensitivity to issues of race relations was particularly 

high as a result of the Civil Rights movement; to have the chief of the Hualapai tribe 

testify during a public hearing that Congress and the Interior Department had virtually 

^'Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Project: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 89th Cong., 1st sess., 23-31 August, 1 September 1965, 757-758, 
803. 
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ignored the rights of the Native Americans the project was most likely to affect was a 

potentially devastating development. A related issue of concem to CAP advocates 

was that tribal attomey Royal Marks also articulated a position that might appeal to 

many preservationists who had not accepted the Sierra Qub's stand against all 

development within the canyon. If the Tribe sought to build the dam on its own. 

Grand Canyon National Park and Monument would be completely out of danger." 

Morris Udall, John Rhodes and other CAP proponents embarked hurriedly upon 

a program of damage control. Udall was angry particularly at Marks, who, Udall 

believed, had "bragged" to the committee that the Hualapai could construct the dam on 

their own. But the wily Udall also saw in the Hualapai testimony a potential solution 

that might save the high Bridge Canyon Dam, and the political alliance between 

Arizona and California that depended upon it. Udall believed that the Native 

American position could be used to not only gain a public windfall for the CAP from 

people concerned with Indian issues, but, depending upon circumstances, it might be 

possible to paint the Sierra Oub and other CAP opponents as anti-Indian during a time 

of heightened public sensitivity to racial issues, a potential public relations nightmare 

for conservationists." 

The opponents of the Grand Canyon dams had also learned some lessons from 

"Ibid., 646-653. 

^'Udall to Dominy, 28 August 1965, folder 5, box 477, Morris Udall Papers; 
and Mo Udall to Stewart Udall, 20 January 1966, folder 6, box 166, Stewart Udall 
Papers. 



the hearings in autumn of 1965. First and perhaps most frustrating, the letter writing 

campaigns initiated by several of the conservation organizations had succeeded in 

generating a great deal of mail to Congress and the Interior Department. However, it 

also appeared as though the Interior Committee members, though they acknowledged 

the receipt of the mail, viewed the letter writers as though they were the victims of a 

misinformation campaign conducted by the environmentalists. Clearly these 

politicians believed, the public would agree that the preservation of over one hundred 

miles of free flowing river, combined with the two reservoirs and their recreation 

potential, constituted a reasonable compromise. Consequently, the Interior Committee 

kept track of the volume of mail but only considered it as an "imponderable."^ 

It also appeared to some environmentalists that the machinations of the 

congressional system constituted an almost impenetrable barrier. Richard Lamm of 

the Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council, Sierra Club member, and future 

Governor of Colorado met with the Colorado congressional delegation, including 

Chairman Aspinall, and came away convinced that the issue was much more complex 

than he had realized initially. Although the issues of the preservation of the canyon 

and upholding the integrity of the national park system were of paramount importance 

'^Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Proiect: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 89th Cong., 1st sess., 23-31 August, 1 September 1965, 147; and 
Richard Lamm, "Report to the Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council on 
Testifying before the House Interior and Insular Affairs Subcommittee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation," 1 September 1965, 1, folder 21, box 20, SCMP. 
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to conservationists, Lamm observed that these considerations were of secondary 

concern to politicians, a veritable "flea on the elephant," to members of the Interior 

Committee." 

Instead, mont of the political players from the western states were concerned 

with the "Gordian Knot" of political intrigue that surrounded the legislation. Arizona, 

they argued was now in a powerful bargaining position because of its influence in the 

House and Senate, and western politicians who opposed the CAP risked having the 

powerful Hayden using his influence to block their own reclamation projects. Most 

alarming to Lamm, however, was that politicians considered reclamation to be such a 

time-honored political formula for power development, that it appeared as though the 

Bureau's cost-benefit justification of its projects was virtually unassailable because it at 

least created the illusion that hydro-projects were not a direct federal subsidy. Even 

though conservationists had demonstrated that thermal steam plants could generate 

power cheaper than hydroelectric dams, for Congress even to suggest the idea of 

federal thermal plants risked renewing the bitter debate over public-private power that 

had raged for thirty years, a controversy that had only recently abated. Politicians 

believed that federally owned steam plants would be viewed as "creeping socialism," 

by the western electorate, even though federal hydropower projects had long been 

sought by these same people as a means to spur development, and economic growth. 

Members of the Colorado delegation confided to Lanmi that although thermal plants 

'^Lamm, "Report," 1. 
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appeared to be the best economic alternative, politically it was impractical to suggest 

them, because, they believed, federally owned steam plants could never gain 

congressional approval because of the political risks. Lamm stated succinctly the 

sitiiation conservationists hoping to preserve Grand Canyon faced: 

So again we seem to arrive at the hard fact of political life: despite the 
fact that there are more economic, more practical solutions, they are not 
enough at this point to overcome the tendency to allow these matters to 
flow in the accepted orthodox political charmels. ... if anything is 
going to save Grand Canyon, it will be political pressures large enough 
to override the tendency ... to solve this regional problem by accepted 
and orthodox "political" methods. 

Richard Lamm observed that many of the major political players in this drama were 

willing to dismiss the environmentalist's major argument — that the construction of 

dams in Grand Canyon would create a precedent that would endanger the rest of the 

National Park System — in favor of political pragmatism, and he communicated these 

concems to Brower and other preservationist leaders.^ 

Preservationists also confronted accusations by Morris Udall, Floyd Dominy 

and others that they were deliberately trying to mislead the American people into 

believing that the dams would inundate a substantial portion of Grand Canyon 

National Park, and create a lake that people could see from the popular tourist 

overlooks located on the South Rim. In his analysis of Time and the River Rowing. 

Morris Udall charged that the club intended for the reader to infer that the canyon 

^Ibid., 2-3. 
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would be filled with water from rim to rim, a charge that Brower vehemently denied. 

But in rebutting these charges of misrepresentation, preservationists failed to see that 

the dam proponents themselves were guilty of misleading both the public and 

members of the Interior Committee. During the hearings. Mo Udall and Dominy 

referred to the Albright-Mead correspondence of 1933, and used it to assert that the 

Park Service had agreed to a high Bridge Canyon Dam years before.^' As has been 

discussed previously, Horace Albright acceded only to the construction of a low dam 

that would flood the monument. 

However, the misuse of the Albright correspondence did not escape the notice 

of Park Service Director George Hartzog, who, in intra-service memoranda, had voiced 

his concern about Domin/s misuse of this exchange of letters since 1964. Hartzog 

asked his subordinates to confirm Domin/s misrepresentation of the Park Service 

position during the 1965 hearings, but no evidence exists to suggest that he took action 

to stop it. The Director also refused to allow service personnel to speak out against 

Bridge Canyon Dam, despite Interior Secretary Udall's acceptance of the Budget 

Bureau's recommendation that Bridge Canyon Dam be deferred. Although Director 

Conrad Wirth voiced actively his opposition to the dams planned for Echo Park when 

"Congress, House, Subcommittee on hrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Project: Hearings 
before the Subconunittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
and insular Affairs. 89th Cong., 1st sess., 23-31 August, 1 September 1965, 201, 736; 
and David Brower, "Grand Canyon: Department of Amplification," Sierra Qub 
Bulletin. December 1965, 14-15. 



326 

Interior Secretary McKay reversed the approval of his predecessor during the mid 

1950s, Hartzog, in the case of Grand Canyon took disciplinary action against a Park 

Service employee who was caught handing out literature opposing Bridge Canyon 

Dam in October of 1965.^ Hartzog's actions added further stress to his already 

strained relationship with conservation organizations whose leaders felt that Service 

employees should now be free to express their opposition should they feel so inclined. 

This incident would not be the last time that conservationists and the Park Service 

Director clashed during the Grand Canyon dam controversy. 

Slowly, as a result of the efforts of many concerned individuals and 

organizations, the preservationists' campaign gained momentum after the Interior 

Committee hearings of 1965. Although leaders from the major organizations carried 

on the most publicized aspects of the effort — testifying before Congress, and 

producing literature for distribution — the campaign also began to accelerate at the 

grass roots level among the ordinary membership. Concerned citizens and influential 

^Hartzog to a Mr. Larry Hadley, 11 December 1964, folder 266, box 36, 
George Hartzog Papers; and Hartzog to a Mr. Frank Harrison, 6 October 1965, folder 
269, box 36, George Hartzog Papers; see also Director to all Regional Directors, 18 
October 1965, folder 1, box 169, Stewart Udall Papers. The documentary record is 
somewhat austere on the subject of relations between Director Hartzog and leading 
conservationists. Perhaps the best example 1 have seen is a 1964 memo from Hartzog 
to Stewart Udall in which the Director recapitulated a testy meeting with several 
leading conservationists including Howard Zahniser of the Wilderness Society and 
Tony Smith of the National Parks Association, over the PSWP and Bridge Canyon 
Dam, See Director to Secretary of the Interior, 20 February 1964, Hartzog to Udall, 
folder 263, box 92, George Hartzog Papers. 
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environmentalists alike had been writing letters to Congress since Udall first proposed 

the Pacific Southwest Water Plan in August of 1963/' and the volume of letters began 

to increase noticeably during the summer of 1965. A great preponderance of these 

letters came from professionals such as business-people, college professors, doctors 

and lawyers. Many of these individuals wrote the Sierra Club and asked what they 

could do to help, and/or explained what they had already done. For example, Frank 

Griffin, an insurance consultant from Chicago, wrote Brower offering to help pay for 

the distribution of Time and the River Flowing to all members of Congress, and also 

informed Brower that he and his wife had written to all one hundred senators and 

desired reprints of articles from the Sierra Qub bulletin to distribute to friends and 

neighbors."*" Many such letters can be found in the Sierra Qub files. 

An analysis of a representative sample of this correspondence reveals that 

although the ordinary membership of envirormiental organizations was participating in 

the fight to save Grand Canyon and had responded to the articles and pleas for 

^'The influx of mail is difficult to measure, however an assessment of 
approximately 2000 letters contained in the collections of Carl Hayden, Stewart Udall, 
Morris Udall, John Rhodes, Interior Department, National Park Service and John 
Saylor reveals that the number of letters increased dramatically after the August-
September 1965 hearings, tapered off for the first quarter of 1966 and increased again 
after the May 1966 hearings, the Sierra Qub's ad campaign, and the IRS revocation of 
June 9, 1966. For examples of influential environmentalists' correspondence with one 
influential politician, please see Edward Abbey to Carl Hayden, 10 May 1965; and 
Roderick Nash to Carl Hayden, 3 June, 1965; see also Luna Leopold to Carl Hayden, 
12 August 1965, box 019, folder 2, Carl Hayden Papers. 

^Griffin to Brower, 10 August 1965, folder 19, box 29, SCMP. 
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support, the letter writing campaign had not moved far beyond the aggregate 

membership of these organizations, for few letters arrived without their authors' 

claiming an affiliation with an enviroiunental group. Although some conservationists 

looked to the Sierra Qub to provide leadership, others agitated for the creation of a 

national "save the Grand Canyon" organization to coordinate the effort. When queried 

about this possibility, David Brower responded that he believed that all the 

conservation organizations needed to do was to continue their present efforts and 

commimicate with each other more closely. By now Brower was immersed in 

speaking engagements, only rarely appeared at Sierra Qub headquarters, and the Sierra 

Qub had hired two full time staff members to keep up with his schedule and answer 

his mail.'*' Qearly Brower believed that with the Sierra Qub having taken the lead to 

generate public awareness — risking its tax deductible status in the process — and 

having formed its own "Grand Canyon Task Force," that another organization was 

unnecessary. If it was possible to stop the Grand Canyon dams, it would be "an 

aroused public" rather than a bureaucracy created by envirorunentalists that would do 

it. 

Indeed, people interested in participating in the fight to save Grand Canyon had 

begun to create organizations of their own. One good example of this type of grass 

^'Richard Lamm to David Brower, 28 October 1965; and Mrs. Hasse Bunnelle 
to Lamm, 29 October 1965; see also Dr. Estella Leopold to Hasse Bunnelle, 15 
October 1965; and Hasse Bunnelle to Leopold, 29 October 1965, folder 10, box 21, 
SCMP. 
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roots activity was the Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council, a group begun by 

Eugene and Ruth Weiner of Denver. Starting with a nucleus of fifty people in March 

of 1965, including Professors Richard and William Bradley, and Richard Lamm, this 

organization was created solely to oppose the Grand Canyon dams. By September of 

1965, the group had increased to approximately 200 members, distributed 8000 "fact 

sheets," countless bumper stickers and buttons, and contacted 350 conservation 

organizations. By December the group had scheduled public debates between CAP 

proponents and prominent preservationists, and booked Sierra Club's Glen Canyon 

movie for showings all over the state of Colorado.^^ 

In addition to his activities with the Colorado Open Space Coordinating 

Council, Dr. Richard Bradley continued his own efforts to combat the Grand Canyon 

dams. Bradley pressed his campaign to interest the editors of Atlantic Monthly in 

publishing an article from the preservationist perspective during the last half of 1965 

and he also attempted to enlist distinguished environmental author Wallace Stegner in 

the fight, but Stegner begged off, citing his demanding teaching and research 

responsibilities at Stanford University. In addition, Devereux Butcher, former 

executive secretary of the National Parks Association and a long-time conservationist, 

persuaded John Vosburgh, the editor of Audubon Magazine, to ask Bradley whether he 

would be willing to write an article for a forthcoming issue. Vosburgh made it clear 

••^"Activity Highlights 1965-1966: Future Goals," Colorado Open Space 
Coordinating Council, Inc., 24 September 1966, folder "Colorado Mountain Club," box 
1 "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers. 
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to Bradley that he was free to write a no holds barred excoriation of the proposed 

Grand Canyon dams. "We are interested in a hard hitting piece exposing the bold and 

thoughtless plan which would ruin much of the Grand Canyon if the Marble Gorge 

and Bridge Canyon dams should be constructed," Vosburgh wrote. "Much of the 

public is unaware of this scheme of the Bureau of Reclamation . . . Although 

Audubon was not a magazine with the with the national circulation Bradley had hoped 

for, he nonetheless prepared an article that Vosburgh scheduled for publication in early 

spring of 1966. More importantly, this signaled that the Audubon Society, the oldest 

and one of the most respected conservation organizations in the United States, had 

now leapt into the controversy with both feet. 

Proponents of the Grand Canyon dams also intensified their publicity efforts 

after the 1965 hearings, and in September, representatives from the Central Arizona 

Project Association, the Metropolitan Water District of Los Angeles, and several large 

lobbying groups including the American Public Power Association met in Washington 

D.C. to discuss strategy. A consensus was reached that the next few months might 

prove decisive in the struggle for the Lower Colorado River Basin Project, and that a 

committee headquartered in Washington D.C. should be formed to lead the effort. 

These officials agreed that the primary purpose of creating this centralized strategy 

"•^Bradley to Stegner, u.d. 1965; and Stegner to Bradley, 25 November 1965, 
folder "Atlantic," box I "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers; see also 
Vosburgh to Bradley, 6 August 1965, folder "Audubon," box 1 "Grand Canyon 
Dams," Richard Bradley Papers. 
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was to combat the "preservationists' opposition" to the Grand Canyon dams. A 

comprehensive plan of attack was drawn up, and delegates were assigned tasks such as 

contacting the national media, influential industrial lobbyists, and key members of 

Congress. Literatme counteracting the preservationists' arguments was also proposed, 

and a special emphasis was to be placed upon developing "favorable relationships" 

with the states of the Pacific Northwest."" 

Morris Udall was optimistic following the hearings, and looked forward to their 

resumption in 1966. Udall believed that negotiations with Jackson, Foley and other 

politicians from the region would eventually bear fruit because, in his opinion, the 

testimony at the recently concluded hearings had "shamed" politicians from the Pacific 

Northwest into admitting that they had a water surplus. Meanwhile, Floyd Dominy 

and Stewart Udall stumped the American West, trying to drum up public support for 

the project. The Bureau of Reclamation also produced a film entitled "Power for the 

Nation," narrated by actor Frederick March and accompanied by music from the Air 

Force Band, extolling the economic and recreational benefits of hydroelectric dams. 

Anthony Wayne Smith criticized the Bureau and the Interior Department for using 

public funds to generate this type of propaganda for public consumption, and he wrote 

the Board of Trustees of the National Parks Association asking them to formulate a 

''^Rich Johnson, "Minutes: Meeting of Joint Public Relations Committee," 23 
September 1965, folder 1, box 3, CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. 
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strategy to combat it/' 

By the winter of 1965, conservation leaders such as Smith, Bradley, and 

Brower realized that the pro-dam propaganda must be countered in the mass media in 

order to generate the public response they believed would merit congressional 

attention, the third incarnation of the preservationists' strategy since the Grand Canyon 

dam controversy began in 1963. When Stewart Udall first introduced the Pacific 

Southwest Water Plan, environmentalists attempted to create a legal argument against 

the dams based upon the reclamation provision in the Park Establishment Act of 1919 

and the Federal Power Acts of 1920, 1921, and 1935. However, the dubious nature of 

these arguments soon became apparent, and preservationists had largely abandoned 

them by 1965. Consequently, witnesses testifying against the dams during the 1965 

hearings attacked the proposals with technologically viable alternatives and strong 

rhetorical argimients emphasizing that if Congress approved the construction of dams 

that would create invasions of Grand Canyon National Park and Monument, it would 

set a precedent, allowing development in the rest of the National Park System. 

In the post-Hetch Hetchy era, the argument of precedent originated with Park 

Service Director Newton Dmry when he used it to defend Grand Canyon National 

Park against the high Bridge Canyon Dam and the destructive Marble Canyon-Kanab 

•^'''Memo on CAP hearings from MKU," 28 August 1965, folder 2, box 3, 
CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers; and Arizona Republic. 27 October 1965; see also 
Arizona Daily Star. 14 December 1965; and Smith to the National Parks Association 
Board of Tmstees, 28 September 1965, folder 34, box 11, SCMP. 
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Creek Project during the CAP debates of the 1940s. Congress failed to enact 

legislation approving either of these proposals; however, conservation organizations 

adopted Dnuys strategy and used it to defend Dinosaur National Monument during 

the Echo Park Controversy.^ 

Historian Mark Harvey writes that the conservationists' triumph in the Echo 

Park controversy overturned the Hetch Hetchy verdict and these environmentalists 

believed Congress had established a new principle: that the lands held by the National 

Park Service could no longer be violated for development. Now conservationists 

believed they had a legal argument, sanctioned by Congress, with which to resist other 

intrusive proposals. Ironically, when the rising waters of Lake Powell threatened 

Rainbow Bridge National Monument a few years later, environmentalists found 

themselves in the position of having to urge Congress and the Interior Department to 

force the Bureau to deface the spectacular canyon country of Southern Utah with roads 

and barrier dams to uphold the sanctity of the National Park System. Congressmen 

Stewart Udall and Wayne Aspinall opposed the construction of dams and the damage 

they would cause, and when Udall became Interior Secretary in 1960, he came under 

intense pressure from environmental groups urging him to uphold the provision in the 

1956 Colorado River Storage Project act that guaranteed the monument's protection. 

Ultimately, many congressmen were not convinced that the intrusion of a small sliver 

of water into Rainbow Bridge National Monument constituted a precedent that would 

'•^Please see chapter two of this narrative. 



334 

endanger the National Park System. Senator Frank Moss of Utah argued that a lake 

beneath the Bridge would "add greatly to its scenic lure," while Wayne Aspinall and 

Q)mmissioner Floyd Dominy favored the intrusion because it would enable millions to 

see the arch rather than just a privileged few/' 

Environmentalists fighting to preserve Grand Canyon in 1965, had no choice 

but to rely upon the precedent argument established during the Echo Park controversy 

once the weakness of their initial legal arguments had been revealed, because although 

weakened by the Rainbow Bridge fiasco, it still constituted their strongest weapon. 

However, many of the same contentions used to defeat the environmentalists' 

"sanctity" argument in the Rainbow Bridge controversy reappeared during the House 

Interior Conunittee hearings of 1965. Congressmen argued that a lake would improve 

the scenery of the canyon, open it up to public access, and that the environmentalists 

who sought to prevent construction of such a "water highway" were selfish — the 

antithesis of President Johnson's Great Society. More than anything else, the 

congressional hearings of 1965 demonstrated to environmentalists that mere arguments 

"Mark W. T. Harvey, "Defending the Park System: The Controversy over 
Rainbow Bridge," New Mexico Historical Review. 73 (January 1998): 45, 47, 49, 53, 
55, 56, 59, 60. The Sierra Club, Federation of Western Outdoor Qubs and the 
National Parks Association sued to obtain an injunction forcing Secretary Udall to 
keep the valves to Glen Canyon Dam open until protective works were built. These 
organizations named Professor Richard Bradley as the plaintiff, however, the federal 
district court in Washington D. C. ruled that Bradley had no standing to sue, this case 
having occurred prior to the landmark Storm King, ruling. Please see Richard Bradley 
to Charles Morton, folder "Atlantic," box 1 "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley 
Papers. 
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of precedent were not enough to stop congressional approval of the projects, for these 

arguments by themselves were not powerful enough to dissuade Congress from 

continuing to view reclamation hydropower as a politically pragmatic means to 

perpetuate economic growth in the Western United States. 

With proponents of dams in Grand Canyon couching their arguments in the 

rhetoric of President Johnson's Great Society and hammering home the theme that 

opponents of the dams were a selfish group of people who sought to reserve vast 

stretches of Grand Canyon for their own use, leading preservationists realized in the 

winter of 1965 that they needed a new strategy that would transcend mere legal 

arguments and gain widespread public appeal. Though in Grand Canyon 

environmentalists had perhaps the world's greatest symbol of natural grandeur, and 

despite numerous articles in conservation magazines, travelling photo exhibits and the 

stunning Time and the River Flowing, they had not communicated successfully the 

impending threats to Grand Canyon beyond the membership of their own 

organizations. So far Richard Bradley's efforts to gain publicity in the national media 

had yielded mixed results. While he had not been able to convince the editors of 

Atlantic Monthlv to publish his article, they had put him in touch with Life Magazine. 

which agreed to print a short anti-dam editorial. Harper's, also published a short 

satirical piece, criticizing Stewart Udall for endorsing "piddling enterprises" such as 

Glen Canyon, Marble Canyon, and Bridge Canyon Dams, and called instead for a dam 

"one mile high" across the entire canyon. However, when Bradley attempted to 
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publish a more conventional article in Harpef's. Bernard DeVoto's former employer 

tvimed him down. And though the New York Times carried regular articles about the 

controversy. Time Magazine had featured an article on conservation in late September 

of 1965, just after the House hearings, and failed to mention Grand Canyon. Some 

environmentalists suspected that the Bureau had somehow applied pressure behind the 

scenes to influence the editors of Time to avoid publicizing the controversy.^ 

Although David Brower was unable to discem whether these allegations were accurate, 

soon conservationists would see just how far the Bureau and other proponents of the 

CAP would go to prevent envirorunentalists from publicizing the threats to Grand 

Canyon. Barring the occurrence of something dramatic, it appeared as though Morris 

Udall, John Rhodes, Carl Hayden, Stewart Udall and other proponents of the Lower 

Colorado River Basin Project had finally made the political deals necessary and gained 

enough momentum to break the bill free in the House during the upcoming 

congressional session. Thus, leading envirormientalists like David Brower and Richard 

Bradley believed if they were to have any chance of saving Grand Canyon in 1966, 

that it was imperative to gain access to the national media in order to inform the 

American people of the threats looming over their greatest scenic wonder while there 

was still time to act. 

••^Richard Bradley to Wallace Stegner, n.d. 1965, folder "Atlantic," box I, 
"Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers; and Bmce Stewart, "Think Big," 
Harper^s. August 1965, 62-63; see also Estella Leopold to Hasse Bunnelle, 15 October 
1965, folder 10, box 21, SCMP. 
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CANYON IN THE BALANCE 

Far from ruining the canyon these dams will insure that no serious and 
damaging incursions will occur in the future. The job will be done, and it will 
be done right. 

— Morris Udall, 1966' 

Now there is a way for us to become strong and independent if good people 
know what can be done and how to do it. . . . there is a place called Bridge 
Canyon on the river where our non-Indian brothers in the Southwest want to 
build a dam. There are people who call themselves conservationists who do 
not want this dam built because they say it will spoil the canyon .... We do 
not understand these conservationists who love rocks and lizards more than 
people. We do not want to go on living in poverty in their wilderness 
museum. 

— Signed by George Rocha, Hualapai Tribal Chairman — 
written by Rich Johnson, President of the Central 
Arizona Fhroject Association — mailed to the National 
Council of Churches in June of 1966.^ 

As the year 1966 dawned, preservationists and proponents of the Grand Canyon 

dams and the Central Arizona Project remained locked in the struggle to gain a 

consensus in Congress and in the court of public opinion. Morris Udall, John Rhodes, 

Carl Hayden, Stewart Udall, and the other dam proponents waited impatiently for 

Wayne Aspinall to reconvene the hearings on the Lower Colorado River Basin Project, 

hoping that the seven states of the Colorado basin would honor the compromises so 

'Congress, House, Speech of Morris Udall, "Hooding the Grand Canyon: A 
Phony Issue, 89th Cong., 2d sess., " Concessional Record (9 June 1966), 3. 

^Chief George Rocha to Reverend Edwin Espy, 24 June 1966, folder 5, box 4, 
CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. 
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painstakingly negotiated during the previous two years, long enough for the bill to 

reach the floor of the House for a vote. Although dozens of Arizonans were working 

on obtaining passage of the Central Arizona Project bill, by January of 1966 Morris 

Udall had emerged as the quarterback of the effort. Mo Udall, the "one eyed 

Mormon"' as he laughingly referred to himself, had taken his brother's congressional 

seat in 1960 upon Stewart's appointment as Interior Secretary and after winning 

reelection twice now held Arizona's only seat on the vital House Interior Committee. 

Morris Udall found himself caught in the same conundrum as his brother: generally a 

supporter of conservation. Mo, in the case of the CAP, found himself opposing 

conservationists with whom he was usually allied, all the while fighting a personal 

struggle to reconcile his obligations to his Arizona constituency and his desire to 

develop Arizona's water resources with his own environmentalist sympathies. 

Possessed of a dry and sarcastic wit, Morris Udall also, by 1966, was known among 

his colleagues as a politician of keen intellect with a tireless work ethic and a man 

who was not above playing hardball politics when the situation demanded it. 

Opposition from the Pacific Northwest still threatened the Central Arizona 

Project bill. However, Morris Udall believed that through tactful negotiations and Carl 

Hayden's influence Senator Jackson could be persuaded to approve of at least a 

'Morris Udall, Too Funnv to Be President (New York: Henry Holt and 
Company, 1988), 92. Mo Udall lost his eye as a result of a childhood accident, 
however, in typical good humor, he made light of it throughout his political career, 
and the injury did not hamper his athletic ability, a fact bome out by his 
accomplishments as a college and professional basketball player. 
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feasibility-grade study of the importation of water from the Columbia River/ The 

promise of water augmentation was what held the fragile seven-state coalition together, 

and though Udall was optimistic about his prospects of success with Jackson, he was 

also aware that if he failed, the upper basin states as well as California would 

withdraw their support. Udall knew he could do little about the position held by 

politicians from the Pacific Northwest at the beginning of the year; the real 

negotiations, he believed, would occur while the bill was under consideration, probably 

during the joint House/Senate conference committee meetings after passage, which he 

anticipated would occur in the summer of 1966. But in order for these political deals 

to be made, the bill first had to be passed by the House and Senate. Udall realized 

that if the conservationists grew strong enough to prevent the passage of a high Bridge 

Canyon Dam it would doom the proposal, because California's representatives and 

Wayne Aspinall all believed that without the high dam, the development fund would 

take a great deal longer to accrue enough revenue to build water importation works — 

too long in their view, given the imminence of the Southwest's water crisis. 

Proponents of the CAP now moved to strengthen their position against the 

environmentalists, and they launched a preemptive strike to prevent the alliance of 

conservationists and the Hualapai tribe over the construction of a low dam at Bridge 

Canyon. During the autumn 1965 hearings, tribal attomey Royal Marks had testified 

that the tribe desired to build Bridge Canyon Dam itself with the approval of the 

••"Notes on March 15 Conference," folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. 
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Federal Power Commission. Since the FPC did not have the authority to approve the 

construction of a dam that would flood national monument or park lands, the tribal 

project would, by law, have to be a low dam.' Arizona water advocates viewed this 

testimony as adversarial and it became a matter of utmost priority to gamer Indian 

backing for the project, both because it would remove a potential obstacle to passage, 

and for its "public relations value". Fearing that the removal of threats to the park and 

monument would appease some of the conservation organizations, Arizona 

Representatives Morris Udall, John Rhodes and George Senner wrote a joint letter to 

the Hualapai tribe asking for its "specific demands," and they prepared to enter into 

negotiations with Marks and Hualapai Chief George Rocha, to determine what 

concessions would need to be made to obtain Hualapai support.^ 

The Hualapai tribe began voicing its concerns about a federally constructed 

Bridge Canyon Project, almost as soon as the Arizona delegation introduced CAP 

legislation in the wake of the favorable Supreme Court Ruling in June of 1963. Royal 

Marks, whose lav/ firm had represented the tribe since 1948, expressed his concern to 

John Rhodes that the legislation contained no provision for compensating the tribe in 

^Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Project: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Conmiittee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 89th Cong., 1st sess., 23-31 August, 1 September 1965, 646-653. 

^"Minutes of Meeting held at 10:00 o'clock, A.M., January 4, 1966 in the 
Arizona Room of the Hotel Adams, Phoenix, Arizona," 4-5, 7, folder 4, box 1, 
CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. 
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the event that the Bureau of Reclamation built the dam. Coming only three years after 

the tribe had entered into the lucrative contract with the Arizona Power Authority, 

Marks expressed dismay that the Arizona delegation would introduce federal 

legislation that made no mention of Indian interests.' Rhodes pled ignorance and said 

that he had taken Senator Hayden's word that the legislation introduced in 1963 was 

"identical" with that submitted in 1950, which did in fact, guarantee compensation. 

Marks' co-counsel, Arthur Lazarus, made similar inquiries of Interior Secretary Udall 

in October of 1963, just after the release of the Pacific Southwest Water Plan, but 

despite these inquiries, both the Interior Secretary, and the Arizona congressional 

delegation failed to take any action until after the House hearings of Autumn 1965.* 

By fall of 1965, the "Indian problem,"' as some Arizonans had begun to call it, 

could no longer be ignored in the face of the explosive civil rights issues involved. 

The surprise threat from the Hualapai threw the Arizona delegation into a panic, and 

Mo Udall asked the Bureau of Reclamation to assess the impact that the Hualapai 

contract of I960 would have upon the development fund. The Bureau's analysis 

'For a discussion of the Hualapai contract, please see chapter four. 

®Marks to Rhodes, 19 June 1963; and Rhodes to Marks, 26 June 1963, folder 1, 
box 1, CAP/88, John Rhodes Papers; see also Lazarus to Stewart Udall, 4 October 
1963, folder 2, box 1, CAP/88, John Rhodes Papers. 

'Douglas Wall, Chairman, Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, "Confidential 
Memorandum," forwarded to John Rhodes by Ray Killian, Secretary, Arizona 
Interstate Stream Commission, 8 March 1965, folder 1, box 2, CAP/88, John Rhodes 
Papers. 
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revealed the stunning and inescapable fact that the annual payments the agreement 

called for would reduce the development fiind by over $65 million by 2025 and almost 

$93 million by 2047. Attorneys for the Hualapai tribe confirmed that the tribe 

expected, at the minimum, for the Interior Department to compensate it at the rate the 

Arizona Power Authority had agreed to back in 1960, when the Authority was seeking 

to construct a low dam, and that the demands would probably increase because the 

Interior plan called for a high dam. In addition to the large annual payments the 

Hualapai also expected: to purchase power at the lowest market rate; control the 

revenue generated by tourist using the south shore of the reservoir; the construction of 

a road to the reservoir for recreational purposes; and for the Bureau to change the 

name of the dam from Bridge Canyon to "Hualapai."'" 

Arizona's water officials debated how best to approach the sensitive issue of 

negotiations with the Hualapai tribe. Rich Johnson of the Central Arizona Project 

Association wrote Morris Udall in December and expressed the opinion that any and 

all Indian claims should be taken to the Interior Department directly. Johnson 

believed the CAPA should not get involved because it was a state organization, and if 

'"Acting Conmiissioner of Reclamation to Morris Udall, 12 October 1965, 
folder 5, box 477, Morris Udall Papers. The terms of the Hualapai contract with the 
APA, adjusted for inflation between 1960 and 1965, called for a payment of $150,000 
upon execution of the agreement; $2000/month; a lump sum payment of between 
$1.05 and $1.37 million; and aimual royalties of between $402,000, and $794,400 for 
the life of the project. Please see "Statement of Arthur Lazarus: Re Interest of 
Hualapai Tribe In CAP," attached to Udall to Rhodes and Senner, 18 March 1965, 
folder 5, box 477, Morris Udall Papers. 
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the state of Arizona opposed the Hualapai claims it could become a public relations 

disaster. He believed such a sensitive issue should be left to the federal government. 

Morris Udall and John Rhodes met with Marks in early January of 1966 to try to get 

the tribe to budge on some of its demands, but Marks was adamant, giving the 

Arizona representatives a thinly-veiled take it or leave it response. Morris Udall wrote 

his brother shortly after this encounter and Stewart issued an immediate directive to 

his staff to get moving on a solution. Mo Udall now found himself confronted with a 

most uncomfortable choice, for to give in to the Hualapai demands would result in a 

great depletion of the development fund — a proposition that not only was sure to 

anger the states hoping for water importation at the earliest possible date — but would 

also increase the importance of the high Bridge Canyon Dam even more, leaving little 

room for compromise. However, Udall also recognized that he had little alternative, 

because he believed that the potential fallout that would result if the CAP proponents 

failed to placate the tribe constituted such a grave threat that it would imperil the 

entire project, or at least delay it indefinitely." 

Virtually everyone concerned with the passage of the Central Arizona Project, 

fi-om the Interior Secretary to Arizona's federal politicians and state water advocates, 

recognized the importance of avoiding a conflict with the Hualapai tribe over the 

"Johnson to Morris Udall, 25 December 1965; and Marks to Rhodes, Udall, 
and Sermer, 17 January 1966; see also Morris Udall to Stewart Udall, 20 January 
1966, folder 5, box 477, Morris Udall Papers. 
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project. Spurred on by Secretary Udall to find a solution. Interior Department staff 

came to him with their recommendations. Harry Anderson, the Assistant Secretary for 

Public Land Management argued that the Department should agree to the Hualapai 

demands as a matter of "public policy" and "equity." He also contended that the 

Indians stood in danger of being "exploited nationally" by the conservationists if 

supporters of the CAP failed to gain their support. Les Alexander of the Arizona 

Interstate Stream Commission put the situation more bluntly in a conversation with 

Congressman John Rhodes: the price of giving in to the Hualapai demands must be 

the tribe's affirmative support of the project. If this could be achieved, it presented the 

opportunity to turn the Hualapai desire to have Bridge Canyon/Hualapai Dam built "to 

our advantage against the so-called conservationists." Alexander urged the hiring of a 

professional advertising agency to mount "a professional type rebuttal," against the 

conservationists, arguing that "the plight of the poor Hualapais would be one fine 

avenue for bringing national pressure to bear for the construction of Bridge Canyon."'^ 

Clearly, Alexander, John Rhodes and other Arizona water advocates believed that it 

might be possible to rebut the preservationists by portraying them as anti-Indian, and 

gain a tremendous public windfall from people sympathetic to racial and civil rights 

issues. 

Preservationists, unaware of the pro-dam lobby's attempts to gain the backing 

'^Assistant Secretary — Public Land Management to Secretary Udall, 14 March 
1966, folder 6, box 169, Stewart Udall Papers; and Les Alexander, "Memo to the 
files," 30 March 1966, folder 1, box 169, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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of Native Americans, continued to seek a national forum in January of 1966 in which 

to articulate their position. Despite the efforts made during the past two years, some 

influential conservationists such as Stewart Brandborg of the Wilderness Society 

believed that the campaign had been ineffective because much of the American public 

remained unaware of the threats to Grand Canyon. Brandborg communicated with 

California senator Thomas Kuchel who intimated that the states of the Colorado basin 

"including the California delegates!" were going to go all-out to obtain passage of the 

project during the upcoming congressional session. Believing that the year 1966 

would be decisive, Brandborg urged his fellow conservationists to break free from 

their "apathy" and make every effort to reach the public, and he suggested that a 

special Grand Canyon organization be formed to coordinate the effort.'^ Stewart 

Brandborg, like Richard Lamm of the Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council the 

previous fall, believed that only with a national organization to coordinate the efforts 

of conservationists would the campaign be truly effective. 

Thus by late January of 1966 there were two schools of thought among 

conservationists: those who believed in a centralized, coordinated anti-dam campaign, 

such as Lamm, Estella Leopold and Stewart Brandborg, while others, including David 

Brower and Richard Bradley thought that a grass roots type of action stood the best 

'^Brandborg to Edward Graves, 21 January 1966; and Graves to Brandborg, 28 
January 1966, folder "Colorado River 1966," box 106, Wilderness Society Papers. 
Graves also suggested that conservationists should advertise in national magazines to 
get the word out, a strategy that was soon to be initiated. 
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chance of success, feeling that if conservationists gained access to the national media, 

their message would galvanize the public into action. With hearings but a few short 

months away, preservationists had acquired some powerful allies including the New 

York Times, which, although it had opposed only Bridge Canyon Dam in previous 

editorials, now took a definitive stand against Marble Canyon Dam as well, even 

though it was upstream of the park and monument. The editors of the Times 

published an editorial in January criticizing the potential destruction of Grand Canyon 

and they questioned the necessity of hydro-electric dams, given current advances in 

thermal and atomic energy.Encouraged, but knowing time was growing short, 

Brower and Bradley continued their efforts to gain more national media attention. 

In January the defenders of Grand Canyon received the first break in their 

efforts to gain access to the nation a media because the Audubon Society came 

through on its promise to publish Richard Bradley's hard-hitting article it had solicited 

the previous fall. Richard and his brother David had been unsuccessful in gaining 

access to the wildly circulated Atlantic Magazine because, as Richard later put it, 

"they couldn't believe that Stewart Udall would support such a dumb project. They 

put us off saying they had published enough conservation articles for the moment." 

Bradley rewrote the manuscript and sent it to Audubon. The article appeared in the 

January-February issue, an event that was to have far-reaching consequences for the 

remainder of the campaign against the Grand Canyon Dams, although it was not 

'•*New York Times. 28 August 1963; and New York Times. 17 January 1966, 
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readily apparent at the time. The article, entitled "Ruin for the Grand Canyon," 

stressed many of the same themes that environmentalists had been sounding since 

1963: alternative energy sources were available; the Kanab Creek tunnel still loomed 

as a potential threat; the dams would desecrate Grand Canyon; and other familiar 

arguments. Although written forcefully, the article only reached the relatively small 

membership of the Audubon Society, a total of about 48,500 people, not an audience 

of the size that Bradley and Brower sought.'^ 

Alone, Bradley's article was no more significant than other essays published in 

environmental and scientific magazines that had circulated among a dedicated but 

limited number of specialized readers for the previous two years. However, the last 

week of January 1966 Bradley received a letter from Marjorie Nicholson of Reader's 

Digest, asking for permission to publish the article in an upcoming issue. Elated 

opponents of the Grand Canyon dams believed that they now stood on the brink of 

gaining the national exposure they had been seeking, for Reader's Digest, had an 

estimated domestic circulation of 35 million readers, and 20 million more in foreign 

countries, twice that of Life or the Saturday Evening Post. An employee of the 

Digest, who was also a Sierra Club member, had informed David Brower previously 

that the magazine received 78,000 unsolicited manuscripts every six months, and an 

estimated one out of every four Americans read it. Gaining access to the most widely 

''Richard Bradley to Barbara Walton, Curator of the Western History 
Collection at the Denver Public Library, 1995, box I "Grand Canyon Dams," Elichard 
Bradley Papers; Audubon. January-Febmary 1966, 34-41. 
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circulated publication in the world constituted a coup of stupendous proportions for the 

preservationists, one that could potentially swing the momentum of the campaign in 

their favor.'® 

These developments were not lost on Floyd Dominy, and the Commissioner 

resolved to do everything in his power to stop the publication of Bradley's article. 

When Reader's Digest called Dominy to confirm some of Bradley's assertions, the 

Commissioner responded with a point-by-point rebuttal of "known errors or 

misstatements," criticizing Bradley for: comparing the proposed Grand Canyon dams 

with Hetch Hetchy; "raising the ghost of the Kanab Creek diversion," which had been 

abandoned for "several decades;" and arguing that steam plants could produce peaking 

power. Dominy argued that the Park Service had approved the Bridge Canyon project, 

and included a copy of Director Albright's 1933 letter to substantiate his contention. 

The Digest gave Bradley an opportunity to respond, and he addressed Dominy's 

critique, citing Los Angeles' attempt to obtain the Kanab Creek diversion in 1962 as 

proof of Dominy's propensity to stretch the truth. Though Bradley did not know it, 

Dominy himself had broached the subject of the Kanab Diversion in a meeting with 

Arizona water leaders in February 1963, so for Dominy to argue that Bradley was 

'^Nicholson to Bradley, 27 January 1966, folder "Reader's Digest Article," box 
1 "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers; Nancy Weston to David Brower, 28 
July 1959, folder 47, box 11, SCMP. 
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using the MCKC as a straw man to whip up opposition is specious at best.'' 

Bradley also argued that the Federal Power Act of 1935 superseded the 

previous Park Service approval and all prior provisions allowing reservoirs to invade 

the monument. However, Dominy, in a memo to his subordinates, stated that the 

Power Act only applied to projects under consideration by the Federal Power 

Commission and that it was not applicable to projects under consideration by 

Congress. He also urged them to be ready to demolish Bradley if he made the Federal 

Power Act argiiment at a later date. A reading of the relevant statutes suggests that 

Dominy was indeed correct. Although it appears that both protagonists made some 

erroneous assertions, the editors of the Digest accepted Bradley's contentions and after 

doing some research of their own, decided to publish the article in April of 1966. 

Bradley was cautiously optimistic. However, he feared that biterior Secretary Udall 

possessed the influence to "kill the article" by leaning on the Digest's editorial staff, 

and he told Brower that he wouldn't believe he had succeeded until he had "seen [the 

article] in print."'® 

The Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council also continued its efforts in 

''Dominy to Margaret Young, The Reader's Digest. 2 February 1966; and 
Bradley to Dominy, 16 March 1966, folder 6, box 6, SCMP; see also Bradley to 
Brower, 1 March 1966, folder 32, box 19, SCMP, and Orren Beaty, Assistant to the 
Secretary, "Memo to the Files," 6 Febmary 1963, folder 2, box 321, Carl Hayden 
Papers. 

Acting Commissioner Bennett to Regional Director, Boulder City, 23 March 
1966, folder 9, box 478, Morris Udall Papers; and Bradley to Brower, 1 March 1966, 
folder 32, box 19, SCMP 
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spring of 1966, scheduling a television debate between Floyd Dominy and Dr. Daniel 

Luten, Sierra Club treasurer and a geography professor at Berkeley. Also pursuing 

means to gain national exposure, the Council, along with the Rocky Mountain chapter 

of the Sierra Club and the Colorado Mountain Club raised enough funding to take out 

a fiill page ad in the Denver Post, with a circulation of 347,000 readers in March. The 

advertisement featured a stunning photo of the Colorado River from Toroweap Point, 

the highest sheer face in Grand Canyon, and it urged concerned citizens to write their 

congressional representatives. President Johnson, and, perhaps most importantly, 

television and radio stations, magazines and newspapers. "Tell them it is your Grand 

Canyon," the article admonished, "and you want it left as it is," invoking the language 

spoken by Teddy Roosevelt upon seeing Grand Canyon for the first time. The 

COSCC then began to raise money for advertisements it intended to take out in the 

New York Times and the Christian Science Monitor.'^ 

The supporters of the Grand Canyon Dams also won a substantial victory in 

March of 1966. The two-million-member National Wildlife Federation, the largest 

conservation organization in the world, had not taken an official position on the Lower 

Colorado Basin Project, despite the overtures that prominent conservationists opposed 

to the dams had made to its leadership. The second week of March, the New Mexico 

Wildlife and Conservation Association offered a resolution at the NWF annual 

'Denver Post. 6 March 1966; and "COSCC: Activity Highlights, 1965-1966," 
24 September 1966, folder "Colorado Mountain Club," box 1 "Grand Canyon Dams," 
Richard Bradley Papers. 
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convention calling for the national leadership to oppose the two dams proposed for the 

Colorado River because of their effect upon Grand Canyon National Park and the 

evaporation they would cause. However, Phil demons and Bill Winter of the Arizona 

Game Protective Association offered a counter-resolution calling for a "balance 

between conservation and full development of the water and power resources" of the 

Colorado River. Winter and demons managed to persuade the executive committee 

of the National Wildlife Federation — whose president, Thomas Kimball, was a former 

employee of the Arizona Game and Fish Department — to table the New Mexico 

resolution.^ As a result, the largest conservation organization in the world remained 

officially neutral regarding the Grand Canyon dams, a blow to preservationists' anti-

dam campaign. 

Preparations for the publication of Bradley's article continued to move forward. 

The Reader's Digest sent out offprints of the essay in March, including one to Arizona 

Governor Sam Goddard, who suggested that the magazine send some of its staff to the 

Grand Canyon so that they could see what the uproar was all about. The editors 

agreed, and proposed to hold a symposium March 30-31 at the El Tovar Hotel on the 

south rim of the canyon to allow the preservationists to present their arguments to the 

national press. The magazine hired the J. Walter Thompson Company, a high 

powered public relations firm out of New York, to make the arrangements for the 

^"Arizona Republic. 27 March 1966; and Bill Winter to John Rhodes, 6 June 
1966, in folder 4, box 3, CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. 
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conference, and the firm chartered a plane for eighty members of the national media. 

Although Reader^s Digest intended the event to be a celebration of the publication of 

Bradley's article and an opportunity for opponents of the dams to present their side 

without interference from supporters of the project, the representatives of the 

Thompson Company misimderstood, apparently, and asked Goddard to provide them 

with a list of project supporters that should be invited to attend. The task was 

delegated to Rich Johnson of the Central Arizona Project Association, who informed, 

among others. Representative Morris Udall, Califomia water attorney Northcutt Ely, 

and Floyd Dominy, who, though unable to attend, arranged for the Bureau to send 

several persormel and its large scale model of the canyon with the plastic inlays for 

the dams and reservoirs. Dominy also called Barry Goldwater personally, urging him 

to attend, and Goldwater said although he could not make the first day of the session, 

he would attend the second. All these arrangements were made without the consent or 

knowledge of the opponents of the dams who had received the impression from Hilda 

Bums of the Thompson Company that the program would only include 

conservationists, while Rich Johnson stated later that Ms. Bums was "enthusiastic" 

about both the Bureau's model and the list of reclamation supporters Johnson provided 

to her several days before the conference. Preservationists are equally as adamant that 

Ms. Bums asked that the model be removed.^' Regardless of which version of events 

^'Rich Johnson, "Memorandum," 1 April 1966, folder 9, box 478, Morris Udall 
Papers; and Commissioner of Reclamation to Regional Director, Boulder City Nevada, 
23 March 1966, folder 9, box 478, Morris Udall Papers; see also Brower to a Mr. 
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is true, David Brower, Richard Bradley, and the Sierra Club's new Southwest 

representative Jeff Ingram continued with the arrangements to organize the conference. 

Brower still believed he was going to mediate it, unaware that his most bitter 

protagonists also intended to be there. 

From the outset, the symposium degenerated into a veritable fi-ee for all. 

Brower and Ingram arrived the night of March 29 to assess the situation and make 

preliminary seating arrangements. Brower fired the preservationists' opening salvo, 

sending a telegram to Stewart Udall in which he accused him of "muzzling the 

National Park Service" by not allowing park service personnel to voice objections to 

the dams. Brower claimed that he had received a copy of an Interior Department 

memo, "leaked" to the Sierra Club by a Park Service employee outlining the official 

position of the agency and requesting that all recipients destroy it after reading it.^ 

At noon the next day Ingram and Brower left the hotel to take a short walk 

along the rim of the canyon, and when they returned, they discovered that Bureau 

personnel had arrived in the interim and set up the large scale model, used during the 

August House hearings, in the middle of the El Tovar dining room where the meeting 

was to be held. A "red faced" Brower demanded that the Bureau remove it, and he 

Robert Kellogg, 28 April, 1966, folder 16, box 22, SCMP. 

"Brower to Udall, 30 March 1966, folder 6, box 6, SCMP. This document 
does exist, and can be found at the Grand Canyon National Park Archive. See 
Regional Director to Southwest Region Superintendents, 16 March 1964, fiche 7423 
"Bridge Canyon Dam, 1954-1966, (GCNPRL). 
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threatened to throw the model out himself — along with the Bureau personnel who had 

set it up — while Ingram, according to Northcutt Ely, threatened to "punch one of the 

Bureau people in the eye." Bureau personnel and representatives of the Thompson 

Company then placed a series of frantic phone calls to the upper echelons of the 

Interior Department, eventually reaching Interior Secretary Udall who apparently 

ordered the Bureau personnel to keep the model where it was. Floyd Dominy 

remembers that order was restored and a brawl averted only by the timely arrival of 

the Grand Canyon National Park Police. A tenuous truce was agreed upon, and the 

Bureau's model stayed where it was.^ The near donnybrook of March 30, 1966 has 

entered the lore of the Bureau of Reclamation as "The Battle of El Tovar,"" however, 

the real battle, the war of words, would begin later on that afternoon. 

Although the Reader^s Digest and Hilda Bums of the Thompson Company told 

Brower that the conference would be organized by the preservationists and that they 

could conduct it any way they chose, actual events soon outstripped all previous 

arrangements. Morris Udall, using the weight of his status as a congressman, 

demanded permission to ride the charter plane from New York, with the eastern press, 

"Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 182; and Northcutt Ely to Sterling Fisher of 
Reader's Digest. 19 April 1966, folder 1, box 5, CAP/89 John Rhodes Papers; see also 
Jeff Ingram, interview by author, 12 March 1998 in which Ingram conformed Ely's 
version of events; and Rich Johnson, "Memorandum," 1 April 1966, folder 9, box 478, 
Morris Udall Papers; see also Brower to Kellogg, 28 April, 1966, folder 16, box 22, 
SCMP; and Floyd Dominy, interview by author, 1 November 1996. 

"According to Bureau of Reclamation historian. Dr. Brit Storey. 
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and he used the transcontinental flight to lobby in favor of the dams. When the plane 

arrived, Udall, to his chagrin discovered that although he, Ely and other dam 

profKjnents would be allowed to mingle at a cocktail party that evening, they were 

excluded from participating in the evening panel discussion. When more pro-dam 

advocates and a contingent of the Arizona press, including the CBS affiliate from 

Phoenix arrived, Udall threatened to call his own press conference unless he and other 

CAP opponents were allowed to take part. Brower claimed later that Bums backed 

down in the face of this pressure. Udall and Ely were given an opportunity to speak 

that night and the morning session was reconfigured to accommodate them and the 

anticipated attendance of Barry Goldwater. Brower relinquished his position as 

moderator to Dr. Stephen Spurr from the University of Michigan, a "neutral" observer, 

because as a "partisan" Brower believed he could not be unbiased toward the 

supporters of the dams.^ 

According to author and Sierra Club member George Steck who was in 

attendance, Mo Udall so antagonized Brower that "David . . . cried right there on the 

podium," having been reduced to emotionalism rather than a technical rebuttal of the 

dams. Harold Bradley, father of Richard and a veteran of the Echo Park fight recalled 

that Morris "Udall made an ass of himself," by being so aggressive. The verbal 

"Brower to Kellogg, 28 April 1966, folder 16, box 22, SCMP; and Rich 
Johnson, "Memorandum," I April 1966, folder 9, box 478, Morris Udall Papers; see 
also Ingram to Richard Bradley, 8 April 1966, folder "Reader's Digest article," box I 
"Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers. 
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skinnishes continued throughout the evening and catcalls and boos from the largely 

anti-dam audience rained down upon Udall and Ely when they tried to speak. When 

Udall commented that neither dam would create a reservoir visible from any point in 

the national park one could drive to, several environmentalists shouted "Toroweap," 

forcing Udall to retract his statement. Ely, in an attempt to demonstrate the extremist 

position of the environmentalists before the press, asked the audience how many of 

them would like to see Glen Canyon Dam torn out, and was met with thunderous 

applause.^® The first day ended with the conservationists in retreat, feeling they had 

been "steamrollered"" by the strong-armed tactics of Udall and the rest of the pro-dam 

supporters. 

Barry Goldwater arrived in time for the morning session, and while he admitted 

to not being "married to the Marble Canyon idea," he advocated strongly in favor of 

Bridge Canyon Dam. Goldwater also emphasized that the dam would bring 

tremendous economic benefits to the Hualapai tribe, reiterating the argument that other 

^®George Steck, interview by Michael Quinn, 3 September 1995, (Grand 
Canyon National Park Museum, Grand Canyon National Park); and Harold Bradley to 
Brower, 16 April 1966, folder 26, box 22, SCMP; see also Reader^s Digest. "Press 
Information and Itinerary," 31 March 1966, fiche 7423, "Bridge Canyon Dam 1954-
1966," GCNPRL; and "Reader's Digest Enlists in the Fight to Save Grand Canyon," 
Sierra Club Bulletin. May 1966, 6-7; see also Arizona Republic. 31 March 1966. 
Toroweap is the point on the north rim where the greatest vertical face in all the 
canyon exists, dropping some thirty-five hundred feet from rim to river. 

^^The term is used frequently by Richard Bradley in his correspondence 
regarding the conference. For an example please see Bradley to Brower, 12 April 
1966, folder 33, box 19 SCMP. 



Arizona lobbyists had articulated early in the spring. Goldwater's comment piqued the 

interest of Dr. Stephen Jett, a young professor of geography at the University of 

California at Davis without affiliation with any conservation organization, who had 

written his recent dissertation about the Navajo tribe. Jett, taking advantage of the 

confusion, managed to pose as a member of the press and asked Goldwater whether 

the proposal would confer benefits upon the Navajo tribe. Goldwater replied that to 

the best of his knowledge, the Navajo Indians possessed no legal rights in the site, and 

consequently, they had "not been consulted," a comment that struck Jett as "unjust." 

Goldwater tumed the morning session to the advantage of the dam supporters, and 

environmentalists complained later that Goldwater dominated the morning panel 

because the moderator was overawed by Goldwater's status as a former senator and 

presidential candidate. Indeed, a glance at the transcript reveals that Goldwater 

received almost 75 percent of the air-time during the moming session.^ 

The preservationists in the audience refrained from their disruptive tactics of 

the previous evening, while the anti-dam panel participants gave a good account of 

themselves in the time remaining. When Richard Bradley gave his presentation, the 

supporters of the dams failed to rebut his arguments about alternative energy sources 

on technical or economic grounds — Morris Udall only responding on rebuttal that 

reclamation policy prevented the Bureau from undertaking studies of alternatives such 

^Stephen Jett to author, 6 February 1998; see also Brower to Kellogg, 28 April 
1966, folder 16, box 22, SCMP. 



358 

as thermal power plants.^' The Sierra Qub representatives even managed to show 

their striking film, "Glen Canyon" during breaks in the presentation. However, when 

the session ended and members of the press boarded helicopters for overflights of the 

Canyon, some preservationists felt that the pro-dam faction had upstaged them, one 

conceding that "Barry Goldwater is pretty hard to beat on his home ground."^" 

From all outward appearances, it looked as though Morris Udall, Barry 

Goldwater and the pro-dam lobby fi"om Arizona had succeeded in co-opting the 

conference upon which the preservationists had placed such high hopes. But pro-dam 

advocates who thought they had distracted the media — and preservationists who 

believed the conference a disaster — failed to consider the powerful effect that the 

visual impact of the canyon overflights and the impassioned narrative of Sierra Club 

director Martin Litton produced. Standing at the dramatic Toroweap overlook on the 

north rim, Litton showed the press just what the dams would do — and there was no 

better place in the canyon from which to make this argument — for Toroweap 

overlooks the world-famous Lava Falls, one of the most intense stretches of navigable 

^'Perhaps Morris Udall's reluctance to raise the debate beyond policy 
considerations is indicative of something that the senior Bureau officials had expressed 
to their subordinates just two weeks previously, that the safest argument against 
alternative energy proposals was to couch it in terms of policy. Minor Bureau 
officials were cautioned to "not go beyond" issues of policy, for fear that if they did 
so that it would weaken the case for hydropower. See Commissioner to Regional 
Director, Boulder City, 23 March 1966, folder 9, box 478, Morris Udall Papers. 

^Arizona Republic. 1 April 1966; and Stephen Jett to author, 6 February 1998; 
see also Brower to Kellogg, 28 April 1966, folder 16, box 22, SCMP. 
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white water in North America, with a drop of almost forty feet. Using the same 

arguments he had used to persuade the Sierra Club's Board of Directors to oppose the 

dams several years before, Martin Litton now used this spectacular setting to espouse 

to the national press the importance of preserving the canyon as a whole, with the roar 

of Lava Falls thundering upward from thirty-five hundred feet below, a roar that 

would be silenced if Bridge Canyon/Hualapai Dam were built. Litton's presentation, 

made beyond the reach of the political prestige of Morris Udall or Barry Goldwater, 

managed to salvage at least part of the conference for the preservationists, and several 

members of the press corps who had supported the project previously, such as Bert 

Hanna of the Denver Post, conamented that they now realized what the 

conservationists were fighting for.^' So even as Richard Bradley, David Brower and 

Jeff Ingram and others returned home believing that they had failed to take advantage 

of their opportunity, the Grand Canyon dam controversy now became front page news 

^'Richard Bradley to Brower, 12 April 1966, folder 33, box 19, SCMP; and 
Ingram to Richard Bradley, 8 April 1966, folder "Reader's Digest article," box 1 
"Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers; see also Clifton Merritt to Stewart 
Brandborg, 20 April 1966, folder "Colorado River," box 6:102, Wilderness Society 
Papers; and Larry Stevens, The Colorado River in Grand Canyon: A Guide. 3rd ed. 
(Flagstaff, Arizona: Red Lake Books, 1990), 90; see also Colorado Open Space 
Coordinating Council, "Open Space Report," 15 April 1966, folder, "Reader's Digest 
Conference News," box 1, "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers. Reactions 
of members of the eastern press are typified by the comments of Mrs. Jean Ensign, 
general manager of radio station WVIP in suburban New York who wrote: "The 
workshops were certainly informative, but it was the Canyon itself (which I had never 
seen) that spoke to me most eloquently." Mrs. Ensign commented ftirther that she had 
made a documentary of the conference which she had played on the air twice and as a 
result she was "besieged" by ardent conservationists. See Mrs. Jean T. Ensign to 
Brower, 3 June 1966, folder 34, box 19, SCMP. 
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across the country, and several prominent magazines began to consider publishing 

articles about it. 

One supporter of the dams who understood how difficult it was to overcome 

the visual impact of Grand Canyon, and the arguments of the preservationists was 

Morris Udall. Though pushing for the Central Arizona Project with all his political 

acumen, Udall believed that it was he and the pro-dam lobby that had been bested. 

Writing twenty years after the Reader's Digest conference, Udall recalled: 

The weakness of the arguments in favor of the dams was bome home to 
me the day I had to debate David Brower — as clever, tough, and 
tenacious an opponent as you could want — in front of a gaggle of 
national press at the worst possible venue: the rim of the Grand Canyon. 
[Emphasis his] This was a tough assignment — comparable to debating 
the merits of chastity in Hugh Hefner's hot tub in front of an audience 
of centerfold models and me being on the side of abstinence.'^ 

The Reader's Digest symposium and the publication of Richard Bradley's article 

had a tremendous impact on the Grand Canyon dam controversy because a significant 

portion of the American public that had been previously unaware of the threat to 

Grand Canyon now knew about it through the national media. Rich Johnson and 

Floyd Dominy have each stated that they could not match the publicity advantage 

gained by the preservationists in the spring of 1966. Although these claims appear at 

first to be ridiculous — after all the Central Arizona Project Association was well 

financed, and ranked twenty-second among Washington, D.C. registered lobbyists, and 

'^Morris Udall, Too Funny To Be President. 59. 
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Dominy was commissioner of one of the most powerful government bureaus — the 

facts bear out these arguments. For all his influence, Dominy had published exactly 

one magazine-quality brochure. Lake Powell: Jewel of the Colorado, and managed to 

distribute only 60,000 copies. Though Bureau and CAPA personnel tried to match the 

preservationists speech for speech and distributed tens of thousands of flyers, the 

Bureau was prevented legally from mounting a counteroffensive by the statutes that 

Representative Saylor had used to pressure Dominy in 1965. The Central Arizona 

Project Association tried, and at John Rhodes' suggestion, its directors considered 

mounting a national publicity campaign of their own, but the firm they consulted. Hill 

and Knowlton, responded that a campaign to counteract the Reader's Digest article and 

symposium would cost $250,000, a figure far beyond what the Association could 

afford; even if such a campaign were launched, it was too late to counteract the 

preservationists' publicity in time for the 1966 hearings. Thus, the impetus to rebut 

the preservationists fell back upon Rich Johnson and other members of the CAPA, 

who began to prepare their own in-house lobbying strategy. The Central Arizona 

Project Association, with help from the Arizona Republic, initiated a letter writing 

campaign of its own, urging Arizonans to write Reader's Digest voicing their 

displeasure about Bradley's article and the Grand Canyon conference, and the 

magazine's editors soon received hundreds of angry letters from dam supporters. 

Floyd Dominy and other Bureau personnel also continued their indefatigable efforts, 

giving speeches and handing out literature across the West including a presentation at 
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the Los Angeles "Sportshow," an outdoor recreation and boating convention that drew 

over 500,000 people in one weekend.^^ But the damage had already been done from 

the CAPA p>erspective, for by early April 1966, the preservationists had gained the 

upper hand in attaining access to the mass media, and through it, had presented their 

side of the controversy to the American public. 

Articles opposed to the dams soon appeared in the May issues of Life 

magazine, Newsweek, and Outdoor Life, precipitating an avalanche of mail to 

Congress, the Interior Secretary and President Johnson. Other publications began to 

print satirical pieces about the proposed dams, and Floyd Dominy in particular. In a 

biting essay, Biophilist. a bi-monthly newsletter published by a small group of 

preservationists in Denver, proposed to write a new national anthem entitled "America 

the Bureautiful," the first verse of which reads: 

Bureautifiil for specious tries 
To obfuscate the plain 

And concretize falliciousness 
For departmental gain! 

America! America! 
Bow down to Dominy 

Poo-Bah who dreams to dam all streams 
From sea to shining sea. 

"Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 183; and Royd Dominy, interview by 
author, 1 November 1996; see also Robert Gray to John Rhodes, 26 April 1966, folder 
4, box 3, CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers; and Congressional Ouarterlv. December 1965, 
for information about Washington lobbyists; see also Arizona Republic. 29 May 1966; 
and William and Elisabeth Layton to Stewart Udall, 6 May 1966, folder 33, box 19, 
SCMP. 
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Hilda Bums of the J. Walter Thompson company wrote Brower in early May, 

confirming what many conservationists were now beginning to suspect, that the 

conference had not been the debacle they had feared. "We're just delighted with the 

way this thing is turning," Bums wrote, "It's a completely different story now that the 

national people are making themselves heard."" As a result of this conference and the 

media attention it garnered, the aroused public that Martin Litton had hoped for in 

1963, the only force he believed could stop the dams in Grand Canyon, was at last 

becoming a reality. 

Even as the conference was occurring at Grand Canyon, two thousand miles 

away, on March 31, 1966, Representatives John Saylor and John Dingell of Michigan 

introduced legislation calling for an expansion of Grand Canyon National Park. This 

bill, drafted by members of the Sierra Qub, included the entire 277 mile length of 

Grand Canyon within the park and removed and vacated all reservations previously 

made by the Federal Power Conamission (FPC) and the Bureau of Reclamation. The 

bill also proposed to redesignate parts of the Hualapai Reservation and Kaibab 

National Forest as a part of the enlarged park. As a result, the proposed legislation 

drew opposition from wildlife oriented conservation organizations such as the Arizona 

Game Protective Agency because it sought to include most of the north Kaibab within 

'^John W. Ragsdale, "Anno Dominy MCMLXVI," Biophilist. March-April 
1966, copy in folder 2, box 012, Carl Hayden Papers; and Bums to Brower, 11 May 
1966, folder 16, box 22, SCMP; see also "Knight Errant to Nature's Rescue," Life. 27 
May 1966; and "Dam the Canyon?," Newsweek. 30 May 1966; see also Weekly 
Reader (cite) 
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the park boundaries, thus eliminating one of the prime deer hunting areas in the 

nation." Although destined for defeat, the bill represented the first attempt obtain 

congressional approval of a proposal to bring all of Grand Canyon into the purview of 

the National Park Service, and it also publicized the divisions that existed between 

conservationists themselves. 

However, proponents of the Grand Canyon dams still held the upper hand in 

Congress, and Morris Udall, Wayne Aspinall and other project supporters began to 

prepare for a renewal of House hearings before the Interior Committee. Aspinall 

initially scheduled the hearings for mid-April at the urging of CAP proponents in an 

attempt to ram the bill through the committee before the environmentalists' campaign 

was fully organized. However, the price Aspinall demanded for his support — the 

inclusion of five reclamation projects on the upper Colorado River in his home state of 

Colorado — created a delay, because the Interior Department had not analyzed these 

proposals. John Rhodes and Morris Udall urged Aspinall to expedite the hearings, but 

he was forced to reschedule them for May because the Administration did not release 

the report until the middle of April. The report recommended only two projects for 

immediate construction and the deferral of the other three, and although Aspinall did 

""The Entire Grand Canyon Must Be Protected," Sierra Club Bulletin. May 
1966, 8-9; and Arizona Republic. 17 April 1966; Spokesmen for hunting interests 
contended that the elimination of hunting in the north Kaibab would cause the deer 
herds to multiply to such an extent that it would cause massive starvation, similar to 
that which occurred between 1906 and 1928 when most of the herds died off because 
of game mismanagement. 
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not receive everything he had asked for, he announced his intent to hold the long 

awaited hearings anyway. The Arizona representatives also pressed Roy Elson, aide to 

Senator Hayden, to convince the Senator to initiate action in the Upper Chamber, but 

Elson intimated that Hayden would not move on the bill until the House had approved 

it.^ 

By the end of April a new threat to the passage of the Lower Colorado Basin 

Project bill had arisen — the state of New Mexico now demanded 50,000 acre feet of 

water from the lower basin in exchange for its continued support of the project. Udall 

and Rhodes were bewildered at this latest threat, while Rich Johnson termed it 

"blackmail," but they could not ignore this demand because New Mexico senator 

Clinton Anderson chaired the Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Not even Carl Hayden possessed enough power to overcome the objections of both 

Anderson and Henry Jackson, so Udall and Rhodes confronted this latest problem 

while an exasperated Aspinall bowed to mounting pressure and scheduled the hearings 

to commence on May 9, 1966. Slated to testify were no less than seventy-three 

witnesses, and despite Morris Udall's "strong desire to exclude all testimony by the 

Sierra Club, Audubon Society etc.," the list included fourteen opponents of the dams, 

most notably: Jeff Ingram, a mathematician; Alan Carlin, an economist from RAND 

^Johnson, Central Arizona Project 185; and Arizona Republic: 3 April 1966; 
see also New York Times. 2 May 1966; and Ozell Trask, "Memo to the Files," 29 
April 1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. Aspinall took advantage of the 
divisions among the basin states by forcing them to attach an amendment which 
included the five additional reclamation projects in the mountains of Colorado. 
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Corporation who had testified in 1965; and Laurence Moss, a nuclear engineer — all 

graduates of who intended to offer new evidence to disprove the technical 

justification the Bureau had relied upon when formulating the proposal." 

Thomas Kimball of the National Wildlife Federation was also scheduled to 

appear as a witness, and despite the neutral position taken by the Federation in March, 

Kimball intended to testify against the dams and advocate the substitution of 

alternative power sources for the Central Arizona Project. In early May, it appeared 

as though the NWF and its two million members were about to weigh in against the 

Grand Canyon dams. However, Bill Winter of the Arizona Game Protective 

Association learned of Kimball's pending testimony, called him, and managed to 

convince the NWF Executive Secretary to cancel his scheduled appearance before the 

Committee. Understating his victory, Winter wrote John Rhodes and said that the 

members of the AGFA believed that for Kimball to testify against the dams would 

have been "highly detrimental to the CAP." Winter believed that he could convince 

Kimball to oppose the proposed expansion of Grand Canyon National Park because of 

its inclusion of the Kaibab deer herd, a strategy he believed would prevent the NWF 

from ever becoming allied with the Sierra Club and other anti-dam organizations, and 

he told Rhodes that the Arizona group would continue its efforts to keep the NWF 

"Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 172; and Ray Killian, "Memorandum to the 
Files," 6 April 1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. 
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from adopting an official position against the dams.^ Consequently, as the crucial 

hearings began in the House Interior Committee, preservationists seeking to keep dams 

out of Grand Canyon were still without the support of the largest conservation 

organization in the world. 

Although Aspinall had planned for the hearings to last only three or four days, 

this soon proved unrealistic because of the number of witnesses. The proponents of 

the dams testified first. Floyd Dominy demonstrated his prowess before the 

Committee again, offering exhaustive testimony to justify the projects on technical 

grounds, as well as to rebut the preservationists' arguments. Under questioning from 

Morris Udall, Dominy stated that although the project was theoretically "possible" 

without Bridge/Hualapai and Marble Canyon dams, if these revenue producers were 

deleted from the proposal, irrigation water costs to Arizona farmers would have to be 

subsidized by the sale of power revenues, something that went against "longstanding 

reclamation policy." While Dominy's statement is accurate, it left the committee with 

the inference that this policy would be difficult to change. However, in gaining 

Southern California's support in December of 1964, Dominy himself, along with 

Stewart Udall had promised Califomia water interests that any water imported from 

the Columbia River would be sold at the prevailing rate for Colorado River water — 

the difference to be subsidized by the sale of power from Bridge and Marble Canyon 

^Winter to Rhodes, 6 June 1966, folder 4, box 3, CAP/89, John Rhodes 
Papers. 
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Dams.^' 

Carl Hayden, now in his late eighties, did not testify, but his statement 

supporting a regional concept with the CAP as its centerpiece was read into the 

record. Arizona's congressmen Morris Udall, John Rhodes, and George Senner then 

presented a joint statement in support of the bill, and Stewart Udall also prepared a 

statement. An unexpected development occurred when Representative George Mahon 

from Texas appeared, demanding that his home state should benefit from the water 

augmentation scheme, and he proposed that any importation from the Columbia River 

should include 15 million acre feet for the west Texas Panhandle, adding to the fears 

of Senator Henry Jackson, representative Thomas Foley and other politicians from the 

Pacific Northwest."*" 

The most dramatic exchanges while pro-dam witnesses were on the stand took 

place between Assistant Secretary for Water and Power Kenneth Holum, speaking on 

behalf of the Administration, Representative Thomas Foley of Washington, and an 

"indignant" Wayne Aspinall who was furious that the Budget Bureau had approved the 

^'Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Conmiittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Project: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular AfFairs. 89th Cong., 2d sess., 9-13, 18 May 1966, 1086, 1378, 1390; and 
Joe Jensen, "Confidential Report to M. W. D. Directors," 15 December 1964, folder 2, 
box 168, Stewart Udall Papers. Mo Udall argued that for the CAP to be driven by 
power from sources other than hydrodams would be contrary to reclamation policy, 
and he used this argument in response to Richard Bradley's article at the Reader's 
Digest. Grand Canyon Symposium of March 30-31. 

^""Hearings," 1086; and Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 186. 
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construction of only two of his five projects. Aspinall questioned why the 

Administration was now insisting upon the formation of a National Water Commission 

to study inter-basin transfers, which if created, would delay a Columbia diversion. 

Foley, alarmed by the intentions of the Pacific Southwest and the new pronouncements 

by Texas Representative Mahon, subjected Holum to a withering interrogation, forcing 

Holimi to admit that the Interior Department had not determined that water importation 

from the Columbia River was the best approach to water augmentation. "Is there any 

reason why this Committee should direct a feasibility study ... for importation," 

Foley asked, "rather than desalinlzation or weather modification of some other means 

of augmenting water?" "No sir," Holum replied.'*' Representative Foley's cross-

examination of Kenneth Holum left little doubt that politicians from the Pacific 

Northwest had not been enticed by Interior Secretary Udall's offer of a stepped up 

reclamation program. It soon became painfully clear that the powerful Jackson still 

stood in direct opposition to the CAP if it contained an impon provision from the 

Columbia River, a problem that the testimony did little to resolve. 

Preservationists came from all over the United States to support the testimony 

in opposition to the dams. In contrast to the well financed efforts of the Central 

Arizona Project Association and other pro-dam organizations from the Colorado Basin 

states, the conservationists' war-room was in effect a microcosm of their nation-wide 

grass roots effort, for despite their success in gaining access to the national media, 

•"Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 188; and "Hearings," 1362-1365, 1380. 



370 

their Grand Canyon campaign was still relatively under-funded. The preservationists 

established their headquarters in a room at the Dupont Plaza Hotel, and volunteers 

came in to type up testimony and exhibits. David Brower remembers that people 

"pounded away on a couple of old typewriters," sleeping on the floor in the wee hours 

of the night. In response to Brower's invitation, Morris Udall came by even while the 

hearings were taking place to see the nerve center of the opposition effort. "He cair.e 

in and saw this bunch of devoted people working hard to beat his dams," Brower 

recalled; "I think he was impressed by that."^^ 

The dam opponents began to testify on May 13 and in contrast to their 

testimony in 1965 which was based predominantly upon aesthetic and emotional 

appeals, Carlin's testimony notwithstanding, the conservationists now came prepared 

with technical arguments that the pro-dam lobby was not prepared to rebut. Although 

only fourteen witnesses testified as opposed to twenty-five the previous year, and 

several preservationist witnesses in 1966 attacked the proposed dams with detailed 

technical arguments. However, David Brower and Hugh Nash, editor of the Sierra 

Oub Bulletin, testified mostly about the aesthetic ramifications of the proposal, 

arguing that even the Administration's plan calling for the construction of Marble 

Canyon Dam would greatly diminish park values downstream because of the 

^^David Brower, "Environmental Activist, Publicist, and Prophet," interview by 
Susan R. Schrepfer (Sierra Qub History Committee, 1974-1978), 150, Regional Oral 
History Office, University of California Berkeley. 
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fluctuations in stream-flow the dam would create.'*^ In their testimony, Brower and 

Nash echoed the arguments first put forth by Newton Drury in the late 1940s, perhaps 

the most effective strategy environmentalists used to contend that Marble Canyon Dam 

would have a detrimental effect upon the park. 

From the moment the dam opponents took the stand, it became apparent that 

Aspinall's decision to allow them to testify was not universally approved by all 

members of the committee. Craig Hosmer of California raised the most vociferous 

objections, starting even before Brower began his testimony, establishing a pattern of 

rude and discourteous behavior that would continue for the duration of the 

conservationists' appearances. Each time a witness attempted to testify, Hosmer 

objected on the grounds that the testimony was repetitions — though he never objected 

to hours of repetitive testimony from Dominy and other dam proponents — and 

Aspinall, or the acting chair, would be forced to overrule the objection. This 

happened time and time again, sometimes touching off testy exchanges between 

Hosmer and John Saylor of Pennsylvania who opposed the dams. Aspinall, to his 

credit, conducted the hearings with fairness, granting the same courtesies to the 

preservationists as to advocates of the projects — as did Morris Udall. However, 

Chairman Aspinall could only control the procedural aspects of the hearings; he had 

little control over the committee members' treatment of witnesses, a fact that Craig 

^^"Hearings," 1432, 1466. 
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Hosmer was to use to his advantage in his vituperative, often baseless attacks upon 

those who testified against the dams.^ 

Jeff Ingram was the first of the Sierra Qub's technical experts to take the 

stand. Using the Bureau's own figures, Ingram demonstrated how the construction of 

Bridge/Hualapai and Marble Canyon Dams would actually reduce the amount of 

revenue that would accme to the all-important development fund until the year 2021, 

some fifty-five years in the future. Ingram reasoned that since the dams were not 

needed to generate power for the Central Arizona Project specifically, but were only to 

generate power to sell at a profit to undetermined markets, the Arizona portion of the 

project could be powered by other means. The development fund was also to be 

augmented by power revenues from Hoover, Parker and Davis dams beginning in 

1987; however, the tremendous capital outlay of 1.2 billion dollars needed to constmct 

the two dams and their appurtenant structures would delay the realization of actual 

profit until 2021. If the revenue stream were projected out over seventy-five years, 

the profit generated by the dams plus the revenue from other hydroplants would still 

only amount to a return of 1.33 percent. However, if the dams were deleted, real 

profits from Hoover, Parker and Davis could begin to accrue starting in 1987 — 

•"For Hosmer's treatment of opposition witnesses, see "Hearings," 1429 to the 
end of the record. During the heat of battle, however, not everyone approved of 
Aspinall's handling of the hearings. In his handwritten notes taken during the 
proceedings, David Brower wrote, "I hope Wayne sleeps well tonight, Today we 
would hang." See Brewer's handwritten notes, untitled, from the 1966 hearings, 12 
May 1966, folder 46 "Notes 1966," box 15, SCMP. 
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without having to overcome the 1.2 billion dollar outlay. Thus, Ingram contended, 

revenues would begin to accumulate in the development fund thirty-four years earlier 

without the dams. Ingram also questioned the Administration proposal arguing that 

without the "subsidy" from Hoover, Parker, and Davis dams. Marble Canyon Dam 

would not be able to pay for itself, a violation of the Bureau's own policy which 

stipulated that projects must break even and have a cost/benefit ratio of one to one. 

John Saylor confirmed, from separate documentation, that Ingram's figures matched 

those compiled by the Bureau "to the penny" and little if any rebuttal was offered by 

the rest of the Committee."'^ 

Dr. Alan Carlin and Dr. Laurence Moss testified next, and Carlin's 1966 

economic analysis of the proposal was, if anything, even more devastating than his 

testimony of 1965. Carlin submitted a report written by himself and a colleague. Dr. 

William Hoehn, also of the Rand corporation, that used figures supplied by the 

Bureau, the Atomic Energy Commission, and Royd Dominy in his 1965 testimony to 

demonstrate that nuclear power plants combined with pumped storage plants could 

•^'"Hearings," 1488, 1491, 1493. Ingram also pointed to studies that seemed to 
indicate that silt from the Paria River would render Marble Canyon Dam useless in a 
relatively short period of time, although this data was relatively incomplete. 
Representative Hosmer objected, stating that "the mathematician seems not to be 
aware of where the water comes from that is going to Marble Canyon Dam. It is 
already desilted by Lake Powell." Hosmer, unable to rebut Ingram's figures, also 
demonstrated his ignorance of geography in this exchange, for the Paria River is 
downstream from Glen Canyon Dam and would not flow into Lake Powell at all. 
When Ingram tried to point this out, Hosmer interrupted him and Ingram never had the 
chance to finish. 
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generate more and cheaper power than the Grand Canyon dams, while adding a 

comparable amount to the development fund.^ Wayne Aspinall asked Carlin whether 

he had received any payment from the Sierra Club or any other organization, and 

Carlin indicated that he and Dr. Hoehn had done the analysis on their own time 

without compensation. Craig Hosmer then launched a blistering attack upon Carlin. 

Unable to rebut Carlin's arguments directly, Hosmer resorted to tactics that clearly 

demonstrated his inability to engage the testimony on an intellectual level and instead 

showed his lack of respect for other people as well as his contempt for the democratic 

process he had swom an oath to uphold and defend. Alan Carlin found testifying to 

be difficult because he struggled to overcome a speech impediment, and Hosmer 

interrupted him repeatedly, often with spurious and nonsensical remarks. For example, 

Carlin's report had been submitted to the Department of Defense for review in 

accordance with a contractual agreement with the Rand Corporation. When this came 

out in the testimony, Hosmer accused Carlin of making the inference that Defense 

•*^e Bureau argued throughout the controversy that the dams were needed for 
peaking power. By increasing the flow of water through the generators, dams can 
meet spikes in power demand in an instant, something that steam and nuclear plants 
are not as efficient at doing. However, by including pumped storage plants in his 
analysis, Carlin presented an alternative that could match the peaking capacity of the 
Grand Canyon Dams. Pumped storage simply refers to the construction of an upper 
and lower reservoir with a hydro dam in between them, a system that can be built in 
canyons of low scenic value. Water can be brought in from outside. During periods 
of low demand, the power generated by the dam can be used to pump water from the 
lower reservoir back upstream. During periods of high demand for power, the water is 
released from the upper reservoir at a faster rate, providing all the advantages of 
hydropower. 
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Secretary McNamara was against the Grand Canyon dams. John Saylor leapt into the 

fray and restored a semblance of tranquility to the hearings, allowing Carlin to address 

unresolved issues, as well as to testify to his expertise in evaluating the economics of 

hydroprojects, something he had not yet had an opportunity to do/' 

Laurence Moss, took the stand, after the usual Hosmer objection had been 

overruled by the chair, and although his arguments paralleled those of Carlin, he 

contended that Carlin's figures actually gave the Bureau the benefit of the doubt in a 

number of instances, making the Grand Canyon dams look better than they actually 

were. Hosmer, though he raised the legitimate question of nuclear safety, attempted to 

refute Moss' contention — which was based in part upon an Atomic Energy 

Commission study that nuclear power plants could be used for peaking purposes — 

and when Moss tried to answer, Hosmer became so vehement in his objections that the 

chair had to intervene. When given the chance to speak. Moss demolished Hosmer's 

rebuttal so thoroughly that Hosmer refrained from raising the subject again. Wayne 

Aspinall voiced the concern that despite the optimism surrounding the potential for 

•*'"Hearings," 1497-1538. Hosmer also criticized Carlin harshly for not 
including the costs of transmission lines in his cost assessment of nuclear power 
plants, however, Carlin rebutted this argument, stating that because nuclear plants can 
be located near population centers, transmission costs would be minuscule compared to 
the costs of bringing power from hydroelectric dams hundreds of miles away. Morris 
Udall asked for the opportunity to have technical experts analyze Carlin's report, and 
he inserted his rebuttal into the record. Udall, to his credit, also allowed Carlin and 
Hoehn to examine his own analysis, and Carlin did — inserting his re-rebuttal into the 
record as well. 
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nuclear power, it appeared as though its future was still uncertain. However, 

according to Moss, private utilities had ordered over 5700 megawatts of nuclear 

generating capacity in 1965 and during the first 15 weeks of 1966 private utilities had 

ordered between 8815-12,315 megawatts of capacity, a definite sign that nuclear 

energy was becoming perceived as a viable alternative to hydropower. Moss then 

confirmed Ingram's arguments independently that the development fund would accrue 

revenue if neither dam were built, and after Morris Udall reserved the right to insert a 

rebuttal. Moss stepped down.^ 

The Hualapai tribe was also represented at the hearings by Chief George 

Rocha, who testified earlier in the week. Wayne Aspinall had stressed the importance 

of having Rocha testify in late April when he told Mo Udall that he believed it would 

be a good strategic move to "have an Indian, preferably the Chief of the Hualapai 

Tribe ... to testify ... in supjxjrt of the bill." Aspinall Intimated to Udall that he 

wanted to "put those who opposed Bridge Canyon Dam in the position of being anti-

Indian," and he also suggested that the Hualapai do some lobbying, emphasizing that 

the dam would lift them out of poverty and ensure the success of their reservation. 

John Rhodes attempted to get Califomia to join with Arizona in backing the Hualapai 

lobbying effort, but Califomia officials declined. Rocha indeed confirmed the CAP 

backers hopes, testifying that the dam constituted the tribes' only hope for economic 

•''"Hearings," 1540-1576. Udall again allowed the witness to analyze his 
rebuttal and insert a response into the record. 
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salvation and stressed that without it his people would continue to live in poverty/' 

Though brief, dam supporters hoped that Rocha's appearance would gain support for 

the project from people sensitive to civil rights and racial issues. 

Preservationists anticipated the pro-dam lobby might try such a move, and so 

they attempted to enlist the aid of a prominent anthropologist, Cornell University 

Professor Henry Dobyns, a leading authority on the Hualapai tribe who had done 

extensive archeological assessments and excavations in lower Grand Canyon. 

However, this move backfired. Eugene Weiner of the Colorado Open Space 

Coordinating Council, wrote Dobyns shortly after the Grand Canyon symposium, and 

asked the anthropologist if he would be willing to testify against the dams at the 

upcoming hearings. Dobyns replied that he would not oppose the dams but that he in 

fact would be "very happy to testify ... in favor" of Bridge Canyon Dam because it 

offered economic opportunity for the Hualapai tribe, and would help them to become 

integrated into the "United States' body politic." Blasting the preservationists' 

campaign, Dobyns accused them of racial discrimination and of attempting to hold the 

Hualapai tribe in "economic, social, and political subordination."^" 

Many supporters of the dams now believed Dobyns and the Hualapai tribe were 

•^'Morris Udall to Les Alexander, 26 April 1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris 
Udall Papers; and John Rhodes, "Memorandum," 18 April 1966, folder 4, box 3, 
CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers; see also "Hearings," 1294. 

'"Eugene Weiner to Henry Dobyns, 2 April 1966; and Dobyns to Weiner, 6 
April 1966, folder 4, box 3, CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. 
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the perfect solution to the preservationists' anti-dam offensive. The Phoenix 

newspapers soon published Dobyns' remarks, and Morris Udall gleefully referenced 

Dobyns' letter to Weiner during a speech on the floor of the House of Representatives 

entitled "the Conservation Plot That Failed," and inserted the letter itself into the 

Congressional Record. Dobyns himself testified before the House Committee on May 

13, arguing that the approval of the dam would allow the Hualapai to join "the Great 

Society." Addressing the preservationists directly, Dobyns stated that he hoped that 

his "fellow liberals" would "see the wisdom of the conservation of Indians as well as 

rocks and ducks. 

Preservationists, in turn, offered a counter-argument. Dr. Stephen Jett, who had 

questioned Barry Goldwater about the potential benefits for the Navajo tribe at the 

Grand Canyon conference, also appeared. Although he met with David Brower and 

other leaders of the preservationists' effort prior to the hearings, Jett testified as a 

private individual because he believed, based upon his own doctoral research, that the 

"interests of the tribe should be represented." Though his testimony lacked the official 

blessing of the Navajo Tribal Council, it was only because the tribe had just learned of 

the hearings and did not have time to prepare a response. Jett assured the Committee 

that he had the approval of the tribal chairman, who was very concemed about the 

'•"Hearings," 1577, 1579; and Ray Killian to Rich Johnson, 18 April 1966; see 
also John Rhodes to Henry Dobyns, 20 April 1966, folder 4, box 3, CAP/89, John 
Rhodes Papers; and Arizona Republic. 8 May 1966; see also Congress, House, Speech 
of Morris K. Udall, "The Conservation Plot That Failed," Congressional Record (10 
May 1966), A2507-A2508. 
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proposed inundation of the scenic beauty of Marble Canyon, and inserted a detailed 

statement into the record which pointed out that the federal govertunent had failed to 

consult with the tribe on the proposed legislation. Professor Jett argued that 

projections indicated that the demand for "scenic tourism" would increase 

exponentially over that for water-based recreation during the next four decades, and in 

anticipation of that, the tribe wished to develop tourist access to overlooks along the 

"Navajo Rim" of the gorge. Alternative sources of power would also create 

opportunity for the poverty-stricken Navajo people because the reservation contained 

vast, undeveloped deposits of coal and uranium. Jett maneuvered so that he could 

testify after Dobyns, thus having a chance to rebut him, and he entered a statement 

demonstrating how the Hualapai tribe would also benefit from scenic tourism if tribal 

parks were developed in lower Grand Canyon.^^ 

F*roponents of the Grand Canyon dams and preservationists alike had attempted 

to gain approval of the Native Americans in the region. However, the preservationists 

only had this opportunity because the CAP lobby failed to anticipate the potential 

impact Native American testimony would have in a larger social context. Between 

1957-1962, proponents of a state-constructed Marble Canyon Dam had antagonized the 

100,000 members of the Navajo tribe by failing to include them as beneficiaries to the 

project, a position reflected in the Tribe's 1961 resolution calling for federal 

^^Hearings," 1581-1587; and Stephen Jett to author, 28 December 1997; see 
also Jett to author, 6 February 1998 in author's possession. 
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construction. However, even with this evidence, Stewart Udall's Pacific Southwest 

Water Plan and its incarnations did not consider offering compensation to the Navajo 

tribe. However, beginning in 1965, these same federal proposals included 

compensation for the Hualapai, a tribe with a total population of just over nine 

hundred people. As a result, the CAP lobby missed a tremendous opportunity in the 

spring of 1966 to do exactly as Wayne Aspinall had planned — to make the 

preservationists appear as though they were anti-Indian — because proponents of the 

dams themselves had antagonized the Navajo tribe. Through the dam lobby's 

negligence, and Dr. Jett's testimony, the preservationists now possessed the ability to 

negate this strategy should they need to. Although CAP proponents had also gained 

the tacit approval of several other Arizona Native American groups including the 

White Mountain Apache, San Carlos, and Pima nations, and could argue truthfully that 

most Arizona tribes approved of the project, the preservationists could counter by 

pointing out that most Arizona Indians opposed it, because the Navajo nation, the 

largest Indian group in the United States, far outnumbered the combined pxjpulation of 

the rest of Arizona's Native American groups. 

Despite failing to gain the approval of all the Native American groups in the 

region and the continuing concerns of the Pacific Northwest states, Wayne Aspinall 

concluded the hearings and announced that he would remand the proposal to the 

Subcommittee on Public Works to work out compromises in closed sessions and then 

pass the bill to the full Interior Committee. Both Marble and Bridge/Hualapai dams 
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remained in the bill despite the Budget Bureau's recommended deferral of the latter, 

and although the Interior Department had adopted the Budget Bureau's position. 

Secretary Udall believed privately that if Congress passed the bill with both dams in 

it, Carl Hayden's influence would prove decisive and the senator would be able to 

persuade President Johnson to sign it. These were heady times for CAP proponents, 

for not since 1950 had a proposal including the CAP come before the full Interior 

Committee, and Morris Udall and John Rhodes canvassed the members from both 

sides of the aisle to see where they stood. Rhodes and Udall also began to prepare for 

the floor debate and conducted polls of the Rules Committee — the last stop before a 

floor debate — and the House at large. The results were encouraging; despite the 

preservationists' offensive and the increasing volume of mail, it appeared as though 

these efforts were having little or no effect upon Congress. In late May at the 

conclusion of the open Reclamation Subcommittee hearings, Rhodes and Udall 

reported to members of the Arizona lobby that they believed they had the votes to 

gain passage of the bill in the Rules Committee and in the House as a whole, although 

Rhodes stated that the bill's chances would be greatly improved if its supporters could 

obtain the support of the Johnson Administration.'^ 

'^Stewart Udall, interview by author, 15, March 1997; and Mo Udall, "Rules 
Headcount," 2 May 1966; see also Mo Udall, "Summary of 1st Headcount," 2 May 
1966, folder 11, box 480, Morris Udall Papers; and Rhodes to Lewis Douglas, 26 May 
1966, folder 4, box 3, CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. Morris Udall's analysis of early 
May, just prior to the hearings reveals a strong predisposition toward passage on the 
part of the House members. Udall's tally of the 435 members of Congress breaks 
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Opponents and advocates of the Grand Canyon dams now awaited the next 

stage of the controversy, and steeled themselves for the floor debate that both sides 

believed was coming. With Chairman Aspinall behind the bill, and the Arizona-

California alliance still intact, it appeared that the bill stood a good change of gaining 

a favorable report from the full Interior Committee, a milestone in Arizona's struggle 

to obtain the CAP. Despite the preservationists' media offensive, the proponents of the 

dams appeared to have retained their hold on the Congress, and tlie only imminent 

danger to passage lurked in the form of the opposition from the Pacific Northwest. 

Morris Udall still believed that he could convince Thomas Foley and Henry Jackson of 

Washington to work out a solution acceptable to all parties, and though compromises 

made to gain political support had swelled the bill to a cumbersome size, these deals 

had forged a powerfiil political juggernaut that congressional opponents would find 

difficult if not impossible to overcome once the legislation made it to the House floor. 

Proponents of the dams also continued their lobbying efforts to sway Congress 

and public opinion. Morris Udall and John Rhodes organized a series of luncheons 

the first week of June 1966 and invited all members of Congress to "have a steak on 

Arizona" and hear presentations by themselves and Barry Goldwater demonstrating 

why the dams constituted an indispensable element of the Lower Colorado Basin 

ftoject. They of course added that, contrary to the Sierra Club's "misrepresentations," 

down as follows: in favor — 68; probable — 202; undecided — 159; opposed — 6. A 
total of 218 votes were needed for passage, and Mo's tally shows that 270 members 
were at least leaning in favor of the bill. 
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the dams would not harm Grand Canyon National Park at all. The Bureau's large 

scale model of Grand Canyon was once again pressed into service, and a detailed 

memorandum refuting the Carlin and Moss analyses extolling the cost savings of 

nuclear power was passed out at each meeting. The response was very favorable, and 

the action adroit, for by using their incumbency and celebrity status to their advantage, 

the personal touch offered by Rhodes, Udall, and Goldwater had a much greater effect 

upon members of Congress than letters from faceless constituents, using language 

copied directly from the Sierra Club Bulletin, or other conservation publications. 

Despite the preservationists' media blitz, Morris Udall's informal vote projections as 

well as his correspondence from his colleagues suggest that the preservationists' 

publicity campaign, while having a great effect upon public opinion, had not translated 

into Congressional opposition.^ 

Arizona water lobbyists also planned a massive letter campaign to try to 

counteract the effect of the national publicity gained by the preservationists; however. 

"Morris Udall to "Dear Colleague," 3 June 1966; and Lex Alexander to Task 
Force, 8 June 1966, folder 4, box 477, Morris Udall Papers; see also Morris Udall, 
"June 8 Luncheon," folder 5, box 477, Morris Udall Papers; and Udall to Les 
Alexander, of the CAPA, 7 June 1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. These 
gatherings were well attended, as indicated by the records from the luncheon of June 8 
where 36 congressional representatives attended in addition to the presentation team of 
Udall, Rhodes, Goldwater, and Arizona Representative George Senner. That these 
meetings were designed to influence congressmen during the interregnum between the 
hearings and the floor debate is indicated by the timing of the meetings. In addition 
to steak lunches scheduled for June 8, 9, 15, and 16, CAP lobbyists also scheduled 
breakfasts, lunches for the administrative assistants for all Democratic and Republican 
members of Congress, as well as a luncheon for "industry representatives, all to take 
place before June 17. 
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their audience was not as widespread. Seeking to make up for their lack of mass 

appeal, the CAP task force selected its targets with care, aiming to sway individuals of 

great influence, or to associate the CAP with issues that would resonate with the 

American public. On June 3 and 6, the task force met and agreed to target Corporate 

America through its registered Washington lobbyists. An examination of the lobbying 

plan reveals a veritable "who's who" of American business, with letters sent to dozens 

of lobbyists including those fi-om fifty major oil companies, as well as General 

Electric, Goodyear, Southern Pacific Railroad, and U.S. Steel, to name just a few.'' 

In a move designed obviously to appeal to the American public's sensitivity to 

issues of race and ethnicity, and to counteract the emotional arguments of the 

preservationists, Arizona's CAP Task Force decided to adopt some emotional 

argiunents of its own in June of 1966. Having already garnered the backing of the 

Hualapai for the project, CAP advocates such as Rich Johnson now moved to 

implement Wayne Aspinall's strategy of portraying opponents of the dams as anti-

Indian. The Task Force agreed to send an avalanche of letters from the Hualapai 

Chairman, and other Arizona and Colorado tribes, to Congress, President Johnson, the 

National Council of Churches, Secretary Udall and 12,000 "Indian friends," 

emphasizing the plight of the Hualapai tribe and how the economic potential of 

Hualapai Dam would enable them to cast off their bonds of poverty. A special letter 

"L. M. Alexander, "Memorandum — A Lobbying Plan," 8 June 1966, and L. 
M. Alexander, "Subject: A Lobbying Plan (Ref. June 8, 1966 Memo)," 6 July 1966, 
folder 5, box 477, Morris Udall Papers. 
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"to be released to the press," was to be sent from Chief George Rocha to David 

Brower in a move designed to taint the Sierra Qub Executive Secretary personally. 

However, Rocha was not entrusted with the actual writing of these letters; that task 

was delegated to Central Arizona Project Association President Rich Johnson. All the 

chief was asked to contribute was his signature, along with some Hualapai Tribal 

Council letterhead." 

Johnson, the high powered Phoenix attorney, and sophisticated lobbyist, ghost

wrote this excerpt, signed by Chief Rocha, as a plea for support from selected "Indian 

friends:" 

My people have lived in isolation and poverty for so long that we have 
almost forgotten how to hope for a better way. The progress and 
prosperity of the nation have not touched our lives. Our world is the 
canyon country of the Colorado River in Arizona. There are no jobs for 
us. We have no businesses to run and no resources to sell, but now 
there is a new hope for us. 1 will tell you about it because we need 
your help to make the dreams of our people come true. . . . [Hualapai 
Dam] will make jobs and businesses for us and we will not be a poor 
and forgotten people any longer. 

Johnson also wrote similar letters that were signed by the chiefs of the San Carlos, 

Pima, and the White Mountain Apache nations, while Felix Sparks of the Upper 

Colorado River Commission was recmited to write letters from the chiefs of the 

'®L. M. Alexander, "Memorandum — A Lobbying Plan," 8 June 1966, and L. 
M. Alexander, "Subject: A Lobbying Plan (Ref. June 8, 1966 Memo)," 6 July 1966, 
folder 5, box 477, Morris Udall Papers. That Johnson was assigned the task of writing 
the letters and in fact completed them is confirmed within these two memos. 
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Southern Ute, and Ute Mountain tribes." This strategy on the part of the CAP lobby 

demonstrates that Johnson and other members of the Arizona Task Force were fully 

aware of the larger social context in which the controversy was taking place and that 

they believed that they could succeed in tuming current civil rights concerns in their 

favor by portraying opponents of the dams as selfish elitists who not only desired to 

keep most ordinary Americans out of lower Grand Canyon, but who also sought to 

deny the rightful owners of the Hualapai dam site the right to profit from this 

resource; this strategy had real potential to negate the gains made by the 

environmentalists in the court of public opinion. 

Opponents of the Grand Canyon dams, unaware that they were about to be 

accused of being racist, also continued to make appeals to the American public, 

believing that the critical phase of the controversy was about to be fought.^* Richard 

Bradley — who, since the publication of his Reader's Digest article, had received a 

steady stream of correspondence from people asking how they could help — refused to 

"George Rocha to "Friend," u.d., folder 5, box 4, CAP/89, John Rhodes 
Papers; and L. M. Alexander, "Memorandum — A Lobbying Plan," 8 June 1966; see 
also L. M. Alexander, "Subject: A Lx)bbying Plan (Ref June 8, 1966 Memo)," 6 July 
1966, folder 5, box 477, Morris Udall Papers. Though the Rocha letter is undated, 
comparable letters to Brower, LBJ, the National Council of Churches, and all 
congressmen were sent on June 24, 1966, and the memoranda cited above, confirms 
that the letter to "Indian fnends" was, in fact, sent. 

'*Henry Dobyns to Representative Richard Ottinger, 3 August 1966, folder 5, 
box 477, Morris Udal Papers. In this letter Dobyns accuses the Sierra Club and other 
preservationists of being "lily white supremacists." 
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rest on his laurels, and he continued to correspond with the editors of Atlantic 

magazine to try to convince them to carry the story. However, the magazine 

continued to stall.'' Two intrepid ninth graders, Jeff Mandell and Kenneth Light, from 

East Meadow New York, began a club they called "the Grand Canyoneers," recruited 

seventy-five compatriots, and wrote letters to all members of the House and Senate, 

even managing to extract a token donation from U.S. Supreme Court Justice William 

O. Douglas.®" The members of the Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council's 

Grand Canyon Task Force also continued scheduling debates, and by June they had 

purchased four Glen Canyon films from the Sierra Club and had shown them an 

estimated two hundred times, consulted with Science magazine about a proposed 

article, started branches in Baltimore and Detroit, and organized a three day anti-dam 

"marathon" at the University of Colorado, during which members had shown movies 

and handed out literature. However, the COSCC also faced the harsh reality that they 

would not be able to afford placing an ad in the New York Times because they simply 

could not afford the $10,000-$ 15,000 it would cost.®' 

^'Bradley to Brewer re: list of names, 4 June 1966, folder 11, box 21, SCMP; 
and Bradley to Brower, 12 April 1966, folder 33, box 19, SCMP; see also letters from 
Bradley to Charles Morton, editor, 3 April, 10 May, 27 August, 1966, folder 
"Atlantic," box 1 "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers. 

®°Mandell to Brower, 4 June 1966, folder 34, box 19, SCMP. 

"'Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council Inc., "Activity Highlights 1965-
1966: Future Goals, 24 September 1966, folder "Colorado Mountain Club," box 1 
"Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers; and Joy Coombs to Stewart 
Brandborg, 23 June 1966, folder "Colorado River 1966," box 106, Wilderness Society 
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The Sierra Qub also faced financial hardship as a result of its book publishing 

and its simultaneous campaigns to preserve the North Cascades, portions of the 

Coastal Redwoods and Grand Canyon. Although it had brought high powered 

technical expertise to bear upon the proposal during the recent congressional hearings, 

in late May it seemed as though Congress had ignored this testimony and was 

proceeding to negotiate a compromise in accordance with existing reclamation policy. 

The critical debate in the House during which the battle might be won or lost was 

inuninent, and preservationists needed to sustain the momentum of their stunning 

success in gaining access to Reader's Digest. Yet even as the hearings were taking 

place, David Brower was pursuing other means by which to bring the issue before the 

public in a dramatic fashion, and was considering mnning ads in national newspapers, 

a tactic that had already raised public awareness of the Sierra Club's crusade to 

establish a Redwood National Park, in December of 1965." 

Brower hired an advertising firm out of San Francisco — Freeman, Mander, 

and Gossage — to help plan strategy; however. Brewer's conferences with Howard 

Gossage and Jerry Mander revealed sharp differences in philosophy over what 

approach they each believed stood the best chance of precipitating a public reaction. 

Brower, the amateur, desired a simple clear message, one that would reiterate the 

arguments he and other conservationists had been disseminating for the past several 

Papers. 

"Michael Cohen, History of the Sierra Club. 355. 
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years. However, Gossage and Mander believed that the ad should be more than just a 

recitation of facts and arguments; it must be "an event," something people would talk 

about. Otherwise, argued Gossage, "there's no point." Reviewing one of Mander's 

ideas, Brower reflected that it was "Madison Avenue, not Sierra Club." Ultimately, 

neither side could convince the other and so amateur and professionals remained 

divided over tactics, at least initially. "I was a bit chicken," Brower recalled later, and 

he called New York Times editor John Oakes and convinced him to split the run, 

something that the paper had never done before, so that both approaches, conservative 

and aggressive, could be utilized. However, with legislation calling for the 

construction of dams in Grand Canyon on the threshold of approval in the Interior 

Committee, there was one issue that all parties agreed was of utmost Importance: the 

release of the ad must be timed exactly to have its maximum effect upon public 

opinion." And as events were soon to prove, the timing, in this instance, was perfect. 

"Mander's corrmients are recalled by Brower in David Brower, "Environmental 
Activist, Publicist, and Prophet," interview by Susan R. Schrepfer (Sierra Club History 
Committee, 1974-1978), 146, Regional Oral History Office, University of California 
Berkeley; and David Brower's handwritten notes of 8, 23 May 1966, folder 46 "Notes 
1966," box 15, SCMP; see also David Brower interview by author, 27 July 1997. 
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CHAPTER 9 

THE HINGE OF FATE 

A land whose physical limits are totally exploited — no matter what the short 
term economic success — is a land that can no longer invigorate its people. . . . 
I know that you who love the wild part of our land can be counted on to be 
vigilant in the defense of that which you cherish. 

— Stewart Udall, speech delivered at the seventh 
biermial Wildemess Conference, 1961.' 

Next year for . . . Senator [Hayden] is always problematical. 

— O. M. Trask, Central Arizona Project Task 
Force, August 1961} 

Ever since the beginning of the Grand Canyon dam controversy in 1963, the 

proponents of Bridge and Marble Canyon Dams argued that they would create vast 

new recreational opportunities and open the lower canyon to millions of people. 

Attempting to manipulate public opinion, dam advocates such as Floyd Dominy, Craig 

Hosmer, Morris Udall and Wayne Aspinall contended that the preservationists wanted 

to reserve the lower canyon for the relatively few people who possessed either the 

financial resources to take a float trip down the river or who had the physical stamina 

to explore this remote region on foot. Citing Lake Powell as an example of how 

reservoirs could improve the accessibility of nature, proponents of the Grand Canyon 

'Stewart Udall, quote from a speech he delivered at the seventh biennial 
Wildemess Conference, 1961, folder 3, box 92, Stewart Udall Papers. 

^O. M. Trask to Mo and John, 5 August 1967, folder 12, box 481, Morris Udall 
Papers. 
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dams portrayed preservationists as a selfish minority, out of step with President 

Johnson's Great Society. 

Accusations of elitism hit home with preservationists who sought to distance 

themselves from ideas that they themselves had advocated only a short time before. 

Even David Brower had voted in favor of dams in Grand Canyon in 1949, and Sierra 

Qub leaders such as Bestor Robinson and other long time members still argued that 

recreational reservoirs constituted an appropriate use of national park lands. Indeed, 

the National Park Service had tried to accommodate reservoir construction during the 

1930s until the tenure of Newton Drury, and even Drury, though steadfast in his 

defense of Grand Canyon National Park, wavered over whether reservoirs and national 

monuments were irreconcilable, in all probability because he believed that monuments 

would be more difficult to defend from encroachment. Bestor Robinson's arguments 

in favor of recreation during the 1940s began appearing in Bureau of Reclamation and 

Interior Department publications during the 1960s, much to the chagrin of 

preservationists.^ 

According to historian Stephen Fox, public awareness of environmental issues 

increased tremendously in the twenty years after the conclusion of WWII, so that by 

the mid 1960s a revolution of sorts was occurring within the environmental movement 

itself. People were not only becoming increasingly concemed over threats to the 

'For a good example, please see U.S. Department of the Interior, Lake Powell: 
Jewel of the Colorado (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1965), passim. 
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National Park System and wildlife, they also were worried about threats posed by 

pesticides, declining air and water quality, and other environmental issues that 

threatened their personal health and quality of life, a trend that is at least partially 

indicated by the steady rise in membership conservation organizations had experienced 

over the past decade. By 1969, a National Wildlife Federation poll showed that fewer 

people were concerned about the preservation of open spaces and, arguably, natural 

phenomenon — what historian Alfred Runte calls "monumentalism" — than about 

contaminated air, water, food and other threats to the global ecosystem/ In 1966 

these two strands of environmental thought permeated environmental discourse as the 

leaders of the movement sought to determine the direction in which the movement was 

headed while preservationists, having cast off the ideology of wise use, now 

confronted issues that threatened to make mere preservationism an anachronism as 

well. 

Envirormientalists trying to save Grand Canyon utilized these two approaches 

with varying degrees of success. In Time and the River Flowing the Sierra Club 

attempted to depict the Canyon as an ecosystem that should not be divided into parts 

because of the harm it would do to the whole. However, attempts to demonstrate that 

Grand Canyon was still an untouched ecosystem failed to resonate with the American 

public and, in any case, the argument is inaccurate. Drastic changes within the 

^Alfred Runte, National Parks: The American Ext)erience. 190; and Stephen 
Fox, The American Conservation Movement. 302. 
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Colorado River system began to occur with the construction of Hoover and other dams 

during the first three decades of the twentieth century, while Glen Canyon Dam 

forever altered the ecosystem of Grand Canyon itself. Native fish such as the 

Colorado River Squawfish, which reached a length of six feet and had annual runs 

reminiscent of the salmon and steelhead migrations of the Pacific Northwest, were 

virtually eradicated by 1940, their migratory patterns interrupted by impenetrable 

concrete barriers, while the removal of silt wrought havoc with their spawning redds. 

In addition to the Squawfish, Humpback Chubs also virtually disappeared after the 

construction of the main-stem dams, while exotic species such as trout, stocked 

initially in Grand Canyon tributaries such as Bright Angel and Tapeats creeks, 

flourished in the cold clear tailwaters of these dams. The trout grew in size and 

population at such a rate that Lee's Ferry and Willow Beach, below Glen Canyon and 

Hoover Dams respectively, became world-renowned trout fisheries, and the prolific 

explosion of the main stem trout population, in turn, created an artificial rookery for 

eagles and other birds of prey in Grand Canyon, drawn by the new supply of food.® 

Though historian Alfred Runte contends that preservationists abandoned ecological 

'W. L. Minckley, Fishes of Arizona (Phoenix: Sims Printing Company, 1973), 
119-125. Prior to the construction of the main stem dams, Colorado River Squawfish 
were so numerous that a conmiercial fishery existed in the Yuma area as well as along 
the Gila and Lower Salt Rivers until the 1920s, and ironically, the fish constituted a 
major source of protein for the crews building Hoover and other dams along the 
Colorado River. The author has observed birds of prey feeding on trout numerous 
times in Grand Canyon. Perhaps the most well known site where this takes place is 
upstream of the mouth of Nankoweap Creek. 
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arguments in their defense of Grand Canyon because of lack of public understanding,® 

in all probability these arguments were never considered seriously because they would 

have been too easy to disprove. 

Preservationists seeking to rebut charges of elitism and to defend Grand 

Canyon appealed to the great mass of the American people, not with complex 

ecological arguments, but through a simple direct approach that turned the Bureau's 

argimient on its head. Grand Canyon belonged to everyone, preservationists argued, 

and it was those who sought to deface it with dams who were selfish, not the people 

trying to save it. Grand Canyon encompassed the whole canyon, not just that portion 

within the artificial boundaries of the national park and monument. While 

preservationists contended that the entire canyon should be preserved for future 

generations within an enlarged national park, and that there was still time to do it, 

proponents of the dams contended that Marble and Hualapai reservoirs would create 

new recreational opportunities in a spectacular, previously inaccessible setting. Thus, 

preservationists and developmental interests alike tried to portray the other side as 

selfish, and these two arguments crashed head on into each other in early June of 

1966. 

The Sierra Club placed full-page advertisements in the New York Times and 

other national newspapers on June 9, 1966, an event that altered the Grand Canyon 

Dam controversy dramatically. The Times split the run, and David Brower's relatively 

®Runte, National Parks. 190-191. 
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tame ad consisted of an "open letter" to Secretary Udall in which Brower reiterated 

many of the arguments that Jeff Ingram, Laurence Moss, and Alan Carlin advanced 

during the May hearings. The ad contained an appeal for people to write their 

congressmen, senators, Stewart Udall and the President, and closed by asking the 

Interior Secretary to find [the Bureau] "something better to do." In contrast, the 

professional ad submitted by Jerry Mander and Howard Gossage, was confrontational 

and eye-catching. "Now Only You Can Save Grand Canyon From Being Flooded . . . 

For Profit," the ad screamed in large headline-sized text. A recitation of the 

arguments followed, including a statement inferring that Stewart Udall had silenced 

other bureaus within the Interior Department such as the National Park Service, and 

the ad suggested that readers send contributions, and mail either separate letters or cut 

out and send the attached coupons which had the names and addresses of key 

government officials already printed on them. Emphasizing that the canyon belonged 

to all Americans, the ad closed with this admonition: "Remember, with all the 

complexities of Washington politics and the ins and outs of committees and 

procedures, there is only one simple incredible issue here: This time it's the Grand 

Canyon they want to flood. The Grand Canvon. [Emphasis theirs]"' 

Proponents of the dams reacted angrily, claiming that the ads were misleading, 

and they accused the Sierra Club of trying to deceive the American public into 

'New York Times. 9 June 1966. The advertisements also appeared in the 
Washington Post. San Francisco Chronicle, and the Los Angeles Times, the same day. 
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believing that the dams would flood the entire canyon from rim to rim. 

Representative Morris Udall quickly counterattacked in an impassioned speech 

delivered on the floor of the House the same day the advertisements were released. 

Expressing "shock and indignation," Udall raged that the advertisements were 

"dishonest, and "inflammatory," and stated that "[he had] seldom, if ever seen a more 

distorted and flagrant hatchet job than this." In Udall's opinion, the ads were 

misleading and dishonest because they included a picture of a portion of Grand 

Canyon which lay outside the boundaries of the national park; hence, he felt that the 

Sierra Club's contention that Hualapai Dam would inundate part of Grand Canyon was 

simply untrue because he believed the American public viewed "Grand Canyon," and 

"Grand Canyon National Park," as one and the same.* 

Were the Sierra Qub advertisements misleading as Udall charged, or merely 

the product of the methodology of professional advertising? Brower himself wrote 

Udall shortly before the publication of the ads and emphasized that while in his view a 

lake five hundred feet deep would indeed flood out the Colorado River, for 

reclamationists to accuse him of trying to dupe the public into believing that the dams 

would flood the National Park from rim to rim was simply "preposterous." The ad 

Udall focused his most intense attacks upon was written by Mander and Gossage, 

which was designed to generate mass appeal, in this case through an eye-catching 

'Congress, House, Speech of Morris K. Udall, "Flooding the Grand Canyon: A 
Phony Issue," Congressional Record (9 June 1966), 12315-12317. 
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headline. If one were only to read this portion of the ad, one might be left with the 

impression that Grand Canyon would indeed be flooded from rim to rim — and not 

just inside the park. However, the text of the ad states clearly that the canyon would 

only be flooded to a maximum depth of five hundred feet. Brewer's ad, though it did 

not specify the actual depth of the reservoirs, included a large photo of the Bridge 

Canyon site taken by the Bureau of Reclamation itself, which had recently been 

published in a Newsweek article, upon which the Bureau had superimposed Hualapai 

Dam and Reservoir. The photo demonstrated clearly that the reservoir would only 

occupy the inner gorge of the canyon even at its deepest point, and would not even 

inundate that completely. A smaller copy of this same photo was also included in the 

Mander/Gossage ad. So while the Sierra Club advertisements may have been 

sensational, and perhaps inflammatory from the perspective of a CAP supporter, to say 

that they were deliberately misleading is an accusation not supported by the evidence, 

and is in fact refuted by the inclusion of the Bureau's own pictures.' 

Indeed, in the same speech where Udall accused the Sierra Club of lying, he 

made at least two false assertions on the floor of the House himself: that former Park 

Service Director Albright approved of a high Bridge/Hualapai Dam; and that both 

dams were to be utilized as run of the river projects when, as Dominy had 

'Congress, House, Speech of Morris K. Udall, "Flooding the Grand Canyon: A 
Phony Issue," Congressional Record (9 June 1966), 12315-12317, Udall quoted from 
Brewer's letter in this same speech; and New York Times. 9 June 1966; see also "Dam 
the Canyon?," Newsweek. 30 May 1966, 27. 



398 

exhaustively testified in congressional hearings, they were absolutely indispensable to 

the project because of their ability to generate peaking power. Preservationists 

contended that if the dams were operated as peaking plants, reservoir fluctuations 

would scar the canyon walls due to silt and mineral deposition as was the case at 

Hetch Hetchy. In addition, Udall, Rhodes, and other dam proponents continued to 

deny that the Bridge/Hualapai and Marble Canyon dam sites and reservoirs were in 

Grand Canyon, despite the assertions of professional geologists, a strategy clearly 

designed to keep the public fi-om associating the CAP dams with Grand Canyon. The 

semantic gymnastics of these CAP proponents appear every bit as misleading as the 

Sierra Club's arguments that the dams would "flood" the canyon.'" 

Scarcely had the smoke cleared from Morris Udall's blast at the preservationists 

than another event, one that has entered the mythology of environmental history, 

occurred. On June 10, 1966, less than twenty-four hours after the publication of the 

Sierra Club's advertisements, the Internal Revenue Service notified the club leadership 

that it was now under investigation for violating IRS regulations governing lobbying. 

Specifically, it was charged that the club through its advertising had attempted to have 

a "substantial" influence on the pending legislation. As a result, the IRS stated that it 

could no longer guarantee the tax deductibility of contributions made to the club while 

it investigated the club's lobbying activities. Sierra Club president Edgar Waybum 

'"Congress, House, Speech of Morris K. Udall, "Flooding the Grand Canyon: 
A Phony Issue," Congressional Record (9 June 1966), 12315-12317. 
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remembered later "a small faceless man in a dark blue suit" hand-delivered the IRS 

notice to the Sierra Qub office in San Francisco, while Brower insisted at the time 

that it was delivered by a "federal marshal... for dramatic effect."" 

Although it has never been determined defmitively who precipitated the IRS 

action, many prominent conservationists blamed Morris Udall for initiating the 

investigation. The popular account as related by many preservationists is that Mo 

Udall was either having lunch or drinks at the Congressional Hotel bar in Washington 

with Assistant IRS Commissioner Sheldon Cohen on June 9, 1966. When he showed 

Cohen the Sierra Club ad in the Washington Post and said emphatically, "How the hell 

can the Sierra Club get away with this?" David Brower and Sierra Qub President 

Edgar Waybum insist that Udall later admitted to them personally that he had not only 

initiated the IRS action, but that he recognized it as a colossal blunder on his part 

because of the public reaction that followed.'^ Floyd Dominy also credits Mo Udall, 

"based on some pretty good surmising," for "being smart enough" to think of this 

"Edgar Waybum, "Sierra Club Statesman, Leader of the Parks and Wildemess 
Movement: Gaining Protection for Alaska, the Redwoods, and Golden Gate 
Parklands," interviews by Arm Lage and Susan Schrepfer (Sierra Club Oral History 
Committee, 1976-1981), 29, Regional Oral History Office, University of California 
Berkeley; and Arizona Republic. 12 June 1966. 

'^David Brower, "Environmental Activist, Publicist, and Prophet," interview by 
Susan R. Schrepfer (Sierra Club History Conunittee, 1974-1978), 146, Regional Oral 
History Office, University of Califomia Berkeley; and Edgar Waybum, "Sierra Club 
Statesman, Leader of the Parks and Wildemess Movement: Gaining Protection for 
Alaska, the Redwoods, and Golden Gate Parklands," interviews by Ann Lage and 
Susan Schrepfer (Sierra Qub Oral History Committee, 1976-1981), 293, Regional Oral 
History Office, University of Califomia Berkeley. 
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strategy, and wishes he had thought of it himself.'^ 

However, Morris Udall denied vehemently the charges that he asked Cohen to 

revoke the Sierra Club's tax status, an assertion that brings a ringing defense from his 

brother Stewart, who blames the "White House" for ordering the investigation.'^ 

Regardless of who was ultimately responsible, and despite Assistant Commissioner 

Cohen's assertions that the IRS was merely trying to"administer the tax laws as they 

have been enacted by Congress," it is indisputable that the Internal Revenue Service 

reacted to the Sierra Club advertisements with unprecedented speed, and that when 

combined with the fact that the IRS applied its decree retroactively to include all 

contributions made after June 9, it appears as though the preservationists' assertions 

that they had been singled out, have a basis in fact. 

Roy Elson, aide to Senator Hayden, also rejects the notion that Hayden had 

anything to do with the IRS action, although he admitted in an interview that he had 

suggested it to Hayden but that "the Senator would have no part of it."" California 

Representative Craig Hosmer, perhaps the most antagonistic opponent conservationists 

faced, asked preservationist witnesses point-blank about the expenditures their 

'^Floyd Dominy, interview by author, 1 November 1996. 

"Stewart Udall, The Quiet Crisis and the Next Generation. 210. 

"Roy Elson, "Administrative Assistant to Senator Carl Hayden and Candidate 
for the United States Senate, 1955-1969," interviews by Donald Richie (April 27-
August 21, 1990, 203 (Senate Historical Office, Washington, D.C.), John F. Keimedy 
Library. 
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organizations had incurred in trying to defeat the Grand Canyon dams on at least two 

separate and public occasions: the September hearings of 1965 and the May hearings 

of 1966, where Wayne Aspinall and Mo. Udall joined him in this line of inquiry.'® 

Sierra Club director William Siri believes that Mo Udall brought the ad to the 

attention of an IRS official without actually suggesting that the IRS investigate the 

club's tax status.'' This version of events is supported by the documentary evidence: 

Mo Udall wrote Cohen on June 10, 1966, the day after the ads were placed, inquiring 

as to whether contributions to the Sierra Qub elicited by the newspaper ads were tax 

deductible; however, he did not ask for an investigation into the Sierra Club's activities 

in this letter.'® Perhaps Cohen, prompted by Udall's letter, or perhaps after their 

alleged conversation at the Congressional Hotel, initiated the investigation himself. It 

is also possible that the suggestion was made over the telephone by Udall or someone 

else and that no record of it exists. However, to argue definitively, as some 

'^Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lx?wer Colorado Basin Project: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
and insular Affairs. 89th Cong., 1st sess., 23-31 August, 1 September 1965, 757-758, 
803; and Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Project: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 89th Cong., 2d sess., 9-13, 18 May 1966, 1492-1493. 

'^William E. Siri, "Reflections on the Sierra Club, the Environment, and 
Mountaineering, 1950s-1970s," interview by Ann Lage (Sierra Club History Series, 11 
February 1976), 56, Regional Oral History Office, University of California Berkeley; 

"Morris Udall to Sheldon Cohen, 10 June 1966, folder 2, box 477 Morris 
Udall Papers. 
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preservationists have done," based upon hearsay evidence that Morris Udall initiated 

the investigation and intended to use the IRS revocation as a weapon to damage the 

Sierra Club, is not conclusively supported by the documentary record, and is patendy 

unfair. 

Although it is impossible to determine who initiated the investigation, clearly 

the possibility of IRS intervention had been widely discussed among CAP proponents 

for some time, and of course, the Sierra Qub created a tax exempt foundation in 1960 

in anticipation of this very event.^° Although the Sierra Club and other conservation 

organizations were to play the role of the martyr effectively for the next few months, 

it is inconceivable that the IRS investigation came as much of a surprise to leading 

proponents and opponents of the dams alike. Possibly the most enduring mystery of 

"For a recent reiteration of this argument see Tom Turner, "The Grand 
Undammed," Sierra. July-August 1992, 18. None of the Sierra Club Oral History 
Series interviews examined by the author at the Bancroft Library are precise in 
describing a date or time that Mo Udall's alleged "admission" took place. David 
Brower indicated in his oral history as well as in an interview with the author that 
Udall admitted to precipitating the IRS revocation during a meeting in his 
congressional office, however, this account is not confirmed either by other witnesses 
or within the documentary record. At the time of the incident, Brower cited unnamed 
sources as the source of his information, but refused to divulge their identities to 
protect their jobs. However, again, no evidence exists to substantiate Brower's 
assertion, as these sources have not come forward. Although documentary evidence 
suggests that Udall may have piqued the interest of Commissioner Cohen, it does not 
answer the question of Udall's intent. Therefore, it appears, at least to this author, 
unreasonable to accuse Morris Udall definitively of desiring to bring the IRS into the 
controversy, with all due respect to Mr. Brower, based upon Brower's single, imprecise 
recollection, without corroborating documentation or witnesses. 

^"Please see chapters 3 and 4 for a discussion of the events leading up to, and 
including the formation of the Sierra Club Foundation in 1960. 
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the IRS revocation is not who ordered it, but rather, why it took so long for someone 

to do so, given the widely held hostility for the preservationists' position. 

Although historians have focused upon trying to determine who was 

responsible for ordering the IRS investigation, perhaps the more relevant question is: 

what effect did it have upon the controversy? Sierra Club Historian Michael Cohen 

argues that the IRS action turned a conservation issue into a civil rights issue without 

elaborating far beyond this observation, other than to state that the "young American 

public . . . took the ferment of Berkeley to the national stage,"^' an accurate but 

incomplete assessment. The Grand Canyon dam controversy was being fought on at 

least two levels: in the court of American public opinion, and in the political arena. 

The impact the IRS action had upon the controversy in the first case was nothing short 

of cataclysmic, for now the issues transcended mere preservation and recreation. In 

June of 1966, with the nation already in a frenzy over civil rights, student protests, and 

growing opposition to American involvement in Vietnam, the IRS revocation 

constituted only the latest example of heavy-handed federal repression of civil 

liberties, particularly the rights of speech and petition. When news of the IRS action 

became public knowledge, tens of thousands of people reacted, inundating Congress 

with angry letters. Estimates of the volume of mail vary, and the tabulations are 

scant, but California senator Thomas Kuchel later recalled that it was ". . . one of the 

^'Cohen, History of the Sierra Club. 362. 
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largest letter writing campaigns I have ever seen."" Stewart Udall's staff counted over 

20,000 letters mailed just to the Interior Secretary,^ while the papers of important 

political players contain tens of thousands more. How many letters came in to 

Washington as a resuh of the ads and IRS action is open to debate; Morris Udall 

described the mail as a "deluge,"^ while some historians have put the figure at 

"millions," one citing an interview with a Bureau official that claimed that dump 

trucks were pressed into service to haul it to congressional offices." Though difficult 

to obtain an exact figure, clearly a veritable avalanche of letters arrived at the offices 

of federal officials. 

A representative sample of the letters contained within the Interior Department 

and Sierra Club archives and in the papers of the Wilderness Society, Mo and Stewart 

Udall, Carl Hayden, John Saylor, and John Rhodes demonstrate that a shift in focus 

occurred after the IRS revocation.^® Prior to the IRS action, the letter writers generally 

"Congressional Quarterly. 1 November 1966, 3024. 

"Orren Beaty to William Welsh, Assistant to the Vice President, 16 October 
1966, pt 6, box 124, CCF/D of I. 

"Morris Udall, Too Funnv to be President. 56. 

"Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 297, in which he quotes former Bureau of 
Reclamation official Daniel Dreyfus. 

"Accurate tallies of the number of letters are difficult to come by. However, 
in his examination of an estimated 2000 letters held in various archives, the author 
feels confident in making the following generalizations about the content of these 
letters and how that content shifted as a result of the IRS investigation. 
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claimed affiliation with one or more conservation organizations and wrote only of their 

concem for Grand Canyon. After June 10, 1966, people wrote Congress citing 

concerns with violations of free speech, petition and due process, along with their 

concerns about Grand Canyon; many others wrote the Sierra Qub, stating that they 

wanted to become members as an act of protest because they believed the IRS action 

threatened the fundamental rights upon which the very foundations of the Republic 

were built." Editorials appeared in newspapers across the nation and though they 

criticized the proposed damming of Grand Canyon, many of their writers reserved 

their most vehement criticisms for the perceived federal interference with the most 

basic constitutional rights. Terms such as "police state" and "tyranny" appeared with 

regularity in correspondence and published newspaper editorials, while the New York 

Times accused Secretary Udall of prohibiting free speech within his own department 

by "silencing" agencies that could be presumed to oppose the dams while at the same 

time allowing the Bureau of Reclamation to "lobby the public shamelessly and 

tirelessly with the public's own money."^ 

Whether Stewart Udall muzzled the National Park Service is a matter of 

"A good example of this type of letter is John Cohan to Leo Irwin, Chief 
Council of the House Ways and Means Committee, 11 August 1966, folder 2, box 20, 
SCMP. Cohan writes that he is concerned that the IRS clouded the Sierra Club's tax 
status, before holding a hearing or conducting an investigation, a violation of "due 
process." Cohan also cites revelations that the IRS had recently used electronic 
eavesdropping devices, as evidence that it habitually went "beyond the proper course 
of conduct." 

''Bakersfield Califomian. 28 June 1966; and New York Times. 17 June 1966. 
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debate. Udall responded to Brower's accusations by stating that once the Interior 

Department adopted a position as a matter of policy, it would inhibit his agency's 

ability to function if it were torn by dissention. However, Director Hartzog censured a 

Park Service employee for distributing literature against Bridge Canyon Dam in 

October of 1965, six months after Udall adopted the Budget Bureau's recommendation 

that Bridge Canyon Dam be deferred." Yet the Interior Secretary failed to 

communicate this policy shift to Park Service personnel for more than a year, and it 

was only after Brower's March 30 telegram from Grand Canyon that Udall informed 

park superintendents that their subordinates could oppose Bridge Canyon Dam.'° Even 

after Udall's pronouncement, Yosemite National Park Superintendent John Davis, with 

Director Hartzog's subsequent approval, intervened to prevent a concessionaire from 

showing the Sierra Club's Glen Canyon film in June 1966 because the film opposed 

the Bureau's proposals for Grand Canyon, an incident that evoked accusations of 

censorship from Sierra Club officials.^' Merrill Beal, Grand Canyon National Park 

^^artzog to All Regional Directors, 20 October 1965, folder 4, box 190, 
Stewart Udall Papers. 

N. Smith to Superintendent, 7 June 1966, "Colorado River Dam Proposals 
Collection, 1931-1968," #2670, GCNPMC. Judging from the sarcastic language in 
communications between Stricklin and other superintendents, it appears as though they 
felt constrained from discussing the Grand Canyon Dams even after this date. Please 
see Superintendent, Fort Clascop to Superintendent, Grand Canyon, 7 September 1966, 
"Colorado River Dam Proposals Collection, 1931-1968," #2670, GCNPMC. 

"Superintendent, Yosemite to Director, 21 June 1966; and George Marshall, 
President, to George Hartzog, 21 June 1966; see also George Marshall to George 
Hartzog, 30 June 1966; and Hartzog to Marshall, 1 July 1966, in folder 5, box 9, 
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naturalist during the controversy, contended that he was "instructed" to not oppose the 

programs of the Bureau of Reclamation which favored Bridge Canyon Dam throughout 

the controversy.^^ Thus it appears that Park Service personnel received an admonition 

to refiain from opposing Bridge Canyon Dam from the upper echelons of either the 

National Park Service or the Interior Department even after Secretary Udall had 

abandoned Bridge Canyon Dam in April of 1965." 

Though the Sierra Club leadership as early as 1960 had planned for the likely 

eventuality that the club's lobbying activities would result in an IRS action, they did 

not anticipate the seismic public reaction that such federal interference would 

precipitate. Brower stops short of stating that he had planned his strategy in 

anticipation of a public windfall, only admitting that he felt "confident" that the public 

would react in such a fashion and that he "hoped that the IRS would be that stupid," 

i.e., to attack the club for so stridently attacking the Grand Canyon dams." It appears 

that although the Sierra Qub leadership from Brower, Richard Leonard and even 

George Hartzog Papers. 

"Merrill Beal, interview by Julie Russell, 20 July 1981, (Grand Canyon 
National Park Oral History Project), GCNPMC. 

'^Despite the efforts to repress Park Service opposition, there are occasional 
glimpses of it. On June 7, 1966, Regional Director Dan Beard, lauded the efforts of 
David Brower and the Sierra Club, as well as those of New York Times editor John 
Oakes. Please see Beard to John Osseward, 7 June 1966, fiche 7423, "Dams on the 
Colorado River, 1954-1966," GCNPRL. 

'^David Brower, interview by author, 27 July 1997. 
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Bestor Robinson agreed to challenge the free speech restrictions of the Federal 

Lobbying Act should the Sierra Club's activities evoke a reaction from the IRS, they 

remained unaware of the larger social context in which this episode was playing out 

and thus did not realize the great potential for public sympathy should such a 

revocation occur. Evidently the club's leadership was not Machiavellian enough to try 

to antagonize the IRS into taking away its tax deductible status in anticipation of a 

public windfall; Brower commented upon the serendipitous nature of the event by 

saying that "I was just lucky it worked out that way." However, in the wake of the 

June 9 advertisements club leaders recognized immediately that larger social forces 

were at work and released several more ads during the congressional debate of the 

simimer of 1966, each of which gave prominent space to the club's IRS travails." 

Ironically, it was the CAP proponents who understood the social context of the 

times and though unable to plug into public perceptions of federal interference with 

individual rights, they attempted to turn public concerns over racial issues to their 

advantage by portraying opponents of the dams as anti-Indian. Rich Johnson's letters, 

signed by Hualapai Chief Rocha and other Native Americans, began arriving in the 

^^New York Times. 25 July 1966. The Sierra Club also ran these ads in many 
other national publications during the Summer of 1966, including Harper's. Saturday 
Review. Ramparts. National Review, and Scientific American, and it is interesting to 
note that Brower believed that with the single exception of the Saturday Review, he 
believed that placing the ads in magazines was a waste of time because they did not 
generate same reaction of the newspaper ads. For Brewer's thoughts on the 
advertising campaign, please see David Brower to Frank Masland, 28 December 1966, 
folder 36, box 19, SCMP. 
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offices of congressmen, newspaper editors and their other intended recipients at the 

beginning of July, and Arizona Representative George Senner read one aloud on the 

floor of the House and inserted it into the Congressional Record. Western newspapers 

began nmning articles arguing that the Hualapai Dam would confer great benefits 

upon the Hualapai tribe, some printing quotes "written" by Qiief Rocha.^^ 

In addition, Morris Udall, John Rhodes, Royd Dominy and other project 

advocates initiated a counterattack in the news media and scheduled TV and radio 

appearances nationwide, Udall arguing his case so convincingly that the editors of the 

Washington Post wrote in August that, contrary to the Sierra Club's assertions, "... it 

is plain nonsense to speak of these proposed minor changes ruining the Grand 

Canyon."" When Mrs. E. P. Pierce, president of the General Federation of Women's 

Clubs, wrote an opposition letter to John Saylor, which the Pennsylvania representative 

entered into the Congressional Record, John Rhodes produced a letter and resolution 

favoring the dams from the president of the Arizona Women's Club.^^ The Arizona 

Republic and Arizona Daily Star encouraged their subscribers to write Congress, and 

the Republic claimed later that over seven thousand of its subscribers sent coupons to 

"Congress, House, Speech of George Senner, "Letter from White Mountain 
Apache Tribe," Congressional Record (2 August 1966), A-4075; and Oakland Tribune. 
16 July 1966; see also Arizona Republic. 16 July 1966; and Riverside Daily 
Enterprise. 20 July 1966. 

^^Washington Post. 14 August 1966. 

^Mrs. E. M. Bredwell, to Mrs. E P. Pierce, 1 August 1966, folder 5, box 4, 
CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. 



410 

Congress, while an ethereal organization, the Southwest Progress Committee, 

sponsored the production of a movie, "Grand Canyon, The Ever-Changing Giant," and 

scheduled it for television slots across the U.S.^' 

One Sierra Club member from Tucson alleged that the editor of the Arizona 

Daily Star went so far as to make threatening phone calls to local library officials and 

to the sisters of a Catholic Hospital who had allowed him to use their buildings to 

show a Sierra Club film and make an anti-dam presentation/" Pro-dam newspapers, at 

the behest of the CAPA also began to publicize that the Sierra Qub had once 

supported the Grand Canyon dams itself/' This counteroffensive began to yield 

results and, unlikely as it may seem, less that one month after the Sierra Club 

advertisements of June 9 a steady stream of letters now began trickling into 

congressional mailboxes whose authors wrote in favor of the dams. By mid-August, 

John Rhodes could write to a pro-dam constituent that many of his congressional 

colleagues were receiving as much mail in favor as opposed while the Arizona 

Republic began to print letters from disgruntled Sierra Club members who disapproved 

Arizona Republic. 27 July 1966; and Robin Way to a Mr. Frederick 
Kellerman, and attached television listing from the New York Times. 17 August 1966, 
folder 73, box 218, SCMP. 

^"A Mr. Rawson to Robin Way, small note attached to Arizona Daily Citizen. 
10 August 1966; and Way to Rawson, 17 August 1966, folder 73, box 218, SCMP. 

""Rocky Mountain News. 11 August 1966; see also Assistant Commissioner to 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, I July 1966, folder 23, box 483, Morris Udall 
Papers. 
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of Brower's tactics/^ Though the volume of pro-dam mail never came close to the 

deluge of the opposition, it was enough to let Congress know that there were two sides 

to the issue, and several congressmen communicated that they disliked the Sierra Qub 

tactics and had received many letters in favor of the dams/^ 

Almost forgotten by historians, many of whom contend that the Sierra Club 

advertisements and the IRS revocation constituted the turning point at which the defeat 

of the dams became inevitable, is that the political process continued to move forward 

despite all the public protests and angry letters. The House Interior Committee kept 

working in the simuner of 1966 and the political alliance among the basin states, 

forged by almost two years of heated negotiations and exasperating behind-the-scenes 

intrigue, remained intact, along with Hayden's formidable influence waiting in reserve 

in the Senate. Despite heated debates over the political deals already agreed to, and 

numerous speeches delivered on the House floor by John Saylor and John Dingell 

against the dams, the House Subcommittee on Public Works announced on June 10 

that the bill would contain both dams, a payment of $16,398,000 to the Hualapai tribe, 

and the formation of a water commission which would initiate a feasibility grade study 

of water importation.^ 

•*^John RJiodes to James O'Malley, 25 August 1966, folder 5, box 4, CAP/89, 
John Rhodes Papers; and Arizona Republic. 19 June 1966. 

••'MKU, "Memo to CAP," 22 August 1966, folder 11, box 480, Morris Udall 
Papers. 

**New York Times. 11 June 1966. 
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The Lower Colorado River Basin Project now moved to the Subcommittee on 

Irrigation and Reclamation, chaired by Walter Rogers of Texas. Once there, 

representatives from the seven basin states blocked attempts by John Saylor to remove 

both dams, and by Thomas Foley, who tried to delete the feasibility study. At the 

conclusion of the debate the Subcommittee voted 13-5 in favor of the proposal on 

June 28, with the dissent coming from four politicians from the Pacific Northwest in 

addition to Saylor. With the Subcommittee hurdle cleared, the bill moved to the full 

House Interior Committee, the first time that the Central Arizona Project had come 

before the Interior Committee since the defeat of 1950. Carl Hayden, watching 

anxiously, looked forward to the coming floor debate, and announced that despite 

Henry Jackson's opposition to the idea of importation from the Northwest, the Senate 

Interior Committee Chairman had promised to move on the bill immediately after 

House passage.^' 

On July 13, 1966 the Lower Colorado Basin Project was brought before the 

full House Interior Committee, and once again, the representatives from the Pacific 

Northwest attempted to amend the bill to delete the feasibility study. Saylor offered an 

amendment to delete both dams and, as in the subcommittee, these attempts were 

defeated. However, after a week of tumultuous debate. Chairman Aspinall initiated 

action that threatened to unravel the fragile seven-state alliance. Aspinall, a stickler 

"•'Water For The West, "Progress Report," 1 July 1966, folder 2, box 476, 
Morris Udall Papers; and New York Times. 28 July 1966. Water For The West was a 
joint Arizona/California based westem reclamation lobbying organization. 
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for legislative protocol who had a well-earned reputation for presenting bills that the 

Senate would find agreeable, was displeased with the stridency of the Pacific 

Northwest's objections. Believing that Senator Jackson would never allow such a 

feasibility provision to leave the Senate Interior Committee, Aspinall now proposed 

that the feasibility language be downgraded to a reconnaissance study, and 

recommended the creation of a national water commission with jurisdiction over any 

proposal to import water into the Colorado basin. California's representatives reacted 

angrily and threatened to walk out of the proceedings. Aspinall's suggestion, though a 

practical move by a practical politician, threatened to tear the seven-state agreement 

apart. Morris Udall, caught in an agonizing dilemma, voted in favor of the 

amendment, although he lamented the potential loss of California's support. On July 

21, the House Interior Committee voted 20-9 to downgrade the importation analysis 

from a feasibility to a reconnaissance-grade study 

•*^J. A. Riggens, "Memorandum to the Files Re: July 20, 1966," 21 July 1966; 
J. A. Riggens, "Memorandum for the Files Re: July 21, 1966, folder 2, box 476, 
Morris Udall Papers. It is important to distinguish between the three stages of the 
process by which a Bureau of Reclamation Project gains congressional approval. The 
initial step is for the Bureau to make a "reconnaissance" study, which is a basic 
determination of whether the proposal should be considered further. The next step is 
called a "feasibility" study, where the Bureau sends geologists, engineers and other 
experts into the field to do an in-depth analysis. The reports that result from 
feasibility studies are then used as the basis to draft legislation. When a bill is ready 
to be introduced before Congress, this final step is called an "authorization." The 
timing of these steps is critical: the recormaissance phase takes two years, feasibility 
takes five more, and, consequently, it may be seven or more years between the time a 
reconnaissance study is initiated and congressional debate begins. California's 
objection arose because of the additional time it would add to the authorization 
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Frantic water officials from the seven basin states, faced with the prospect that 

years of painstaking negotiations would come to naught, met to try to work out a 

compromise solution; however, it appeared as though the differences were now 

irreconcilable. It appeared as though one side would have to give, and the prospects 

for that seemed unlikely, especially now that Aspinall himself had intimated to some 

of his colleagues that he "had a deal in the Senate" based upon his proposal. 

California's support appeared irretrievably lost when Morris Udall, the future of the 

alliance and the Central Arizona Project hanging by a thread, proposed a solution to 

Aspinall that demonstrated his knowledge of the parliamentary system and his astute 

political instincts. Proposing to utilize a rare "motion to recommit," Udall's strategy 

involved some freewheeling semantics which would give Chairman Aspinall more 

flexibility to fight for the bill on the floor of the House, combined with creative usage 

of the rules for parliamentary procedure. Instead of calling for a feasibility study 

outright, Udall suggested that the bill be rewritten to include a recomiaissance study 

initially, with the promise that a feasibility study would follow immediately if the 

proposed national water commission determined that water importation would be 

feasible. Udall brokered this agreement with Aspinall's blessing and regained 

California's backing without the knowledge of Saylor and Foley, who sought to keep 

process and that it was much easier to block a reconnaissance study than a feasibility 
study, once the latter was undertaken. 
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the proposal bottled up in the Committee/' 

On July 28, 1966 the House Interior Committee met to vote on the Lower 

Colorado River Basin Project bill, John Saylor and Thomas Foley confident that the 

legislation would go down to defeat because of Aspinall's controversial amendment of 

the week before. Prior to the final vote, Craig Hosmer implementing Udall's strategy, 

moved to recommit the bill back to the Reclamation Subcommittee for alteration. The 

motion passed 20-10 and despite strenuous objections from Foley, Saylor and Walter 

Rogers, the Subcommittee chair, the bill was remanded back to the Subcommittee, and 

the recotmaissance/feasibility language added and approved. Aspinall then brought the 

altered bill back before the full Committee, which was still obligated to vote on July 

28. After a bitterly contested session, during which an outraged Saylor accused the 

"selfish interests" from Califomia, Arizona and Chairman Aspinall of "nefarious 

legislative shenanigans," the House Interior Committee voted 22-10 to report the bill 

favorably to the House floor.^ Despite strong objections in the Conmiittee and 

another Sierra Club advertisement printed in the New York Times on July 25,^' now 

^'Rich Johnson, "Memorandum," 22 July 1966; and J. A. Riggins, 
"Memorandum to the Files," 26 July 1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. 

^Wall Street Journal. 29 July 1966; and J. A. Riggens, "Memorandum to the 
Files," 26 July 1966; see also Morris Udall to "Honorable 27 July 1966, folder 
2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. 

•^^ew York Times. 25 July 1966. The most famous ad of the campaign, 
released during August of 1966, asked the question: "Should we flood the Sistine 
Chapel so tourists can float nearer the ceiling?" in response to the Bureau's argimients 
that the reservoir would make remote reaches of the canyon more accessible. This 
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only the House Rules Committee, which included two congressmen from the state of 

California, stood between the Central Arizona Project and a House floor debate. 

The Rules Committee is not typically a place where legislation is altered 

drastically; its function is to shape legislation so it conforms to the House rules of 

procedure for the upcoming floor debate. Consequently, Arizona's congressional 

representatives were euphoric after the favorable Interior Committee report, viewing 

the floor debate as a foregone conclusion. The bill included both dams, ignoring the 

Budget Bureau's recommendation that Bridge/Hualapai Dam should be deferred. 

While Representatives John Rhodes and Morris Udall congratulated each other, George 

Seimer cried with joy. After years of waiting, it appeared that the CAP was closer 

than ever to becoming a reality. However, John Saylor, who had stridently voiced his 

opposition to the dams in the committee sessions, and still seething about Mo Udall's 

tactics, angrily remarked: 

If you think 111 offer any kind of a motion or anything else to get one 
drop of water for Arizona . . . after the way Arizona has acted in this, 
in see them in hell first.'" 

Morris Udall had polled the members of the Rules Committee in early May, to 

see whether the Committee would object to releasing the bill to the floor in the event 

of a favorable Interior Committee report, and the fifteen members overwhelmingly 

phrase appears in small type in the July 25 ad as well. Sierra Club historian Michael 
Cohen credits Ansel Adams for originating this phrase. Please see Cohen, History of 
the Sierra Club. 363. 

^Arizona Republic. 29 July 1966; and New York Times. 21 July 1966. 
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supported the bill/' Now with the long awaited floor debate seemingly imminent, 

Udall and Rhodes polled their House colleagues again to determine whether the bill 

stood a good chance of passage. On August 22, Udall's poll revealed that 156 of his 

colleagues supported the bill outright, with another 70 leaning in favor of it. 

Calculating a "reasonably optimistic" assessment of the probables and undecided votes. 

Mo Udall believed that he stood a good chance of obtaining around 260 votes in 

support of the project, although only 218 were necessary to obtain passage.'^ Udall, 

Rhodes and the rest of the Arizona task force now swung into action to try to 

influence the probable and undecided votes through influential constituents or other 

methods, Udall even "nailing down" a colleague's vote with a gift of a framed picture 

of Grand Canyon that he paid for himself. 

Opponents of the dams also continued their efforts, ahhough many of them 

were now resigned to the inevitability that the bill would come before the House. 

Richard Bradley ventured into hostile territory toward the end of July and delivered an 

''"Rules Headcount," 2 May 1966, folder 11, box 480, Morris Udall Papers. 
Udall's poll revealed eleven in favor or probably in favor, with four undecided. 

"Udall to Les Alexander and John Rhodes, 22 August 1966, folder 11, box 
480, Morris Udall Papers. 

"Morris Udall to Les Alexander, 23 August 1966, folder 11, box 482, Morris 
Udall Papers. Udall gave the photo to congressman Abemathy of New Jersey, and he 
sought to have the CAPA reimburse him in the amount of $37.10 for the gift. The 
Arizona Task Force targeted labor unions such as the United Mine Workers as well as 
public and private utilities to apply pressure upon congressmen to vote in favor of the 
project. See Morris Udall, to Representative Daniel Flood, 18 August 1966, folder 11, 
box 480, Morris Udall Papers. 
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address to the Los Angeles Town Hall to rebut Floyd Dominy who had spoken several 

weeks earlier." By the end of August, the Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council 

had helped produce and circulate two television documentaries to rebut the film 

produced by CAP advocates," while the July-August Sierra Club Bulletin featured a 

cover photo of upper Lake Powell, with driftwood and other floating debris literally 

covering the reservoir's surface. Its caption, "A Portent of Things to Come in Grand 

Canyon?" constituted a vivid pictorial affirmation of Frederick Law Olmsted Jr.'s 1942 

warning of what would occur in Grand Canyon National Park if a high Bridge Canyon 

Dam were built.^® Individuals also continued to lobby at the grass roots level; many 

people wrote the Sierra Club asking for reprints of articles to distribute to friends, 

while Mrs. Helen Skelton of Freemont Indiana took $150.00 of her own money and 

placed full page ads in two local newspapers.'^ 

Preservationists also managed to rebut the attempts made by the reclamation 

lobby to portray them as anti-Indian, a campaign that had grown more intense as the 

summer progressed. Dr. Stephen Jett, who had testified against the dams during the 

"Richard Bradley, "Ruin for the Grand Canyon," Town Hall. Vol 28 No. 28, 
(Los Angeles: Town Hall, 12 July 1966). Bradley spoke during the July 19 meeting. 

"Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council Inc., "Grand Canyon Workshop: 
Activity Highlights 1965-1966: Fumre Goals," 24 September 1966, folder "Colorado 
Moimtain Club," box 1 "Grand Canyon Dams," Richard Bradley Papers. 

"Sierra Club Bulletin. July-August 1966, front cover. 

''Mrs. Helen Skelton to David Brower, 5 August 1966; and Robin Way to Mrs. 
Helen Skelton, 10 August 1966, folder 73, box 218, SCMP. 
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May hearings, was asked by David Brower to discuss the Grand Canyon Dams with 

the Navajo Tribal Council and attorney Norman Littell in July. Despite the circulation 

of a pro-dam letter purporting to represent the official Navajo position in June, a letter 

that was demonstrated to be spurious and may have been connected to the CAPA 

lobbying effort, as well as the July 8 announcement that the Hopi tribe had "undefined 

interests" in the Marble Canyon Dam site, even though the Hopi reservation does not 

border the river at any point, Jett managed to impress upon Littell the economic 

potential of developing a tribal park along the rim of Marble Canyon. When the 

Navajo Council met on August 1, 1966 Littell had drafted a resolution in opposition to 

the dams, calling instead for the development of the reservation's vast deposits of coal. 

On August 3, the Tribal Council repudiated their 1961 resolution in favor of Marble 

Canyon Dam and overwhelmingly approved a measure condemning the Grand Canyon 

dams and the "tactics of the Udalls." The Council also approved a contract with 

Peabody Coal Company to develop the reservation's coal resources for use in the 

WEST consortium's four comers and Navajo generating plants. Presidential Medal of 

Freedom recipient Annie Wauneka assisted in the preparation of a press release 

outlining the Tribe's condemnation of the dams and the national press picked up the 

story, a tremendous blow to the pro-dam lobby's attempt to appeal to the American 

public by portraying opponents of the dams as being prejudiced against Native 
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Americans.'® 

John Saylor continued his offensive against the project and he armounced that 

he intended to offer an amended bill during the floor debate which would eliminate 

California's annual 4.4 million acre foot guarantee, both Grand Canyon dams, 

Aspinall's Colorado projects, and the water importation studies. Saylor argued that his 

proposal would "save one billion dollars — and Grand Canyon too," offering the 

House of Representatives a relatively non-controversial alternative to the CAP with the 

mid-term elections just over three months away.'® 

Now that the critical proceedings in the Rules Committee were underway, both 

pro and anti-dam politicians stepped up the rhetoric in Congress. During the months 

of July and August, the most vocal dam proponents, John Rhodes and Morris Udall, 

addressed their House colleagues twelve times fi-om the podium and, not to be 

outdone, the anti-dam triumvirate of John Saylor, John Dingell and Henry Reuss of 

Wisconsin made thirty-seven speeches on the floor while the Interior and Rules 

Committees discussed the bill.®" 

'*Jett to author, 28 December 1997; and Dr. Steven Jett, "Navajos Enter Fight 
Against Grand Canyon Dams," August 1966, pp. 1-10, copy in author's possession; see 
also Gallup Indeijendent. 4 August 1966; and Orren Beaty, "Notes to SLU," 5 
September 1966; see also T. W. Taylor, BIA Acting Commissioner to Secretary Udall, 
5 August 1966, folder 1, box 127, Stewart Udall Papers. 

'"Arizona Republic. 16 August 1966. 

®°These figures are derived from an examination of the Concessional Record 
for the year 1966. An analysis of the Congressional floor debate from April-October 
1966 over the Grand Canyon dams reveals, that during this period, representatives 



421 

By the middle of August, when the bill still had not been released, Morris 

Udall began to suspect that the California representatives were obstructing the 

proceedings, and Udall and John Rhodes met with California water advocates to 

determine whether this was the case. After meeting with water attorney Northcutt Ely, 

who still masterminded California's water strategy three years after losing the epic 

Supreme Court fight, Udall and Rhodes leamed the fateful news on August 22, 1966. 

Ely claimed that he had spoken with some Califomia congressmen who believed that 

John Saylor possessed the votes to pass his substitute bill during the upcoming floor 

debate. Even worse from Arizona's perspective, Ely stated that he had obtained 

Wayne Aspinall's backing because he had convinced Aspinall that if Saylor succeeded, 

Henry Jackson would ram a similar bill through the Senate, and thus Califomia and 

Colorado would lose the features most important to them. To prevent this from 

happening, Ely told Udall and Rhodes that he was using his influence with the 

Califomia members of the Rules Committee to prevent Saylor from presenting his 

substitution during the floor debate.®' 

against the dams delivered 43 speeches, while those in favor of the project spoke 28 
times. In addition, 37/43 anti-dam speeches were delivered by John Saylor of 
Pennsylvania; John Dingell of Michigan; Henry Reuss of Wisconsin; and Silvio Conte 
of Massachusetts. Morris Udall and John Rhodes delivered 14/28 pro-dam speeches 
during the same period. Thus, the vast majority of floor activity was done by 6 out of 
435 representatives. In comparison, 7 speeches in favor and 2 against took place in 
the Senate during this same time. Of course these figures do not account for all 
lobbying activities such as Morris Udall's "steak offensive" of early June. 

M. Alexander, "Memo to the CAP Files," 26 August 1966, folder 4, box 
477, Morris Udall Papers; and "Report from Les Alexander," 19 August 1966, folder 
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Stunned, Udall and Rhodes, citing Udall's poll completed that very day, 

contended that they already had 3/4 of the votes to pass the legislation in its present 

form along with enough "probables" such that the bill should pass with ease. 

However, Ely was adamant, so long as the possibility existed that Saylor's amended 

bill might gain approval, he had instructed the two California representatives in the 

Rules Committee to hold the bill indefinitely to keep it from the floor. The Arizona 

representatives argued that even if Saylor succeeded, they had enough political support 

to re-insert whatever Saylor managed to delete, and so there was little chance that a 

stripped-down version of the bill would ever pass the House.^^ For the next two 

weeks with a growing desperation that never overwhelmed his sense of political 

pragmatism or personal tact, Morris Udall tried frantically to overcome the roadblock, 

even conducting a new poll on August 26, indicating support for the bill had grown." 

At one point John Rhodes briefly considered attaching the CAP bill as a rider to an 

appropriations bill, in an attempt to circumvent the Rules Committee altogether, but 

2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. 

"L. M. Alexander, "Memo to the CAP Files," 26 August 1966, folder 4, box 
477, Morris Udall Papers; and L. M. Alexander, "Memo to the CAP files," 30 August 
1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. 

"MHR to MKU, "Memo," 29 August 1966, folder II, box 480, Morris UdaU 
Papers. This poll reveals that those in support had grown to 170. The author, 
possibly one of Udall's staff, prognosticated that if they added one-half of probables 
(67), one third of the undecided (30) and one third of those uninformed (46) to the 
170 certain votes, a relatively conservative assessment, the bill would pass with a total 
of 228 votes. 
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apparently determined that there was not enough time left in the current session to 

begin such a move." Consequently, even though Rhodes and Udall cited strong 

evidence indicating that they could pass the legislation, Ely continued to instruct the 

Rules Committee members from California to hold the Lower Colorado River Basin 

Project until it eventually died, the last gasp coming in mid-September of 1966 when 

Rhodes and Udall determined that the House support they had obtained in August had 

evaporated due to the imminence of the coming election." 

Did Northcutt Ely and Wayne Aspinall have legitimate reasons to fear John 

Saylor's threats to amend the bill to delete the Colorado/California provisions as well 

as the Grand Canyon dams in August 1966? If so, it would appear as though the 

preservationist's campaign had bridged the public and political aspects of the Grand 

Canyon debate, and that environmental groups such as the Sierra Club, could claim 

that they had saved the canyon by stopping the dams. Envirormiental historians who 

argue that the preservationists are the primary cause of the bill's defeat base their 

arguments upon this presumption.®^ However, Northcutt Ely never cited any hard 

"Ozell Trask and Ralph Hunsaker to Task Force, 30 August 1966, folder 2, 
box 476, Morris Udall Papers. 

"Arizona Republic. 27 August 1966; and Arizona Republic. 1 September 1966; 
see also "News of Conservation and the Club," Sierra Qub Bulletin. September 1966, 
2; and Arizona Republic. 17 September 1966. 

®®Roderick Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind. 228-236; and Alfred 
Runte, National Parks the American Experience. 191, which originated as a 
dissertation under the direction of Dr. Nash; see also Philip Fradkin, A River No More 
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1984), 228-234; and Russell Martin, A Story 
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evidence to support his claim that John Saylor possessed the political strength to alter 

the bill. When pressed by Arizona's representatives, Ely could not produce any 

polling data and stated that his actions were based upon a "consensus" of senior 

California congressmen. Furthermore, when Rhodes and Udall asked him which 

congressmen had spoken with, he refused to reveal their identities. It appears as 

though Ely either was unwilling or unable to demonstrate that his manipulation of the 

Rules Coimnittee was based upon any hard evidence that would indicate Saylor 

possessed the strength to follow through on his threat.®^ 

Conversely, Morris Udall and John Rhodes had been polling their House 

colleagues since May of 1966, and virtually all of these polls suggested that the bill 

stood a good change of passage and had gained support throughout the summer of 

1966 despite the public outcry against the dams. Les Alexander of Udall's staff 

reflected that it was common practice for the Speaker of the House to reconunend that 

a bill be introduced to the floor when its sponsors could guarantee 150 solid votes in 

favor of it,®* and by August 22, Rhodes and Udall could claim that they possessed 

well above that number. On August 26, Udall and Rhodes took a new poll that 

That Stands Like A Dam. Glen Canvon and the Struggle for the Soul of the West 
(New York: Henry Holt Inc., 1989), 250-274; and Stephen Fox, The American 
Conservation Movement 319-320; see also Mark Reisner, Cadillac Desert 295-300. 

®^L. M. Alexander to CAP Files, 26 August 1966, folder 4, box 477, Morris 
Udall Papers. 

^^"Confidential Report from Les Alexander," 19 August, 1966, folder 2, box 
476, Morris Udall Papers. 
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indicated they could count on 170 sure votes and 67 "probables" in their column, 

along with 76 members who were undecided or believed themselves uninformed who 

could go either way. Even Udall's conservative assessment of how, in his opinion, 

each "probable" and "undecided/uninformed" member would vote yielded a majority of 

228 at the very least. Based upon this evidence, it appears that Rhodes and Udall had 

good reason to believe that the House would pass the proposal by a comfortable 

margin. 

Contrary to Ely's assertions, there is no evidence to suggest that Aspinall was 

manipulating the Rules Committee as well to keep the bill in limbo, while there is a 

great deal to support the opposition conclusion. As Chair of the Interior Committee, 

Aspinall had beaten back similar challenges from Saylor for most of the summer with 

ease, the bill passing by substantial margins on both the subcommittee and conunittee 

level every time Saylor attempted to contest it. Given Aspinall's position of influence, 

he could have killed the bill during the Interior Committee proceedings had he truly 

believed that Saylor could follow through with his threats. Furthermore, although Ely 

claimed that Aspinall shared his views, Morris Udall and John Rhodes obtained 

Aspinall's word on September 10 that if the bill should emerge from the Rules 

Committee, Aspinall would fight for it on the House floor.®' Clearly Ely was the 

driving force behind the Rules Committee debacle and though he claimed Aspinall 

"'L. M. Alexander to CAP Task Force Members and Congressional Delegation, 
15 September 1966, folder 1, box 481, Morris Udall Papers. 
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supported him, he could not substantiate his arguments with solid evidence. In the 

face of strong indications that Rhodes and Udall possessed the backing to obtain 

House passage of the legislation as originally written, it appears as though Ely used 

the Saylor threat as an excuse to hold up the Lower Colorado River Basin legislation 

to accomplish some other purpose. 

In order to understand Ely's actions, one must examine the Arizona/California 

water dispute in the aggregate. For almost five decades Arizona and California had 

battled over the lower basin allocation of the Colorado River in the courts and 

Congress, and came to the brink of exchanging gunfire on at least one occasion. 

Northcutt Ely had been the mastermind behind California's water strategy since the 

late 1940s, and in the wake of Arizona's 1963 Supreme Court victory he was quoted 

widely as saying that California possessed the political power to negate the court's 

decision through legislative intrigue.'" Because of Ely's background as a water lawyer, 

he believed that in accordance with the doctrine of Prior Appropriation, Califomia's 

4.4 million acre foot allotment should receive priority over that of Arizona because 

California had put its allotment to "beneficial use" first. Ely geared Califomia's 

strategy to attaining this objective, using the "Califomia guarantee" as a bargaining 

chip with Arizona in exchange for Califomia's political support. But Ely was 

concemed with more than the mere preservation of Califomia's 4.4 million acre foot 

allotment. In 1966 Califomia was still using 5.2 million acre feet of water each year, 

™Rich Johnson, Central Arizona Project. 162-163. 
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800,000 of which the Supreme Court had awarded to Arizona, in 1963. After three 

years of negotiations and delays, it appears as though Ely was not really interested in 

passing a bill so much as in maintaining the status quo, because as long as the CAP 

remained unbuilt, California could go on using Arizona's water. 

Although it is difficult to separate the issues from the mutual suspicions that 

had built up during forty-five years of subterfuge, the documentary record provides 

ample evidence of whether Ely was bargaining in good faith. When John Rhodes and 

Mo Udall met with him in late August to try to convince Ely that they had the votes 

to pass the project over Saylor's attempts to amend it, Ely placed the highest priority 

upon preserving the guarantee, and stated that his fears were based upon what might 

happen if a bill were allowed to "go to the Senate with the 'guarantee' eliminated."^' 

Believing that they could take Ely at his word, Rhodes and Udall then initiated 

negotiations with John Saylor in an attempt to preserve the "California guarantee," and 

in early September they received Saylor's counteroffer. Incredibly, John Saylor, the 

most strident environmentalist in Congress, wrote Arizona's representatives stating that 

he would support a bill that included a low dam at the Bridge Canyon site — one that 

would back water through the length of the national monument — and the California 

4.4 million acre foot guarantee.'^ Here then would come the test of whether Ely was 

M. Alexander, "memo to CAP Files," 26 August 1966, folder 4, box 477, 
Morris Udall Papers. 

'^MKU to John Rhodes, 7 September 1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall 
Papers. 
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negotiating in good faith, for Saylor had given his word to Udall and Rhodes that he 

would now support the retention of the California guarantee during the floor debate. 

John Saylor's counter-proposal is revealing both of his own perception of 

strength as well as of Ely's true intentions. For Saylor to propose a compromise bill 

that included a reservoir that would stretch the entire length of Grand Canyon National 

Monument, is indicative that Saylor believed that he stood little chance of obtaining 

his amendments on the floor; it is a desperate move by a shrewd politician who 

thought Rhodes and Udall had the votes to pass a two-dam bill. However, in the 

context of the Rules Committee situation, Saylor's support of one Grand Canyon dam, 

despite months of intense Sierra Club rhetoric, is only of secondary importance. Had 

Northcutt Ely been bargaining in good faith with Rhodes and Udall, Saylor's inclusion 

of the 4.4 million acre foot provision should have assuaged Ely's fears, for Califomia's 

priority was now guaranteed by the very politician who had sworn to delete it. Yet 

when Eihodes and Udall presented the Saylor compromise to Ely, the latter balked, 

even though several Califomia representatives had indicated that they would support 

it." When Ely refused to grant his assent to Saylor's compromise, the bill's fate was 

sealed, because it was too late for further negations in the 89th Congress. It is clear 

from this exchange that Northcutt Ely used the Saylor threat as a pretext to mask his 

true intentions — to manipulate the political process to delay the implementation of the 

'^L. M. Alexander, "Memo to CAP Files," 30 August 1966, folder 2, box 476, 
Morris Udall Papers. 
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Supreme Court decision of 1963, which he had lost, so that California could continue 

using 800,000 acre feet of Arizona's water allotment. 

Without having the benefit of viewing confidential memoranda, water 

advocates began assessing the blame for this catastrophic defeat even before the bill 

was officially pronounced dead in mid-September. Rich Johnson blasted California's 

representatives for "being unwilling to act . . . in good faith" a suspicion perhaps 

nurtured by his years of dealing with California's political and legal maneuvers.^^ One 

Arizona official, Larry Mehren of the Central Arizona Project Association, named Carl 

Hayden as the culprit evidently because the Senator had not initiated concurrent 

hearings in the Senate, an assessment roundly condemned by the Phoenix newspapers 

and virtually everyone else associated with the project. Republicans and Democrats 

alike." Rhodes and Udall were reluctant to blame California publicly, perhaps still 

viewing it as a potential source of support, and they even released a report that 

emphasized the positive accomplishments of 1966 that could be built upon in the next 

Congress.'® Wayne Aspinall publicly blamed the defeat first and foremost upon the 

'•^Rich Johnson, "Press Release," 31 August 1966, folder 1, box 4, CAP/89, 
John Rhodes Papers. 

"Arizona Republic. 11 September 1966; and Arizona Republic. 15 September 
1966. 

'^Arizona Republic. 8 September 1966. 
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President for failing to back the proposal." 

It is difficult to determine where President Johnson stood on the issue of dams 

in Grand Canyon. LBJ had a long history of supporting reclamation projects, voting 

in favor of the CAP both times it came before the Senate in 1950-1951, and he 

maintained a close friendship with Carl Hayden into his presidency. However, 

Johnson also sought to avoid taking definitive positions on controversial issues 

throughout his political career, and by the sunmier of 1966 the Grand Canyon dams 

had become a national issue as a result of the Sierra Club's publicity campaign. 

Former Senate Majority leader Ernest McFarland, now a justice of the Arizona 

Supreme Court, telephoned his old Senate ally on August I, 1966 and spoke with him 

about the dams, receiving Johnson's promise not to take an opposition position before 

examining all the facts and speaking personally with McFarland again. After his 

conversation with the President, the former Arizona solon believed that LBJ's 

opposition, if it materialized, would stem from his desire to "hold down 

appropriations." Ultimately, McFarland concluded, based upon his previous working 

relationship with LBJ, that the President could be induced to support the project, but 

only after it emerged from the Rules Committee and onto the House floor.™ Stewart 

"Wayne Aspinall, "Colorado's Involvement in Westwide Water Planning," 
remarks made before the annual meeting of the Colorado State Grange, Cortez, 
Colorado, 1 October 1966, folder 2, box 4, CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. 

^McFarland to the President, 1 August 1966; and McFarland to Les Alexander 
in which he recalled his telephone conversation with LBJ, 1 August 1966, folder 1, 
box 4, CAP/89, John Rhodes Papers. 
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Udall believes that LBJ would have supported the project had Senator Hayden asked 

for his support; however, Udall also warned Arizona's congressional representatives as 

early as June 30 that the passage of a bill including both dams would place LBJ in a 

quagmire. Orren Beaty even alludes to instances of Udall issuing warnings about a 

possible presidential veto in a memo written only two weeks later/' However, 

Hayden did not ask LBJ for his endorsement because Hayden himself had stated 

repeatedly that he would not take action in the Senate until the bill cleared the House. 

At the time his assistance was needed most — at the height of the Rules Committee 

debacle — Hayden lay near death in a Washington D.C. hospital with a temperature of 

105 degrees.*" In any event. President Johnson was never put in the position of having 

to make a decision because the bill died in committee. 

Despite Johnson's history of support for reclamation, many preservationists 

viewed him as being sympathetic to environmental issues, a perception created by 

Johnson's ringing 1964 address to Congress on the importance of preserving natural 

beauty, and his support of the Wilderness Act. However, most Americans seeking to 

voice their concerns to the Administration about Grand Canyon communicated not 

with the president, but with his wife. Lady Bird Johnson, because she had become one 

''Press Conference of Stewart Udall, 30 June 1966, folder 1, box 4, CAP/89, 
John Rhodes Papers; and Orren Beaty, "Note to SLU," 16 July 1966, folder 1, box 
127, Stewart Udall Papers. 

*°Orren Beaty, "Notes to SLU," 5 August 1966, folder 1, box 127, Stewart 
Udall Papers. 
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of the Administration's chief spokespersons on environmental issues as a result of her 

Beautiflcation campaign. Ordinary citizens concerned with the possible damming of 

Grand Canyon began to write Mrs. Johnson in ever increasing numbers in 1966 as the 

political battle reached its crescendo.^' 

Sharon Francis, who had gone to work for Mrs. Johnson on Beautification 

issues at Interior Secretary Udall's request, now aided the First Lady as she tried to 

determine an appropriate response to the Grand Canyon Dam controversy, and her 

involvement alarmed officials within the Interior Department. "Sharon Francis is 

about as 100 percent a preservationist as they come," Orren Beaty wrote Stewart Udall 

in July, ". . . and I deeply regret her influence in Mrs. Johnson's office."*^ The First 

Lady commented to Francis that the letters against the dams, which totaled about fifty 

a week, were the "highest caliber" letters she had seen on "any subject," and she 

insisted on answering many of them herself, rather than turning them over to the 

Interior Department for the standard reply because Mrs. Johnson thought that if she 

did so, their authors would infer that "she did not care." The First Lady believed she 

should take a position because to "preach natural beauty and ignore what was 

happening to the greatest beauty of them all — Grand Canyon," would be hypocritical. 

Though Mrs. Johnson never opposed the dams unequivocally, she desired that studies 

of alternatives be made that included an opportunity for public discussion, and she 

''Sharon Francis, interview by author, 14 August 1997. 

*^Beaty, "Note to SLU," 16 July 1966, folder I, box 127, Stewart Lfdall Papers. 
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communicated these feelings to Secretary Udall." Sharon Francis also discussed the 

possibility of having the Bureau of the Budget authorize the study of alternatives with 

the Interior Secretary, and although the amount of influence Mrs. Johnson was able to 

exert is a matter for conjecture at best, Sharon Francis believes that LBJ "deferred" to 

the First Lady on envirorunental issues.** 

That Mrs. Johnson wielded great influence with both the President as well as 

the public is evidenced by the efforts made by officials within the Bureau of 

Reclamation who, at the height of the Grand Canyon Dam controversy, managed to 

convince the First Lady to dedicate Glen Canyon Dam, a public relations victory of 

the highest magnitude. Although the effect upon public perception is difficult to 

determine, clearly the Bureau hoped that the widely distributed photos and news 

accounts of Mrs. Johnson's speech atop Glen Canyon Dam would create the inference 

that she approved the construction of dams in Grand Canyon downstream.*^ One thing 

can be stated with certainty, however. Lyndon Johnson would have been forced to 

®^Mrs. Johnson's comments are recalled by Sharon Francis in a letter to Stewart 
Udall, 18 August 1966, folder 2, box 145, Stewart Udall Papers. 

"Sharon Francis, interview by author, 14 August 1997. Francis recalled in 
another interview, an incident that illustrates how influential Mrs. Johnson may have 
been within the White House. Mike Manatos of LBJ's staff, and a former Wyoming 
congressman, tried to take Francis to task over the replies to the Grand Canyon letters 
which had gone out over Mrs. Johnson's signature. Francis recalled that Manatos 
backed off immediately when he determined that Francis' actions were in line with the 
desires of the First Lady. See Sharon Francis, interview by Dorothy Pierce 
McSweeney, 20 May 1969, AC 81-68, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin Texas. 

''Sharon Francis, interview by author, 14 August 1997. 
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make a very difficult decision had Congress passed the LCRBP in 1966. Whether the 

President signed or vetoed the bill, he would most certainly have come under fire, 

either from influential pro-dam politicians, who could threaten his legislative agenda in 

Congress on one side, or fiscally conservative politicians, the First Lady and an 

aroused public on the other. It is probably safe to state that the President felt an 

iiranense sense of relief when events precluded his having to enter the fray. 

Why did the legislation fail in autumn of 1966? hi their post-mortems of the 

1966 legislative session, Morris Udall, John Rhodes, Wayne Aspinall and other 

proponents of the Grand Canyon dams tried to determine why they could not pass the 

legislation they had brought to the brink of success in the House. Although each of 

these key politicians acknowledged the preservationists' anti-dam offensive as 

important, they also indicated that it was only one of many factors that contributed to 

the Congressional defeat of the Lower Colorado River Basin Project in 1966. The 

primary reason the bill failed, according to these and other participants including 

veteran Senator Carl Hayden, was that the bill had become so encumbered with 

compromises that it bogged down when these political deals began to unravel.®® Water 

"^Hayden's views are recalled in: Ben Cole, "Want to Know How to Pass 
CAP, Ask Carl," Arizona Republic. 16 September 1966. Rhodes, Udall, and Senner 
gave their general assessment in Arizona Republic. 8 September 1966. Perhaps the 
most revealing source about why the LCRBP bill failed was expressed in a detailed 
memorandum Mo Udall wrote to Rhodes on September 22, 1966. Udall assessed 
potential supporters of a 1967 CAP bill, labeling them as either "indispensable" or 
placing them into a lesser category he labeled "important." It is revealing to note that 
the five indispensable "power centers," Udall cites include: Senators Hayden, Jackson, 
and Anderson, along with Aspinall and LBJ; while those who are "important" include: 
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augmentation, the incentive Stewart Udall used back in 1963 to gain the California 

support he believed indispensable, also precipitated opposition from the equally 

indispensable Henry Jackson, the Senate Interior Conunittee chair. Consequently, 

when the Pacific Northwest refused to compromise the issue of water importation from 

the Columbia River, a contingency that Stewart Udall and the framers of subsequent 

legislation had not anticipated, it placed John Rhodes and Morris Udall in an untenable 

position because California's support hinged upon a successful resolution of this 

problem. Complicating matters further, Wayne Aspinall had also become a proponent 

of water importation because he believed that if the CAP were built as a single 

project, it would take water from the upper basin; hence, he believed only through 

basin augmentation could the upper basin allotment from the 1922 Compact be 

preserved. 

The issue of interbasin water transfers brought three indispensable sources of 

potential support — California, Aspinall, and Jackson — into an irreconcilable conflict 

for which there was no politically acceptable solution. Had preservationists remained 

silent about the proposed Grand Canyon dams. Senator Henry Jackson would still have 

objected to the taking of water from his home state and posed an impenetrable 

roadblock to the Lower Colorado River Basin Project, had it been passed by the 

Saylor, the preservationists, and southern California. Apparently, Mo Udall believed, 
even after the national outcry of summer 1966 that he could obtain House passage of a 
bill over the objections of preservationists and southern California, provided that the 
latter could be split away from Aspinall. Please see Morris Udall to John Rhodes, 
"The Power Centers," 22 September 1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall Papers. 
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House. The final blow, once the compromises had begun to unravel, was delivered by 

California water strategist Northcutt Ely, who used the delicate negotiations over 

importation studies, the Califomian guarantee, and John Saylor's threatened 

amendments, to keep the bill bottled up in the Rules Committee, thus preserving the 

status quo — along with California's use of almost 1/3 of the water the Supreme Court 

had awarded Arizona in 1963. 

Stewart Udall's grand strategy of 1963 now lay in shambles, undone by the 

very compromises that had held so much promise only a short time before. In early 

fall of 1966, the secretary realized that in advocating a regional solution contingent 

upon water importation, he had unwittingly sowed the seeds of the bill's failure even 

though he had accomplished his initial goal of gaining California's support for the 

Central Arizona Project. Hetuy Jackson's adamant opposition to water importation 

placed Udall into a dilemma worse than the situation he had faced in 1963, because 

not only did Udall have yet to find the correct political formula to gain indispensable 

political support, he now had the added burden of dealing with the fallout from the 

recent legislative failure. Udall understood that as a federal official he had much 

greater latitude than did his brother or other proponents of a federal CAP because his 

position as Interior Secretary was somewhat insulated from Arizona politics as well as 

from the cacophony of criticism currently emanating from angry Arizona water 

officials and newspaper editors. Udall believed that it was his responsibility to assume 

once again the leadership of the effort in the wake of the failure in the House, 
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although he realized that it would be difficult to utitie this legislative Gordian Knot 

without losing a great deal of political support. However, Udall believed a solution 

must be found, even if it took a change in reclamation policy, and in early September 

he directed his Interior Department staff to begin studying alternative proposals to 

dams in Grand Canyon. 

While the Interior Secretary explored alternative federal proposals, Arizona's 

water interests, frustrated with the lack of action by Congress when victory appeared 

to be within reach, revived the idea that the state should build the CAP without federal 

assistance. The moratorium on Arizona's FPC license application, imposed by 

Congress at Carl Hayden's insistence in 1964, was set to expire on December 31, 

1966. Governor Sam Goddard, supported by Arizona's congressional delegation, 

directed the Arizona Power Authority and other state water agencies to report on the 

feasibility of a state financed CAP by January I, 1967.®^ 

While John Rhodes and Morris Udall endorsed the feasibility study of a state 

funded project, they also began to formulate strategy to obtain passage of a federal 

CAP bill in the upcoming Ninetieth Congress. Udall and Rhodes believed that the 

recently defeated LCRBP bill was cumbersome and contained too many compromises 

and controversial provisions, and they felt that a skeletal approach similar to the bills 

Carl Hayden had advocated since the 1963 Supreme Court decision would have a 

"VArizona Republic. 18 September 1966; Governor Goddard also stated that 
while he still desired a federally funded CAP, he would be remiss to not explore the 
alternative of Arizona "going it alone." 
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better chance of passage than a regional proposal. Representative George Senner 

predicted that a slimmed down federal project would pass in the Ninetieth Congress, 

although one dam might have to be eliminated. Royd Dominy, also recommended the 

elimination of Marble Canyon Dam and the enlargement of Grand Canyon National 

Park to include Marble Canyon, perhaps an ironic position for the Commissioner to 

take considering that he had denied that Marble Canyon was a part of Grand Canyon 

for so long. Nevertheless, Dominy had first broached the idea of compromise in April 

1966 because he realized the difficulty of getting both dams through Congress.^ Even 

Interior Secretary Stewart Udall did not oppose the feasibility studies of a state funded 

CAP, although he cautioned state officials to put aside their frustrations with the 

federal government and look at the Arizona proposal objectively, because he believed 

that a federal project could still be obtained.*' 

^Arizona Republic. 8, 17, 21 September 1966; and Orren Beaty to Stewart 
Udall, 6 April 1966, folder I, box 127, Stewart Udall Papers. 

Arizona Republic. 18 October 1966. The "go it alone" proponents continued 
to insist upon the construction of a state project, and briefly gained the approval of 
Arizona's congressional delegation. However, two landmark legal decisions had a 
direct bearing upon the state efforts: Scenic Hudson Preservation Conference v. 
Federal Power Commission, — better known as the Storm King decision — decided in 
1965 by the U.S. Second Circuit, and Udall v. Federal Power Commission, — the high 
Mountain Sheep case — decided by the U.S. Supreme Court in early June of 1967. In 
each of these cases the court ruled against the Federal Power Commission because it 
did not include an assessment of the loss of scenic values that would occur when it 
licensed hydropower projects. These two cases posed a grave threat to the APA's 
designs upon Grand Canyon, and Mo and Stewart Udall along with John Rhodes 
withdrew their support for the state projects because of the legal considerations 
involved. The APA went forward with its efforts but was stymied by the passage of 
CAP legislation in 1968 which included a moratorium upon dams between Lees Ferry 
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Stewart Udall had been caught for three years in a dilemma of his own making. 

Attempting to forge a political alliance to obtain the CAP, Udall formulated the 

concept of a regional water plan over the erstwhile objections of Senator Hayden and 

his supporters. On the other hand, because of his advocacy of the construction of 

Bridge and Marble Canyon Dams, Stewart Udall, though perhaps the most 

preservation-minded Interior Secretary in history, incurred the wrath of preservationists 

who accused him of betraying the national parks it was his duty to defend. Udall's 

support of dams that would eliminate more than half of the free flowing Colorado in 

Grand Canyon was diametrically opposed to the strong preservationists ideals he so 

eloquently articulated in his best-selling book The Quiet Crisis, published in 1962. 

Indeed, the secretary had received hundreds of letters from American citizens who 

wondered how the author of The Quiet Crisis, could support dams in Grand Canyon, a 

question that has plagued environmentalists and historians ever since.®" 

Prominent environmental historians credit Stewart Udall with playing a major 

role in formulating the environmental ideology of the Kermedy and Johnson 

Adnainistrations during the formative period of the modem environmental movement." 

and the Grand Wash Cliffs. 

'"Hundreds of letters raise the question of how Udall could support the Grand 
Canyon dams. For a good example please see, Edward Lief to Stewart Udall, 15 April 
1966, folder "Colorado River 1966," box 106, Wilderness Society Papers. 

"See for example, Samuel Hays, Beauty Health and Permanence. 
Environmental Politics in the United States. 1955-1985 (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 1987), 52-58. 
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Stewart Udall regrets having supported dams in Grand Canyon, and is revered by 

many envirormientalists today as a strong advocate of preservation. However, as 

Interior Secretary he fought to reconcile his emerging preservationist consciousness 

with his deep belief in the Pinchotian tradition of resource conservation, and in the 

case of Grand Canyon this struggle became even more acute because Udall also 

confronted his desire to obtain the Central Arizona Project for his native state. 

Envirorunental historians, this author included, have argued that the preservationists' 

anti-dam campaign forced Stewart Udall to decide between development and 

preservation and that he chose the latter, evidence that the Interior Secretary 

experienced a shift in his own enviroimiental consciousness.'^ However, one must 

remember that Stewart Udall was at heart a political pragmatist and had demonstrated 

this propensity throughout his congressional career and tenure as Interior Secretary. In 

autimm of 1966, the regional plan in ruins, Carl Hayden in failing health and planning 

to retire in 1968, and believing his own tenure as Interior Secretary would, in essence. 

'^Michael Cohen, Historv of the Sierra Club. 387-388; and Byron Pearson, 
"Salvation for Grand Canyon," Journal of the Southwest, vol 36, no. 2 (Summer 
1994), 159-175; see also Roderick Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind. 3d ed., 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), 233; and Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 299-
300. Reisner and Nash infer that preservationist pressure cause Udall to change his 
mind, Reisner argues that Udall ordered alternatives studied in 1967 as a snap decision 
when in fact Udall ordered studies in September of 1966. He also contends that Udall 
had to "sneak" the damless proposal past Dominy, and that he waited until the 
Cbmmissioner left the country before axmouncing the Interior Department's new 
proposal. Though Floyd Dominy was perhaps annoyed that Bridge Canyon Dam been 
deleted, the idea that Interior Secretary Udall, Dominy's boss, had to wait until the 
Commissioner left the country before armouncing his damless proposal is probably not 
an accurate statement. 
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also end in November of 1968, Udall realized that Arizona's disproportionately 

powerful political influence would end in a little over two years, after which there 

would be little chance of obtaining congressional approval of the CAP. "I did not 

reverse myself," Stewart Udall emphasized in an October 1996 interview. Rather, 

Udall decided to sponsor a less controversial bill while Arizona still had the political 

muscle to shepherd it through Congress. In the end, Udall dropped the Grand Canyon 

dams, not for preservationist reasons, but because it was the most practical political 

option available to him.®^ 

Udall chose the alternative he would pursue based upon pragmatic reasons as 

well. In early September, Udall directed Assistant Secretary Kenneth Holum to 

spearhead an Interior Department study of alternatives to the Grand Canyon dams, 

while Udall himself began to communicate the impending changes to the president and 

Budget Bureau.'^ Udall kept his decision to himself as he struggled to determine 

which altemative constituted the most politically practical source of power for the 

'^Stewart Udall, interview by author, 23 October 1996; and Stewart Udall, 
interview by author 15 March 1997; see also "News of Conservation and the Club," 
Sierra Club Bulletin. September 1966, 2; and New York Times. 9 October 1966; see 
also Arizona Republic. 14, 18 October 1966. In autumn of 1966, Lyndon Johnson had 
not yet announced that he would not run for a second elected term. However, Stewart 
Udall was considering a run for Hayden's Senate seat which would become vacant in 
1968, and so he anticipated leaving his post as Interior Secretary at the end of LBJ's 
first term. 

^Assistant Secretary to Secretary, 12 September 1966, folder 4, box 168, 
Stewart Udall Papers; and "Weekly Report to the President from the Secretary of the 
Interior," 8 August 1966, folder 9, box 126, Stewart Udall Papjers; see also Sam 
Hughes to Stew Udall, 35 August 1966, folder 3, box 169, Stewart Udall Papers. 
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CAP.'' Although the Atomic Energy Commission still trumpeted the possibilities of 

nuclear power, signs were already appearing that nuclear reactors were not the panacea 

they had been promised to be. Prominent preservationists had also begun to suspect 

that nuclear power was an illusory solution, although they continued to use the 

alternative of nuclear power to "kill the dams first" and to save Grand Canyon, 

intending to mount a campaign against nuclear power later.Indeed, even as Sierra 

Qub experts such as Laurence Moss argued in favor of a nuclear powered CAP in 

1966 and again in 1967, some Sierra Club leaders had begun to back away from their 

advocacy of nuclear power as early as 1963 because of rising safety concerns, and 

Brower began to have suspicions in the summer of 1966.'^ 

Udall remained optimistic about the potential for nuclear power through the 

end of his tenure as Interior Secretary, but he also realized that the approval and 

''Stewart Udall, interview by author, 15 March 1997. 

''Frank Gregg, former Assistant Director of the Isaak Walton League, contends 
that Brower knew that nuclear power was dangerous early on but continued to tout it 
to draw congressional attention away from the Grand Canyon dams. Please see, Frank 
Gregg, interview by author, 15 October 1996. Brower confirmed Gregg's version of 
events in a subsequent interview. Please see David Brower, interview by author, 27 
July 1997. 

""The Great Grand Canyon Subsidy Machine," Sierra Club Bulletin. October, 
1967, 89-94; and Cohen, History of the Sierra Club. 282-283. Rich Johnson of the 
Central Arizona Project Association noticed that the Sierra Club leadership had subtly 
backed away from nuclear power during a debate between himself and Brower in July 
of 1966. To Johnson it appeared as though Brower was getting "nervous," about 
atomic energy as a possible alternative. See Johnson to Les Alexander, 5 July 1966, 
folder 1, box 4, CAP/89, John RJiodes Papers. See also Gregg interview by author, 15 
October 1996. 
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construction of nuclear power plants was time-prohibitive, often taking more than ten 

years between conception and completion, with the gap widening every day. Although 

Udall believed that nuclear-powered desalinization plants would someday provide a 

solution to the problem of water augmentation and he still advocated the construction 

of a large desalinization plant off the southern California coast, by mid-autunm of 

1966 he realized that thermal power constituted the most expedient means to obtain 

power for the Central Arizona Project because coal plants would not take as long to 

build and they relied upon existing technology.'' In October, Udall went public and 

stated that the Administration was considering legislation that would offer alternatives 

to the Grand Canyon dams, and by early December Udall decided to persuade 

President Johnson to back a CAP proposal without dams at the Bridge and Marble 

Canyon dam sites.'® 

''Stewart Udall, interview by author, 15 March 1997. Udall continued to 
advocate in favor of the Southern California nuclear desalinization plant, and 
incredibly, the proposal passed Congress, only to be rejected at the last minute by the 
Metropolitan Water District of Los Angeles in 1969. Stewart Udall also flirted briefly 
with physicist Edward Teller's "Plowshare" theories about using underground nuclear 
detonations to increase Arizona's groundwater yield. Please see Science Advisor to 
the Secretary, 17 May 1968, folder 3, box 139, Stewart Udall Papers; and Arizona 
Republic. I June 1968. 

''New York Times. 9 October 1966; and "Weekly Report to the President from 
the Secretary of the Interior," 6 December 1966, folder 7, box 126, Stewart Udall 
Papers; see also Assistant Secretary — Water and Power to Secretary of the Interior, 
26 January 1967, folder 7, box 169, Stewart Udall Papers. In the January 1967 report, 
Kenneth Holum still reconunended to Secretary Udall that the "best" alternative should 
include a dam at the Bridge Canyon site. However, Holum listed four additional 
alternatives, none of which included dams on the Colorado River and all of which had 
been approved by the Budget Bureau. Judging by his report to President Johnson of 
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Wayne Aspinall called Udall's idea of thermal power generation "nonsense" 

and predicted that it would have little chance in Congress. Arizona politicians were 

also reluctant to relinquish the Grand Canyon dams and in December 1966, Carl 

Hayden presented a new CAP strategy for the delegation to use in the upcoming 

Ninetieth Congress. Hayden's tactics represented a radical change ft-om his previous 

position; he now advocated the introduction of bills in both houses of Congress 

simultaneously and endorsed a state-constructed Marble Canyon Dam. The rest of the 

delegation agreed with Hayden's approach and stipulated that while some compromises 

might be necessary, they would not allow the legislation to become as cumbersome as 

the bill that had recently stalled in the Rules Conunittee."" 

On January 11, 1967 John Rhodes, Morris Udall, and Sam Steiger, who had 

defeated George Senner in the November election, proposed a CAP bill which 

eliminated Marble Canyon Dam but included a high dam at Bridge Canyon. Wayne 

Aspinall introduced a bill with a novel approach to the preservationists' concerns about 

the intrusion of water into the western portion of the national park. Instead of 

eliminating the Bridge-Hualapai Dam, Aspinall proposed to move the park instead, 

shifting the west boundar)' eastward to the head of Hualapai lake, and extending the 

east boundary a like distance to include some of Marble Canyon. The Sierra Club 

December 6, 1966, it appears as though Udall had made a definitive decision against 
the dams by this date. 

""Aspinall is quoted in Denver Post. 19 November 1966; see also Arizona 
Republic. 7 December 1966. 
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voiced its concern about the latter proposal, claiming that slack water would still be 

present through the entire length of the national monument. Aspinall responded by 

suggesting that the monument should be abolished, in his mind eliminating the 

controversy."" 

Other proposals also surfaced including a revised version of old Colorado-

Verde project, first advocated in the 1920s, and a fantastic scheme advanced by Floyd 

Goss, an engineer with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, who argued 

that if Bridge Canyon Dam were constructed as a pumped storage project, it would 

have an annual generating capacity of 5.1 million megawatts, four times greater than 

that of Hoover Dam. Craig Hosmer trumpeted the project's virtues, as a means to 

imdercut the economic arguments of the preservationists. However, the downside to 

the Goss proposal, which quickly sank from view, was that it required an additional 

dam downstream, and Bridge Canyon Dam would create tremendous surges of water, 

making the lower canyon, according to Royd Dominy, "a very dangerous place.'""^ 

Stewart Udall presented the Interior Department's CAP proposal at a press 

conference on February 1, 1967. This plan eliminated both dams in Grand Canyon 

and advocated for the expansion of Grand Canyon National Park to include Marble 

Canyon, while calling upon Congress to determine the usage of the Bridge Canyon 

'"'"News of Conservation and the Club," Sierra Club Bulletin. March 1967, 3. 

to MKU, 28 March 1967, folder 7, box 481, Morris Udall Papers; and 
Arizona Republic. 22 January 1967. 
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site. The new scheme was attacked from all sides by politicians, including Wayne 

Aspinall, who flatly stated that the administration proposal "will not pass" in Congress. 

Arizona's "go it alone" proponents were also disappointed because the plan included 

the Marble Canyon site within the proposed expansion of the national park, and 

accused Udall of "double crossing" his native state. 

But Udall's plan found acceptance in other circles. Senator Jackson, a powerful 

opponent of the CAP during previous sessions of Congress, expressed his delight with 

Udall's proposal and endorsed it completely. The most important development though, 

was the reaction of Senator Carl Hayden, who indicated that he might approve of the 

measure if it would "get the project moving.""" This represented a landmark change 

on Hayden's part, for he had been the most strident advocate of building hydroelectric 

dams in Grand Canyon for more than twenty years. 

Carl Hayden and Stewart Udall, once bitter opponents during the struggle for 

the CAP, now seemed poised on the brink of a breakthrough that would not only favor 

passage of the CAP in the Senate, but also eliminate the greatest threat to Grand 

Canyon since its creation. The Secretary's proposal also had won the support of Henry 

Jackson, a party that virtually every proponent of the CAP viewed as indispensable to 

the passage of the bill. Udall aptly stated that: "This plan isn't a victory for anyone. 

'"Arizona Republic. 3 February 1967. 

'"^Arizona Republic. 2 February 1967. 
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It's a victory for common sense."'"' But the victory had not yet been won, for 

powerful political forces in the House of Representatives still advocated construction 

of the dams. 

On February 16, 1967, Senators Carl Hayden and Paul Fannin of Arizona, and 

Henry Jackson of Washington, introduced CAP legislation omitting any references to 

hydroelectric dams in Grand Canyon. Instead, the measure called for a coal-fired 

steam plant to generate the power required to pump water through the proposed 

aqueduct. The bill came under immediate criticism from Senator Thomas Kuchel of 

Califomia who already had introduced legislation advocating a regional plan and the 

construction of Bridge Canyon Dam. The Hayden-Fannin-Jackson alliance proved 

strong enough to overcome Kuchel's opposition, and the measure passed the Senate 

Interior Committee easily, with the addition of one important provision — a 

moratorium on dam construction between Lake Mead and Grand Canyon National 

Park. After administrative delays and a brief debate, the Senate overwhelmingly 

passed the Hayden-Fannin-Jackson proposal on August 7, 1967, the third time that the 

Senate had passed CAP legislation.'"® 

The easy passage of the CAP bill in the Senate was assured because of the 

""New York Times. 2 February 1967; and Arizona Republic. 2 February 1967. 

'"Arizona Republic. 8, 16 Febmary, 8 August 1967; and New York Times. 
August 4, 8 1967; The Senate had previously passed CAP legislation in 1950 and 
1951, but these measures were subsequently defeated in the House as previously 
noted. 
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influence of Senators Hayden and Jackson. In the House the measure faced stiff 

opposition led primarily by Wayne Aspinall and other congressmen who still saw the 

dams as a potential source of revenue for other reclamation projects within the 

Colorado basin. Several CAP bills, which included two dams, one dam, or no dams in 

Grand Canyon, were introduced in the House in early 1967. The House Subcommittee 

on Reclamation and Irrigation held hearings in March 1967 to consider these 

proposals, and once again preservationists testified in opposition of the dams, 

reiterating their arguments of 1966. Fearing complacency caused by the introduction 

of dam-free bills in the Senate, the Sierra Club took out yet another full page 

advertisement in the New York Times to revitalize its letter-writing campaign. The 

advertisements cautioned that the battle was not yet won and that the canyon was still 

in grave danger, quoting some inflammatory language from Wayne Aspinall's bill to 

emphasize the point. Additionally, the Sierra Club also noted that it was still battling 

the IRS in an attempt to perpetuate the public windfall gained from the revocation of 

June 1966.'°^ Interior Secretary Udall and Dr. Stephen Jett also testified, citing the 

benefits that would accme to the Navajo tribe from the development of their coal 

'"'"News of Conservation and the Qub," Sierra Club Bulletin. March 1967, 2-
3; see also New York Times. 13 March 1967; see also Arizona Republic. 7 March 
1967. Preservationists testifying included Brower, Laurence Moss, Alan Carlin, and 
Jeff Ingram. Ingram added the only new wrinkle to the opposition testimony, because 
he argued that the Bureau's power projections were based upon population growth 
predictions. Ingram contended that federal efforts should focus not upon supplying 
power for this population increase but in ensuring that this harmful growth would not 
occur. 
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reserves, while the Hualapai Tribal Chairman urged the Committee to include Hualapai 

Dam in the bill."" 

Representatives from Arizona and California clashed over California's 

insistence upon the annual 4.4 million acre foot guarantee and augmentation of the 

basin's water supply from the Pacific Northwest. The feuding contingents' only point 

of agreement was their opposition to Interior Secretary Udall's plan and Hayden's 

similar Senate proposal. Although Morris Udall and John Rhodes were now amenable 

to the CAP with or without dams for power generation, the hearings adjourned after 

five days of inconclusive debate without setting a definite date for presentation of a 

CAP measure to the full Interior Committee because of Wayne Aspinall's insistence 

that the bill include Hualapai Dam."^ Once again the CAP had passed the Senate, but 

had run into stiff opposition in the House, this time because Chairman Aspinall and 

the California delegation had joined forces against any project without dams, 

provisions for water importation, and the California guarantee."" 

""Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Conmiittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Project: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 90th Cong., 1st sess., 13-17 March 1967, 322-323, 506-510, 552. 

^°^New York Times. 14 March, 20 June 1967; and Arizona Republic. 14 March 
1967. Edgar Waybum claimed that as early as the first week of September, 1966, that 
Mo Udall and John Rhodes were amenable to a CAP without either dam. However, to 
come out against the dams so soon after the 1966 legislative failure would probably 
have been fatal to their political careers. Please see Dr. Waybum, "Special report on 
Grand Canyon Problems," 12 September 1966, folder 36, box 19, SCMP. 

"°RCO to MKU, 2 August 1967, folder 12, box 481, Morris Udall Papers. 
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Interior Secretary Udall, though he had introduced legislation recommending 

against the construction of additional dams on the Colorado River, still remained 

undecided about whether a dam should be built at the Bridge Canyon site. In June 

1967 the Secretary took his family and some National Park Service personnel on a 

guided Colorado River trip to examine the disputed dam sites first hand. Casting off 

from Lee's Ferry, a river crossing established by his great-grandfather in 1872, Udall 

felt a sense of awe and wonder as he drifted through the Colorado gorge as well as 

occasional terror while riding the rapids. Writing for Venture magazine several 

months later, Udall chastised himself for making an "armchair judgement" when 

formulating the Pacific Southwest Water Plan in 1963 and called for the enlargement 

of Grand Canyon National Park to include the site if the power could truly be 

provided by other means. "The burden of proof, I believe, rests on the dam-builders," 

Udall wrote. "If they cannot make out a compelling case the park should be enlarged 

and given permanent protection."'" Seeing the wonders of lower Grand Canyon in 

June of 1967 converted Udall to the preservationists' point of view. It is at this point 

that the secretary experienced the shift in consciousness that historians erroneously cite 

as the reason for his deletion of the dams in February of 1967. 

Others, however, had yet to experience this ideological transformation, and on 

August 2, 1967 Wayne Aspinall decreed there would be no further action on the CAP 

'"Stewart Udall, "Wilderness Rivers: Shooting the Wild Colorado," Venture. 
February 1968, 62-71. 
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because he planned to adjourn the Interior Committee for the remainder of the year. 

Despite the objections of Arizona's congressional delegation, the committee assembled 

a quorum and voted to adjourn during the week of August 28, 1967, and the Chairman 

flew home to Colorado."^ Angered by Aspinall's intractability, frustrated with 

California's continued opposition, and believing that they had substantial support from 

their House colleagues, John Rhodes and Morris Udall sought to circumvent Aspinall's 

opposition by bypassing the Interior Committee altogether. Knowing that the Senate 

was currently debating a public works appropriations bill recently passed by the 

House, Rhodes and Udall spoke with Carl Hayden about the possibility of attaching 

the CAP to the Senate version of the appropriations bill, a rarely used procedure that 

required enormous power and prestige in the Senate as well as a suspension of the 

mles."' Carl Hayden had mn out of patience with Aspinall, and though not a hardball 

politician by nature, Hayden agreed to pressure Aspinall in two different ways. First, 

he moved to block Senate authorization of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Mountain 

Diversion Project slated for Aspinall's home state of Colorado. In addition, he 

threatened to attach the Central Arizona Project as a rider to the public works 

'"Arizona Republic. 4 October 1967. 

'"O. M. Trask to Paul Fannin, 5 August 1967; and O. M. Trask to Mo and 
John, 5 August 1967, folder 12, box 481, Morris Udall Papers; Morris Udall, "Memo 
to the Files," 28 September 1967, folder 13, box 481, Morris Udall Papers. Trask, a 
senior parmer with the Phoenix law firm of Jennings Strauss and Salmon which had 
participated in the Supreme Court litigation, also expressed concem in the memo to 
Udall and Rhodes, that Arizona's political power could evaporate with the sudden 
death of Senator Hayden saying, "Next year for the Senator is always problematical." 
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appropriations bill, and obtained Senate authorization to suspend the normal rules of 

parliamentary procedure.'"' Hayden's action had the desired effect, and Aspinall 

scrambled back to Washington and promised Hayden that the CAP Bill would be 

brought to a House vote when the Ninetieth Congress reconvened in January or early 

February of 1968."' Using an uncharacteristic display of power, Carl Hayden had 

won Aspinall's assurance that the CAP would be brought before the entire House of 

Representatives for the first time since Hayden first introduced it in the Senate in 

1947. 

As the Ninetieth Congress reconvened for its second session. President Lyndon 

B. Johnson finally endorsed the CAP publicly and called upon Congress to pass it with 

all possible speed. True to his word, Wayne Aspinall reopened the CAP hearings and 

on March 26, 1968, the Interior Committee approved the bill. Aspinall, the last 

influential dam proponent, had finally capitulated — the bill approved by the full 

Interior Committee deleted all hydroelectric dams from the project. Elated by their 

"••Though an unusual move, precedent existed for Hayden's action including, 
ironically, the approval of the Big Thompson Project in Aspinall's home state. Having 
obtained a suspension of the rules, Hayden attached the CAP rider to the 
appropriations bill. After Senate passage of the bill, selected members of the House 
and Senate would meet in conference committee to iron out the differences in the two 
bills, and given the CAPs overwhelming popularity in autumn of 1967, it is unlikely 
that the conference committee would have deleted the provision. The committee 
would then release the bill to the floors of both houses for a final vote, thus bypassing 
Wayne Aspinall and the Interior Committee completely. 

"'New York Times. 11 October 1967; and Arizona Republic. 28, 29 
September, 11 October 1967. 
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good fortune, Arizona's congressional delegation shepherded the CAP Bill through the 

Rules Committee and onto the House floor for a vote. On May 15, 1968, the House 

of Representatives overwhelmingly passed legislation authorizing the construction of 

the CAP by the federal government, its electricity to be provided by an immense coal-

fired power-plant located in Page, Arizona. The bill contained Aspinall's five upper 

basin projects and the California 4.4 million acre foot guarantee in perpetuity, 

concessions Arizona's representatives made to gain the political support of these two 

factions. After negotiations in the joint conference committee and approval by both 

houses of Congress, the final version of the CAP Bill, one without hydroelectric dams 

in Grand Canyon and including the California guarantee in perpetuity, was ready for 

the President's signature. 

Stooped with age, but still of dignified bearing, Carl Hayden, in his forty-

seventh and last year as a senator from Arizona, shuffled into the East Room of the 

White House along with a host of other dignitaries including Stewart and Morris 

Udall, Paul Fannin, John Rhodes, and Sam Steiger, to witness the signing of the CAP 

legislation by President Lyndon B. Johnson on September 30, 1968. Seated in the 

audience was David Brower, there to witness the culmination of over five years of 

heated battle — the enactment of a CAP measure without dams in any portion of 

Grand Canyon. President and Mrs. Johnson strode into the room, and LBJ seated 

himself at a small desk provided for the occasion, made a few brief remarks, and 

signed the Colorado River Basin Project Act into law. President Johnson, smiling 
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broadly, turned to Carl Hayden, handed him the pen used in the ceremony, and shook 

his hand. Carl Hayden commended past and present members of the Arizona 

congressional delegation and declared: "Today is the high water mark in my career as 

a U.S. senator.""® With that, the dean of the Senate walked out of the room and into 

retirement, his CAP dream a reality at last. 

* * 

Shortly before leaving office. President Johnson expanded Grand Canyon 

National Monument to include Marble Canyon in January of 1969, bringing the 

Marble Canyon dam site within the jurisdiction of the National Park Service. Though 

the Central Arizona Project had been passed with a moratorium on additional dams 

between Lee's Ferry and Lake Mead, the Arizona Power Authority and the Hualapai 

Tribe continued to push for the constmction of Hualapai Dam as a state project. The 

idea enjoyed renewed popularity during the energy crisis of the early 1970s, and was 

occasionally mentioned well into the 1980s, but it never received enough congressional 

support to move beyond the committee level. In 1975, Congress enacted legislation 

granting national park status to the entire canyon including the Bridge and Marble 

Canyon dam-sites. (Figure 9.1) Although the Grand Canyon National Park Expansion 

Act preserved the right of the Secretary of the Interior to authorize dams within the 

"®Morris Udall to Honorable , 11 March 1968, folder 2, box 6, CAP/90, 
John Rhodes Papers; and Arizona Republic. 30 January, 27 March, 8, 16 May, 2 
August, 6, 13 September, 1 October 1968; see also New York Times. 17 May 1968. 
LBJ endorsed the CAP in his message on conservation delivered to Congress on 
March 8, 1968, referenced in the Udall letter. 



455 

park,"' Newton Dnuys last line of defense had now been extended to include all of 

Grand Canyon, and for all intents and purposes, the controversy had ended, with the 

sanctity of the free flowing Colorado River in Grand Canyon remaining intact. 

"'Colorado River Basin Project. U.S. Code, vol. 43, sec. 1555; and Arizona 
Republic. 4 September 1969; 5 March 1974; 8 April, 1 August 1974; 25 February 
1985; see also The Grand Canyon National Park Enlargement Act. U.S. Code, vol. 16, 
sec. 228, et sea; McComb, "Regional Rep's Report: Southwest," Sierra Club 
Bulletin. June 1972, 20-21. 
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Figure 9.1 Grand Canyon National Park after the 1975 expansion. 
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CHAPTER 10 

CONCLUSION 

Scarcely had the dust settled from this, the most hotly contested environmental 

controversy in American history in terms of public reaction, than environmentalists 

and journalists writing to a popular audience, and historians within the academy began 

to assess not only the place and meaning of the Grand Canyon dam controversy within 

the overall context of the American environmental movement, but also to determine 

the reasons for the defeat of the dams. Less that two years after President Johnson 

signed the Central Arizona Project authorization into law, the Sierra Club published 

Grand Canyon of the Living Colorado, a small hardcover exhibit book that contained 

sttmning color photographs of the canyon and synopses of various aspects of the 

Grand Canyon battle, including a reprint of Stewart Udall's February 1968 Venture 

article, a discussion of the Grand Canyon battle ads written by David Brower, and an 

essay summarizing the political aspects of the Grand Canyon dam controversy that 

emphasized the pivotal role the Sierra Qub played in defeating the dams, written by 

Sierra Club member Roderick Nash, who also served as the editor of the book.' 

Even while Nash worked on this latest Sierra Club publication, he also was 

begiiming his career as an environmental historian and as a young professor of history 

at U. C. Santa Barbara. In 1967, Nash published Wilderness and the American Mind. 

'Roderick Nash ed.. Grand Canyon of the Living Colorado (San Francisco: 
Sierra Club Books, 1970), passim. 
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now regarded as a classic in both the fields of U.S. intellectual and environmental 

history. Nash gained national acclaim for his discussion of how the concept on 

wilderness has evolved in the American psyche over the past two hundred years, 

published a second edition to Wilderness in 1973, which included an analysis of the 

Grand Canyon debate, and in 1983 a third edition in which he expanded his 

discussion. Taken almost verbatim from his 1970 essay in Grand Canyon of the 

Living Colorado. Nash's analysis concludes categorically that preservationists had 

achieved the near impossible in stopping the Grand Canyon dams. After stating that 

the environmental movement had gained enough influence by the 1950s and 1960s to 

"influence the political process," Nash elaborated further on Grand Canyon: 

The result in terms of Grand Canyon was unprecedented. Dams that 
originally had the fiill backing of the administration, the personal 
enthusiasm of the secretary of the Interior, and nearly unanimous 
support from senators and representatives of the seven Colorado Basin 
states, as well as the determined boosting of water and power user's 
lobbies — dams, in other words, that seemed virtually certain of 
authorization — were stopped.^ 

According to Nash, envirorunentalists and the Sierra Club in particular constituted the 

decisive factor in the defeat of the dams both because of their influence with 

Congress, and owing to the club's ability to mobilize public opinion which forced 

Congress into accepting alternative sources of power — in fact, the Sierra Club is the 

only environmental organization Nash mentions by name in his Grand Canyon 

^Roderick Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind. 3d ed., 235. 
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discussion. Nash also argues that Stewart Udall's trip down the river in June of 1967 

precipitated the Secretary's change of mind, an event that had a tremendous effect 

upon the outcome of the controversy. Because of his reputation as scholar, Nash's 

analysis of the Grand Canyon dam controversy has scarcely been challenged by 

environmental historians and students of the Colorado River, most of whom accept his 

thesis at face value, and who cite his interpretation in their own work.^ 

Outside of academe, the argument that the Grand Canyon dams had been 

stopped by the Sierra Qub was widely disseminated in the popular press and in 

conservation magazines. Two popular accounts, John McPhee's Encounters with the 

Archdmid. published in 1971 after its syndication in the New Yorker, and Mark 

Reisner's Cadillac Desert, published in 1986, also communicated the argument that the 

^For example, please see Alfred Runte, National Parks the American 
Experience. 191, which originated as a dissertation under the direction of Dr. Nash; 
and Philip Fradkin, A River No More (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1984), 
228-234; see also Russell Martin, A Story That Stands Like A Dam. Glen Canyon and 
the Struggle for the Soul of the West (New York: Henry Holt hic., 1989), 250-274. 
Fradkin cites both Wilderness and the American Mind, and Grand Canyon of the 
Living Colorado, as support for his argimient, while Martin cites Wilderness, and 
Fradkin. Stephen Fox also cites Wilderness, along with some primary sources in The 
American Conservation Movement. 320, but holds to Nash's conclusion that the Sierra 
Qub stopped the dams. Mark Reisner's Cadillac Desert, though a journalistic account, 
also discusses the political aspects of the controversy in much greater detail than the 
aforementioned historiography. However, Reisner too, concludes that the dams were 
deleted because of the Sierra Club's campaign. See also Hal Rothman, The Greening 
of a Nation (New York: Harcourt Brace Inc., 1998) 75-79, and John Opie, Nature's 
Nation: An Environmental History of the United States (New York: Harcourt Brace, 
Inc., 1998), 393-394, both of whom echo Nash's argiunents. Possibly the only 
publication that does not credit the Sierra Club with the victory is Rich Johnson's 
Central Arizona Project (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1977), an account of 
Johnson's own experiences while fighting for the Clentral Arizona Project. 
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Sierra Club had defeated the Grand Canyon dams to an enormous popular audience, 

and Reisner's book has recently been made into a four-part video series on western 

water development. Thus the writers of popular accounts, conservation magazines, 

and historical scholarship have, in the three decades since the authorization of the 

CAP, accorded preservationists and the Sierra Club in particular an almost onmipotent 

ability to influence the policy-making process at that time. Most of these scholars cite 

the Grand Canyon dam controversy as the climactic confrontation between the 

utilitarian water development policy of the twentieth century and the rising 

envirormiental movement and contend that the Sierra Club used its political influence 

to save the most important example of America's scenic grandeur, sending the Bureau 

of Reclamation into inexorable retreat. Some of these writers have gone further and 

argued that it was during the defense of Grand Canyon that the environmental 

movement "came of age.'"* All of the aforementioned accounts are based upon the 

assumption that the Sierra Club's ability to mobilize public opinion transcended the 

traditional machinations of the congressional system and allowed preservationists to 

shape policy. Thus across the spectrum of historical interpretation of the Grand 

Canyon dam controversy — possibly the most bitter confrontation in American history 

between the economic interests of people versus the preservation of scenery — the 

"^Reisner, Cadillac Desert. 295, is the most prominent example, and the quote is 
taken from his narrative. See also John McPhee, Encounters with the Archdruid (New 
York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1971). 
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Sierra Club has emerged as the savior of Grand Canyon because of its perceived 

ability to effect political change. 

These scholars recognize properly that the debate over Grand Canyon took 

place at two different levels: the court of public opinion, and within the political 

process. Qearly the preservationists' campaign and the IRS revocation had a 

tremendous effect upon public opinion, as judged by the volume of mail and the 

tremendous grass-roots efforts made on behalf of the canyon. However, to presiraie 

that a victory in the court of public opinion translated into a change of federal policy 

fails to take into consideration the complex political climate surrounding the issue as 

well as the isolated and intricate nature of the policy making process itself, particularly 

the workings of the committee system, which, concentrates political power into the 

hands of the committee chairs. Though the committee system has become more 

democratic over the last four decades, according to Stewart Udall, chairmen such as 

Wayne Aspinall in the House and Henry Jackson in the Senate wielded power that 

was virtually absolute during the 1960s and it was only in rare instances when 

committee chairs opposed to legislation could be circumvented, either by sheer weight 

of numbers, or by a senior member of Congress who could command enough support 

to gain the 2/3 majority necessary to suspend the rules of parliamentary procedure.^ 

The complexity of the political battle to obtain the Central Arizona project is 

'Stewart Udall, interview by author, 13 March 1997. Udall, illustrating the 
power Aspinall wielded as Interior Committee Chair, called him a "one man 
committee" in his interview with the author. 
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staggering, and it can be divided into three distinct time periods, defined by shifting 

perceptions of what political alliances and concessions Arizona politicians deemed 

necessary to obtain the CAP, as well as what political barriers they believed stood in 

the way. From 1922 on, Arizona was embroiled in a bitter political battle to obtain 

the right to use water from the Colorado River, and the nature of that battle was 

determined largely by the constraints imposed by the Compact of 1922. From that 

point in time, Arizona and California would be pitted against each other over the 

allocation of lower basin water, and while Califomia would use its political power to 

obtain projects to tap the Colorado River time and time again, it also wielded this 

power to prevent Arizona from doing the same, a pattem that continued until the 

passage of the Central Arizona I*roject in 1968. Even when Arizona gained 

tremendous political influence during the first post WW II decade, with Hayden 

gaining seniority in the Senate, Ernest MacFarland as Senate Majority leader and John 

Murdock as chairman of the House Interior Committee, it was not enough to gain the 

passage of the Central Arizona Project and Bridge Canyon Dam over California's 

objections. California's large congressional bloc proved strong enough to overcome 

Murdock's chairmanship, foster House passage of a CAP moratorium in 1951, and 

throw the issue of lower basin water allotment into the Supreme Court. As a result, 

Arizona representatives Stewart and Morris Udall and John Rhodes, having 

experienced California's raw political hubris first-hand, came to view California's 

support as indispensable to obtaining the Central Arizona Project on the eve of their 
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renewed efforts begun in anticipation of a favorable Supreme Court decision. 

When the special master in Arizona v. California released his recommendations 

to the U.S. Supreme Court in I960 favoring Arizona over California, three years 

before the final decision, it precipitated another critical shift in the political landscape. 

Arizona representatives, who already worried about gaining California's support, now 

confronted fears raised by representatives of the upper basin states, particularly from 

Colorado, through Wayne Aspinall, the autocratic House Interior Committee 

Chairman, who feared that the construction of another large water project in the lower 

basin would reduce the upper basin's allotments. In addition, Califomia, which was 

armually using close to one million acre feet of water Arizona claimed in its Supreme 

Court case and growing in population and political influence, continued to have a 

hypnotic effect upon Arizonans preparing to battle once again for the Central Arizona 

Project. Though Arizona's political influence arguably increased after Stewart Udall's 

appointment as Secretary of the Interior, and with Carl Hayden as the undisputed 

leader of the Senate, both in terms of seniority and his chairmanship of the 

Appropriations Committee, it looked as though the political obstacles to obtaining the 

CAP were also greater than ever because now Califomia and Colorado, the two most 

populous states in the Colorado basin, appeared as though they were going to oppose 

it. Though Carl Hayden believed that his influence in the Senate would be enough to 

gain passage of the CAP in both Houses, Stewart Udall, after corresponding with 

Interior Committee Chairman Wayne Aspinall, adopted the idea of a regional water 
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development designed to obviate opposition from Califomia and the Interior 

Committee Chairman, both of whom Udall now considered indispensable parties to 

obtaining passage of the project. 

The political situation changed once again in the wake of the Supreme Court's 

landmark decision in Arizona v. Califomia handed down in June of 1963. Assured 

that Arizona now held legal title to enough water to justify pursuing the CAP, Stewart 

Udall stepped up his efforts to create regional water harmony, and obtained 

California's and Aspinall's support, but only after precipitating a division with Hayden 

and his supporters who sought a bare bones project, a rift in the Arizona effort that 

never healed fully during the entire period Congress debated the regional scheme. 

Stewart Udall's decision to pursue a regional water plan constitutes perhaps the most 

critical decision made during the Grand Canyon dam controversy, for in all likelihood 

the regional plan, though promising initially, doomed a Central Arizona Project 

including dams in Grand Canyon to defeat. 

Udall's decision to pursue a comprehensive plan in order to gain Califomia and 

Aspinall as allies was predicated upon obtaining the augmentation of the water supply 

of the Colorado basin. Despite Udall's great optimism, desalinization constituted an 

uncertain alternative, and when Califomia balked at Udall's attempt to base water 

augmentation proposals upon either that technology, or the diversion of northem 

Califomia rivers, the Secretary was forced to look to the Columbia River as a potential 

source of water importation or lose California's support for the entire project. Though 
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the Columbia diversion brought with it the solidification of the Arizona-California-

Aspinall alliance, it also raised the unanticipated ire of Senate Interior Committee 

chairman Henry Jackson; thereby weakening Hayden's Senate influence. Although 

Jackson was not a influential as Hayden, his control of the Senate Interior Committee 

made his support indispensable for the passage of the CAP and also made him 

immune to the type of power f>olitics Hayden used upon Aspinall in 1967. Once 

California support had been purchased with the prospect of water importation, the high 

Bridge Canyon Dam became a nonnegotiable issue because it would generate 

tremendous amounts of revenue necessary to fund the construction of the necessary 

diversion works. Udall supported the high Bridge Canyon Dam in order to guarantee 

California's political backing even though it was sure to precipitate an opposition 

campaign from environmentalists because of its infringement upon Grand Canyon 

National Park. However, from a politically pragmatic perspective, it appeared to be 

the correct choice, given California's tremendous House influence in 1963, and the 

conservationists' retreat from the legislative arena, in the wake of the Harriss. decision 

as well as their defeats in the controversies over Glen Canyon and Rainbow Bridge. 

In the summer of 1966, despite the preservationists' campaign and the massive 

public outcry it generated, the political alliance between Arizona, California and 

Wayne Aspinall unraveled because no one could find a means to bypass Henry 

Jackson, who refused to compromise the issue of water importation from the Columbia 

River. As these negotiations entered their most critical phase, California water 
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strategist Northcutt Ely used John Saylor's threatened amendments as a pretext for 

holding the bill in the Rules Committee in order to delay the CAP so as to preserve 

California's use of Arizona's water allotment for another year, thereby nullifying the 

Supreme Court decree of 1963. Ely's actions sounded the death knell for the Grand 

Canyon dams in 1966. 

In the wake of this defeat, Stewart Udall, believing Arizona's disproportionately 

powerful political influence would end with Hayden's and his own retirement in 1968, 

sought to formulate a pragmatic solution to gain approval of the CAP while Arizona 

still possessed the political muscle to obtain it. By the winter of 1966, Udall had 

conceived of the proposal that eventually passed — a bare bones CAP without dams in 

Grand Canyon, thereby insuring Jackson's support in the Senate. The House Interior 

Committee debate of 1967, and Mo Udall's informal polling of his House colleagues 

revealed strong support for the project despite objections from California which still 

demanded a perpetual guarantee of its 4.4 million acre feet of water, and from 

Aspinall who still desired augmentation from the Columbia River.*" As we have seen, 

Carl Hayden was able to use his political power to pressure Wayne Aspinall into 

holding hearings in 1968, leading finally to a House floor debate and passage. 

Although Califomia's guarantee and Aspinall's five upper basin projects were added 

late in 1968 to gain their support, it is clear that the House would have passed the 

^Morris Udall to William Matthews, editor, Arizona Daily Star. 12 October, 
1967. Mo Udall stated that Arizona now had the votes to "run over California," in 
this letter. 
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CAP over the objections of both in 1967 had Hayden followed through on his threat 

and attached the CAP to the 1967 Senate appropriations bill. Had the House passed 

the bill over California's opposition in 1967, perhaps Stewart Udall's belief that the 

Central Arizona Project could not be passed in 1963 without the support of California 

and Wayne Aspinall in 1963 was erroneous. 

Does Secretary Udall's advocacy of a regional water plan constitute a wrong 

turn from the perspective of an advocate of the Grand Canyon dams? Had Udall 

supported Carl Hayden's bare bones approach in 1963, the project would have incurred 

opposition from California and Aspinall. However, the same tactics Hayden used in 

1967 to pressure Aspinall were also available to him in 1963 — because of Hayden's 

enormous prestige in the Senate, he could have bypassed Aspinall once the latter was 

shown to be intractable — something that would not have been difficult to prove. 

Though Udall believed California's support to be indispensable based upon his 

experiences of the 1950s, by 1960 the congressional climate had changed. Though the 

1950s had not been conducive to the passage of water projects because of President 

Eisenhower's policy of "no new starts," this situation changed dramatically with the 

election of John Kermedy, who had promised to reverse this policy if elected. The 

Reclamation Bureau's budgets increased greatly after JFK became president and 

western politicians began to move their projects through Congress once again.^ 

'Floyd Dominy, interview by author, 1 November 1996. The Colorado River 
Storage Project was virtually the only exception to the "no new starts" policy during 
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Though California's opposition proved pivotal during the climate of fiscal 

parsimony present during the 1950s, Arizona's House support increased during the 

Kennedy/Johnson administrations because of changed budget conditions and increasing 

belief on the part of House members that Arizona deserved its project in the wake of 

the 1963 Supreme Court decision. If Udall had not viewed Califomia as such a 

crucial base of support, it would have allowed Arizona's representatives to negotiate 

over the high Bridge Canyon Dam and offer a proposal that would not have threatened 

the national park, a plan that would have gained enough congressional support to 

offset California's opposition. John Saylor, the most vociferous opponent of the high 

Bridge Canyon Dam, wrote Mo Udall on September 7, 1966, with the basin project 

stalled in the Rules Committee, and stated that he would support a bare bones Central 

Arizona Project that included a Bridge Canyon Dam "lowered by ninety feet" — this 

after months of strident preservationist rhetoric, and the Sierra Club's ad campaign.* 

Additionally, Henry Jackson never stated that he opposed dams in Grand 

Canyon Eer se, just the threat of water importation that they represented, and Carl 

Hayden obtained his promise to move the bill through the Senate Interior Committee 

once it cleared the House. If one considers all of these factors in the aggregate, it 

appears as though Carl Hayden's political instincts of 1963 were correct; Arizona 

Eisenhower's tenure. 

*MKU to John Rhodes, 7 September 1966, folder 2, box 476, Morris Udall 
Papers. According to Mo Udall, Saylor's proposal was "written in Saylor's own hand." 
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could have obtained passage of a bare bones Central Arizona Project with at least a 

low Bridge Canyon Dam that would have backed water through the length of the 

national monument, and possibly Marble Canyon Dam, because it would not have 

raised the Jackson roadblock, while Aspinall and California's opposition could have 

been neutralized. Had Hayden initiated hearings in the Senate, and Mo Udall and 

John Rhodes followed his lead in the House in 1965, it would have avoided LBJ's 

concerns with presidential politics, leaving Hayden and MacFarland, who still held 

great sway with the President despite his retirement from the Senate, free to exploit 

their ties to the President without having to deal with election year intrigue. It even 

appears, based upon his own admissions in 1966, as though John Saylor, the most 

influential environmentalist in either house of Congress, could have been induced to 

support a Central Arizona Project with at least one dam in Grand Canyon. 

By seeking to construct a regional water project, though it offered the 

tantalizing possibility of gaining California and Aspinall's support, Stewart Udall 

actually increased the proposal's likelihood of failure with each compromise he made. 

Additionally, though it removed threats in the House, the regional plan weakened 

Hayden's position in the Senate because of Henry Jackson's opposition to importation 

from the Pacific Northwest. Jackson's opposition also negated Hayden's ability to 

bypass Aspinall, in effect raising the Colorado representative's status to that of an 

indispensable party because Hayden, even with his great influence could never have 

obtained the suspension of the Senate rules over Jackson's objection. Thus, from a 
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politically pragmatic perspective, the regional proposal increased Aspinall's power 

while decreasing that of Hayden. Stewart Udall did not anticipate Henry Jackson's 

objection and to his credit, he retreated from the regional plan in 1966 after it became 

apparent that Jackson's opposition could not be overcome in the Senate. 

With the regional plan now abandoned and Jackson's opposition removed, 

Hayden was now able to bring his political power to bear upon Aspinall in the fall of 

1967, resulting in the latter's capitulation and the passage of the CAP in 1968. 

Although the preservationists' campaign succeeded in generating a great public 

reaction and environmentalists offered exhaustive testimony during the congressional 

hearings, they did not constitute a decisive force in the political arena. The regional 

proposal, though based upon Stewart Udall's past px)litical experiences, contained the 

seeds of its own demise, and when the bill died in committee in the fall of 1966, 

Stewart Udall, mindful of the time constraints under which he labored, abandoned the 

Grand Canyon dams and the regional approach in favor of a politically practical 

solution. Stewart Udall based his regional plan upon outdated pragmatics that may 

have worked during the 1950s, but failed in the political climate created after the 1963 

Supreme Court decision because as the events of 1967-1968 demonstrate, California 

and Wayne Aspinall were no longer indispensable parties. Ultimately, the 

machinations of the policy-making process, the continuing enmity between Arizona 

and Califomia, and the cumbersome legislation of 1966 led to the defeat of the Grand 

Canyon dams. Stewart Udall's 1967 proposal and Carl Hayden's approval of it 
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constituted a politically pragmatic move by two practical politicians who understood 

that they were running out of time. 

Preservationists and advocates of the Grand Canyon dams also struggled to 

gain public approval of their respective agendas, and though the environmentalists' 

efforts constitute the more vigorous campaign, the pro-dam lobby, though it focused 

primarily upon obtaining political backing, also appealed to the American public for 

support. CAP advocates tried initially to generate public appeal for the projects by 

emphasizing Arizona's need for water and the promise of more recreational 

opportunities. Proponents of the projects realized that with Congress and reclamation 

policy on their side, they did not have to achieve complete victory but only needed to 

avoid a catastrophic public relations defeat similar to the one that they had incurred 

during the Echo Park fight. The reclamationists made no such mistakes in the Grand 

Canyon fight, and sounding the theme that the preservationists were elitists they 

attacked the opposition campaign in three ways. 

First, whenever dam opponents advanced a technical argument, or even when a 

person with impressive credentials such as physicist Richard Bradley opposed the 

dams. Bureau or congressional experts offered rebuttals to prevent the preservationists 

from monopolizing the technological high ground. Despite the exhaustive expert 

testimony from Jeff Ingram, Alan Carlin and Laurence Moss, the preservationists 

never succeeded in extracting an admission from project proponents that the Grand 
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Canyon dams were not economically justifiable.' Although preservationist experts 

presented figures, analyses and alternatives of impressive scope during the 

congressional hearings, proponents of the project countered with their own witnesses 

and analyses, enabling them to maintain the balance of expert opinion, at least during 

the Interior Conunittee debates of 1965-1966 while the dams still were very much 

alive in the political realm. 

Second, proponents of the dams intensified their public relations effort in the 

wake of the publication of Richard Bradley's article "Ruin for Grand Canyon?" in the 

April 1966 issue of Reader's Digest. Although Floyd Dominy tried and failed to 

convince Reader's Digest to withdraw the article in February of 1966, Mo Udall and 

Barry Goldwater managed to co-opt the Reader^s Digest-sponsored Grand Canyon 

symposium at the end of March 1966. In addition, Morris Udall and John Rhodes 

granted concessions to the Hualapai tribe in exchange for their affirmative support of 

the project. By eliminating the Hualapai as potential antagonists, Arizona politicians 

took advantage of American society's rising concem over civil rights and racial issues 

to portray the preservationists as racist in addition to their already formulated 

accusations of elitism. Though they demonstrated an awareness of the larger social 

'The closest they came is when Dominy stated that the project would be 
"theoretically possible" without the Grand Canyon dams. Please see Congress, House, 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, Lower Colorado Basin Proiect: Hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 89th 
Cong., 2d sess., 9-13, 18 May 1966, 1073. 
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context of the mid-1960s, the reclamation interests also blundered because they 

ignored the Navajo tribe, leaving the door open for a preservationist rebuttal. Rich 

Johnson's letters, and Dr. Henry Dobyn's testimony received national publicity, but the 

full effect of these racial arguments was at least partly neutralized by Dr. Jett's 

mobilization of the Navajo tribe, and in any event, this strategy became moot once 

Bridge/Hualapai Dam stalled in the Rules Committee in September 1966. Although 

the Hualapai tribal chairman testified during the House Interior Committee hearings in 

1967, the defeat of the Bridge/Hualapai dam was already a foregone conclusion, and 

so the Hualapai tribe became expendable in terms of pro-CAP propaganda. 

Completing the irony of the situation, proponents of the Central Arizona Project began 

to extol its benefits for the Navajo tribe after coal-fired steam plants had been 

incorporated into the proposal. 

Perhaps most importantly, the pro-dam lobby played a pivotal role in driving 

wedges between preservationist associations like the Sierra Club and Wildemess 

Society, on the one hand, and wildlife-oriented organizations such as the National 

Wildlife Federation, the largest conservation group in the world, on the other. It is 

largely due to the efforts of reclamation proponents such as Bill Winter of the Arizona 

Game Protective Agency that the conservation organizations did not achieve the same 

degree of unity in the case of Grand Canyon as they did during the Echo Park 

controversy. During the Echo Park conflict, the leadership of the National Wildlife 

Federation voted officially to oppose the dams slated for Dinosaur National Monument 
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or any further intrusions into the National Park system,'" yet scarcely ten years later 

the Federation remained officially neutral despite threats to both Grand Canyon 

National Park and Monument and appeals from David Brower and other environmental 

leaders. In the case of Grand Canyon, the National Wildlife Federation committed 

itself only after the climax of the controversy in 1966, voting in March of 1967 to 

endorse congressional approval of the constmction of steam plants, but if this 

alternative proved politically impracticable, the NWF favored the construction of a 

high Bridge/Hualapai dam and moving the national park boundaries east away from 

the reservoir the dam would create." Although an angry David Brower accused 

National Wildlife Federation President Thomas Kimball of advocating that the park be 

"dismembered piecemeal" in favor of economic interests,'^ the pro-dam lobby 

neutralized the political pressure of the Federation's two million members for the 

duration of the controversy, and consequently, the preservationists' effort remained 

fragmented. 

Yet despite disunity, preservationists managed to mobilize public opinion on an 

unprecedented scale, perhaps only rivaled by the similar outcry during the Echo Park 

'"Harvey, Symbol of Wilderness. 271. 

"Thomas Kimball to all members of Congress, 24 March 1967, folder 2, box 5 
CAP/90, John Rhodes Papers. 

'^Brower to Kimball, 30 June 1967, folder 37, box 19, SCMP. The National 
Wildlife Federation also remained opposed to the enlargement of Grand Canyon 
National Park because of its effect upon deer hunting in the North Kaibab National 
Forest. 
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controversy. Historian Mark Harvey argues that the public pressured Congress into 

eventually deleting the dams from Dinosaur National Monument, an argument that by 

inference is based upon the assumption that environmentalists had access to the 

political process. According to Harvey, lobbying groups such as the Council of 

Conservationists, Trustees for Conservation, and the Citizens' Committee on 

Conservation wielded such powerful influence in Congress that when Congress finally 

deleted the Echo Park and Split Mountain Dams from the Colorado River Storage 

Project legislation they instructed sympathetic congressmen to withdraw their 

opposition, thus allowing the bill to pass in 1956. Conservationists also gained other 

influential allies during the Echo Park controversy, including California, which 

opposed any further upper basin water development, and representatives from the East 

and Midwest who disliked western reclamation, and who, in a period of fiscal 

conservatism, attempted to hold true to President Eisenhower's policy of "no new 

starts." Consequently, the crucial committee vote was quite close in 1954, with the 

House Interior Committee favoring the dams by a margin of 13-12, while the next 

year, at the height of the letter writing campaign, reversing itself and voted 20-6 to 

delete both dams in 1955.'^ 

Conservationists fighting against the Echo Park dams also benefited from 

fortuitous circumstances that did not exist a decade later. In July 1966 at the height of 

the preservationists' offensive, the House Interior Committee voted 22-10 to approve 

"Harvey, Symbol of Wilderness. 273-284; 220. 
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the construction of both dams in Grand Canyon, this vote coming almost two months 

after the New York Times ads and the IRS revocation of the Sierra Qub's tax 

deductible status. How can this be explained? The Grand Canyon dam debate took 

place in a dramatically different political climate than did Echo Park. Reclamation 

budgets increased tremendously after 1960 as John Kennedy fulfilled his campaign 

pledge to reverse Eisenhower's reclamation parsimony, a policy Lyndon Johnson 

continued. The Colorado River basin states were also united in suppon of the project, 

and even California voted for the bill until the compromises unravelled in the Rules 

Committee. If one compares the relative political influence wielded by the 

preservationists and the public in both controversies, it appears as though 

preservationists had indeed penetrated the political system enough to influence policy 

in the case of Echo Park. However, it also appears as though the aura of the 

preservationists' influence that the Echo Park victory created may have been 

exaggerated because the dispute took place during a time when reclamation was under 

fire both from Congress and the administration. Because environmentalists contended 

that the construction of dams in Dinosaur National Monument would set a precedent 

that would threaten the National Park System, an argument that had seemingly 

succeeded, their triumph at Echo Park greatly overemphasized the strength of this new 

legal basis for wilderness preservation, a fact borne out by subsequent defeats during 

controversies over Rainbow Bridge and Glen Canyon where the precedent defense 

failed. 
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Preservationists were able to use these defeats as well as the victory at Echo 

Park to great effect during the Grand Canyon dam controversy. Echo Park took on 

signiflcant importance as a situation where preservationists had defeated the 

reclamation interests on their own ground, while the fiscal and political climates 

within which Echo Park occurred were forgotten. Even the rhetoric of the Dinosaiu" 

controversy helped provide the foundation for the making of a mythological aura that 

would surround environmentalist campaigns for the next several decades — that 

through dogged determination, private citizens and organizations could effect changes 

in environmental policy. In June of 1954, after Brower testified and pointed out that 

the Bureau's experts had miscalculated the evaporation rates from the Echo Park and 

Glen Canyon reservoirs, Howard Zahniser sent a telegram to the Sierra Club 

leadership stating: "Salute him well. He surely hit the giant between the eyes with 

his five smooth stones."'"* The Dinosaur controversy was also significant for another 

reason that was to have a direct bearing upon the Grand Canyon battle, because it 

marked the point in time when the Sierra Club moved away from its traditional 

mission as the protector of the Sierra Nevada and took its place among activist 

conservation organizations. 

Thus the main weapons at the preservationists' disposal entering the campaign 

to save Grand Canyon were the argument of precedent and the aura of the Dinosaur 

'"'"Firing Begins in Dinosaur Fight" Sierra Club Bulletin. March 1954, 30. 

'^Harvey, Symbol of Wilderness. 291. 
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victory, while the Sierra Qub and Wilderness Society had emerged as the leading 

activist environmental organizations seeking to influence legislation. The Wilderness 

Society gained this position as a result of its pursuit of a national wilderness system 

and was thus essentially a single issue organization, while the Sierra Club, alone of all 

of the leading conservation associations, had defied the Supreme Court's Harriss 

decision of 1954 by deciding to continue lobbying for environmental causes, and 

created a tax exempt foundation to fall back upon should its environmental advocacy 

elicit an IRS response. In 1965, with Rainbow Bridge and Glen Canyon lost, and the 

weakness of the argument of legal precedent exposed, the Sierra Club leadership 

abandoned it except as a rhetorical riposte, and concentrated instead upon precipitating 

an immense public reaction by gaining access to the national media. By shifting their 

focus. Sierra Club leaders sought to transcend mere legal arguments and the policy 

making process, hoping that a tremendous reaction in the court of public opinion 

would transmute into the political process and enable them to defeat the dams, just as 

they believed it had during Echo Park. 

Ironically, preservationists received their first tangible legal weapon in 1965, 

when the Second Circuit Court of Appeals handed down its mling in Scenic Hudson 

Preservation Conference v. Federal Power Commission, better known as the Storm 

King decision in which the court granted environmentalists standing to sue to preserve 

scenic values. Storm King did not affect Bureau of Reclamation projects but only 

governed proposals under consideration by the Federal Power Commission, so 
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preservationists seeking to preserve Grand Canyon from the Bureau's proposals were 

still without legal recourse. However, Storm King constitutes the point at which 

environmentalists first gained entry into the policy-making process in addition to their 

right to testify during committee hearings, access that was broadened tremendously 

when Congress passed the National Envirorunental Policy Act in 1969.'® 

Although David Brower and other preservationists had not yet gained entree to 

the inner workings of the political process in 1965 apart from their opportunity to 

testimony at congressional hearings, they understood that the symbolic importance of 

Grand Canyon itself offered the opportunity to unite divergent elements within the 

environmental movement and to gain widespread public sympathy. However, unlike 

"monumentalism," the term historian Alfred Runte aptly uses to describe America's 

preoccupation with the preservation of monumental scenery during the early years of 

the National Park Service, by the 1960s Grand Canyon represented something more.'^ 

Though perhaps pure ecological arguments were easy to refute, and though the Grand 

Canyon ecosystem had been irreparably altered by Glen Canyon Dam, it had not been 

completely destroyed, and the free flowing river constituted the most visible reminder 

that the forces that carved the canyon were still at work. Many people wrote 

Congress, expressing that from a psychological perspective, it was important to know 

'^Scenic Hudson Preservation Conference v. Federal Power Commission, 354 
F.2d 608 (2d Cir. 1965). 

''Runte, National Parks. 191-192. 
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that the Colorado River still flowed in the canyon, and was still engaging in its erosive 

mission. Even in the optimistic euphoria surrounding the promise of post-WW II 

technological advances, Americans also understood and feared the fact that humanity 

now possessed the capacity to destroy the Earth, through radiation, pollution, 

overpopulation, chemical residue, and a myriad of other potential hazards difficult to 

combat at the individual level.'* Writing a letter protesting the proposed damming of 

Grand Canyon offered people something tangible they could do. The tremendous 

outpouring of opposition is at least partially attributable to people's desire to not only 

save the canyon and the forces that created it their physical sense, but also for each 

individual's wanting to preserve their own "geography of hope," the knowledge that 

river and canyon were still untouched, and the psychological belief that they were 

doing something to reverse the environmental depredations wrought by post WW II 

technology." 

When Stewart Udall introduced the Pacific Southwest Water Plan in August of 

1963 the Sierra Club had just embarked upon three simultaneous campaigns, in 

addition to its ongoing efforts to obtain passage of the Wilderness Bill, that were to 

solidify its leadership of the envirorunental movement: the establishment of national 

parks to protect the coastal redwoods of California, the North Cascades of 

'*Fox, American Conservation Movement. 291-327, passim. 

"Stegner's quotation from his Wilderness letter is referenced in Michael Cohen, 
The History of the Sierra Oub. 1892-1970, 261. 
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Washington, and its opposition to the construction of dams in Grand Canyon. 

Although all three campaigns were fought at the same time and the club used activist 

tactics in each of them, it was its fight against the Grand Canyon dams that propelled 

the club to the undisputed leadership of the environmental movement because the 

redwoods and North Cascades efforts did not come close to generating the public 

reaction of the Grand Canyon campaign. The club's success in gaining access to the 

national media to broadcast the peril Grand Canyon faced not only brought the threats 

to America's greatest scenic wonder to the attention of millions of people but also 

informed this constituency just which organization was leading the fight. If Echo Park 

constitutes the point in time when the Sierra Club took its place among national 

environmental organizations,^" Grand Canyon is the event that gained the Sierra Qub 

recognition as the leading proponent of environmental activism, not just among other 

envirorunental groups, but also with Congress and the American public. 

The Sierra Club also benefitted from its having experts testify during the 

Congressional hearings of 1965, 1966, and 1967, even though the testimony of 

Laurence Moss, Alan Carlin, and Jeff Ingram did not appreciably affect the outcome 

of the controversy. Two months after the Interior Committee hearings of May, 1966 

— when the preservationists' made their most impressive and damning technical 

arguments — the House Interior Committee reported the bill favorably with a sizable 

Harvey, Svmbol of Wilderness. 291. 
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majority vote of 22-10, and Mo Udall's straw poll of late August demonstrated strong 

support in the House, support that was never mobilized because of Northcutt Ely's 

Rules Committee intrigue. However, the Sierra Qub's experts did influence the 

campaign in the public arena by creating a foundation of scientific legitimacy for 

arguments in favor of alternative energy sources. Many letters, and newspaper 

editorials written in opposition to the dams quote the arguments of Ingram, Moss, 

Carlin, and Richard Bradley. During the 1960s, Americans had become science-

conscious, with the promises of the nuclear physicists, the space program, and a 

multitude of other scientific and technological advancements, and the public's frequent 

use of the expert's arguments suggests that gaining a foundation of scientific 

legitimacy proved crucial for the opposition campaign's widespread appeal. 

On June 10, 1966 the nature and scope of the public reaction changed when the 

Internal Revenue Service clouded the Sierra Club's tax deductible status because of the 

advertisements it placed in the New York Times and other national newspapers the 

previous day. The IRS revocation of June 1966 occurred during the tumultuous social 

upheavals of the civil rights, free speech and anti-war movements, and it received 

front-page coverage in newspapers across the country. As a result, the Sierra Qub 

gained an enormous windfall of sympathy from Americans concerned with civil 

liberties issues who resented federal meddling with the club's fundamental 

constitutional rights. Although Grand Canyon was of great symbolic importance and 

the Sierra Qub's campaign generated a large response through June 9, 1966, public 
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involvement grew exponentially after the IRS revocation of the following day. This 

increase in public activism is not only measured in the amount and content of the mail 

received by members of Congress after that date but also in the growth statistics for 

the Sierra Club membership and dramatic increases in small contributions. Thousands 

of people joined the Sierra Club to protest the IRS action, while tens of thousands 

more gleefully sent small contributions to aid the club in its Grand Canyon fight, 

many of whom wrote expressly stating how glad they were that their gifts were not 

tax deductible.^' In the social context of the 1960s, people viewed the Sierra Qub as 

a "symbol of American freedom,"" which continued to battle gamely onward despite 

^'David Brower to Harry Harrow, 29 December 1966, folder 36, box 19, 
SCMP; and "Atlantic Chapter — Sierra Club, Annual Report — 1966," folder 11, box 
56, SCMP; see also Fox, The American Conservation Movement. 315; and Cohen, 
History of the Sierra Club. 432. Stephen Fox includes an informative chart that tracks 
the growth of five major conservation organizations: The National Wildlife 
Federation; Sierra Qub; Wilderness Society; Audubon Society; and the Izaak Walton 
League; from 1966-1975. David Brower claimed that the Sierra Club gained 3000 
new members from January to May of 1966, and 9000 from June to December, and he 
attributed most of the growth in the second half of 1966 to public reaction to the IRS 
revocation. The club's Atlantic Chapter alone almost doubled in size during 1966, 
most of the growth coming after the IRS revocation, while the Sierra Club's aggregate 
membership which grew at a moderate rate between 1960-1965, suddenly exploded. 
In 1966 the membership totaled 33,000; the next year 45,000 and 58,000 in 1968. 
This phenomenal growth rate continued through 1971 when the membership totaled 
135,000, before leveling off. The Sierra Club's growth rate far exceeds that of any 
other major conservation organization during the same period, and demonstrates that 
the public identified with the club's activism and distinguished the club from Brower, 
for the rate of growth continued undiminished for three years after Brower left the 
Sierra Club in May of 1969. 

^Bakersfield Califomian. 28 June 1966. This quote typifies newspaper 
editorials printed about the IRS action. Many newspapers across the nation, from the 
New York Times down to small local weeklies, used similar rhetoric when criticizing 
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federal repression, and many joined the club, not so much out of environmentalist 

sympathies, as to take a tangible step (o protest what they perceived as infringement 

upon the basic constitutional rights of American citizens. 

The Sierra Club emerged from the Grand Canyon dam controversy having 

created the public perception that through its activism. Grand Canyon remained free of 

dams. Thus the aura of political influence it first attained as a result of Echo Park had 

been reinforced and the public looked to the club to lead future envirorunental 

cmsades. Although the political debates that had led to the unraveling of the 

compromises made among the basin states in August of 1966 had been well publicized 

— and Stewart Udall had announced his intention to study alternatives in September of 

1966 — the vast majority of people ignored the political aspects of the comroversy in 

favor of the heroic myth of the Sierra Club's "victory," a situation that was to have 

important ramifications for the future of the environmental movement. 

In spite of the weakness of the preservationists' political influence, the Grand 

Canyon dam controversy perpetuated perceptions that the Sierra Club possessed the 

ability to influence the policy-making process for two reasons: the controversy's 

ultimate result, and the context of the times. Had the CAP passed containing even one 

Grand Canyon dam, it would have continued the string of defeats begun with Rainbow 

the IRS revocation, including many papers like the Califomian. that supported the 
construction of dams in Grand Canyon but opposed the heavy-handed tactics used by 
the Sierra Club's opponents. 
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Bridge and Glen Canyon and possibly undermined the preservationists' illusion of 

political strength. When the threats to Grand Canyon first arose, Ira Gabrielson, the 

"grand old man of conservation," admonished his fellow conservationists with the 

rhetorical question: "If you can't save Grand Canyon, what the hell can you save?"^ 

Had the environmentalists lost the Grand Canyon fight it would have been catastrophic 

because nothing less than the credibility of the entire preservationist agenda was at 

stake, while to defeat the dams — or to create the perception of doing so — would 

perpemate the illusion of political power begun at Echo Park. Thus, when the dams 

were defeated as a result of political intrigue, preservationists were forced to take 

credit for it so that they could continue to make public appeals from the position of 

having actually effectuated political change. Because of Grand Canyon's status as an 

American national treasure and one of the seven wonders of the natural world, for the 

Sierra Club to claim the mantle of having saved it conferred upon the club a 

tremendous amount of legitimacy and even prestige, among environmentalists and the 

public alike. 

However, for the club's perception of strength to be continued, the public had 

to be willing to accept the preservationists' version of events. After the IRS 

revocation, when the Sierra Club's Grand Canyon fight became national news, 

hundreds of thousands of people wrote Congress and undoubtedly, millions more 

^Environmental historians credit David Brower with this phrase, but Brower 
attributes it to Gabrielson. See David Brower, interview by author, 27 July 1997. 
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sympathized with the club over the issue of repression of its rights of speech and 

petition. After a decade of social unrest and amid fears of increasing governmental 

interference, many Americans public viewed the passage of the CAP in 1968 without 

dams as not only a victory for preservationists but also for democracy itself, because it 

was perceived as an example of how dedicated citizens could halt the machine of 

tyranny through hard work and sacrifice and thus preserve the ideals upon which the 

Republic was ostensibly based. In the final analysis, the Sierra Club was able to 

perpetuate the illusion of political strength in the immediate aftermath of the Grand 

Canyon dam controversy because large numbers of American citizens in 1968 wanted 

desperately to believe that private individuals and organizations could still affect 

political outcomes through grass-roots involvement in the democratic process. 

Just over one year after the controversy ended. Congress passed the National 

Envirorunental Policy Act (NEPA) and President Richard Nixon signed it into law. 

Although with the passage of NEPA the public gained unprecedented opportunities to 

participate in environmental policy making, having access to the political system did 

not guarantee that organizations or individuals could effect change. Hence, the 

American public's perception of the Sierra Club's ability to influence policy became 

very important in the immediate post- NEPA era because the club's leadership was 

able to translate this illusion of strength, which was at its peak in the wake of the 

club's having just "saved" Grand Canyon, into real political power once Congress 

granted environmentalists legal avenues through which they could express their 
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concerns. 

The Grand Canyon dam controversy represents the point in time when the 

Sierra Club was able to reap the benefits of its leadership position, gained by its 

directors' 1960 decision to risk its tax deductible status. By continuing to try to 

influence legislation despite the IRS threat, the Sierra Qub gained recognition as the 

leading proponent of envirorunental activism and placed itself in a position to take 

advantage of fortuitous circumstances should they occur. Although it may be 

serendipitous from the club's perspective that the controversy took place in such a 

turbulent social climate, it was certainly not a chance occurrence that the Sierra Qub 

was in position to take advantage of it. Though the preservationists' political influence 

and legal arguments were illusory in the case of Grand Canyon, the aura gained from 

the public and even congressional perceptions that environmentalists saved America's 

greatest scenic wonder, enabled subsequent Sierra Club leaders to translate its 

mythological strength into actual political potency, once environmentalists gained 

access to the inner sanctum of the policy-making process. 
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