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PREFACE 

"..0the Allies floated to victory on a wave of oil." 

Lord Curzon - 1918 

No doubt Lord Curzon was flushed with something more than the 

Wine of Victory when he uttered those words at a banquet given in honor of 

the Inter-Allied Petroleum Council* Yet the importance of oil to 

the war effort can not be underestimated* Lord Curzon, of course, 

was speaking of oil products in general, but his words were espec¬ 

ially relevant to the Allied navies0 At the war's outbreak about 

k$% of the British fleet was burning oil instead of coal0 The com¬ 

plete conversion was delayed only by the lack of adequate supplies 

in the British Isles. A similar policy was being followed by every 

naval power. But why should these nations, especially Great Britain 

and the United States, with more than adequate supplies of domestic 

coal, adapt their ships to burn a scarce and expensive fuel? 

According to Ifehan's now classic concept of the role of sea 

power, the ultimate test of a naval force was its ability to 

engage and defeat the enemy wherever it might be found. The 

policies of merely defending a coast line and commerce-raiding 

were half measures and would never insure the control of the seas 

which he deemed necessary for a victory over commercial and mari¬ 

time foes. By the time that Mahan reached these conclusions, 

however, themvies of the world had lost much of their ability to 

perform that function* This condition was'primarily due to the 
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adoption of steam propulsion in war vessels after mid-century* This 

change was attended by many real advantages* For the first time 

since the abandonment of the galley, the vagaries of wind and current 

were somewhat removed as dominant factors in naval warfare* The 

power developed by the steamaigine could propel a vessel of far 

greater tonnage than those driven by sail* The way was thus opened 

for the increased use of iron and steel in the construction and 

armor of warships. The use of steel in turn gave designers a 

latitude in the size and weight of vessels that before had been 

precluded by the structural limits of wood. The use of steam 

power did have one serious disadvantage* Barring any serious 

mishap the sea-keeping ability of a sailing vessel was limited by 

the endurance of its crew and the amount of food and fresh water 

that could be carried aboardo This was not the case in the new 

steam navies. Here the overriding factor is one of fuel supply. 

It not only determined the distance a ship could travel, but often 

the direction it took* The imperialistic policy of acquiring 

coaling stations in remote parts of the oceans arose from this 

situation* 

A tragic example of the bankruptcy of sea power’s influence 

in global warfare at the opening of the twentieth century is 

Rodjesvensky’s epic voyage with the ill-fated Baltic Squadron 

in the Russo-Japanese War* Although the Battle of Tsushima was- 

a decisive victory for Japanese sea power, it must be remembered 

that the entire naval war was fought in that country's home waters* 

The logistical problem was secondary to the tactical one* From the 



Russian view point both were equally grave* The voyage and battle 

demonstrated the almost insurmountable problems confronting Russia 

when she attempted to project her naval power halfway around the 

worldo Not all of Rodjesvensky's troubles can be blamed on his 

fueling system, for those involving command, discipline, and 

training were also important* Yet his greatest concern was that of 

a fuel supply* In a vain attempt to free himself from foreign bases, 

the Russian commander used some seventy German colliers to fuel the 

twenty-one combatant vess^Js comprising the fighting strength of his 

command. At Camranh Bay, French Indo-China, Rodjesvensky ordered 

that enough coal be taken on board, even stored on deck if necessary, 

to insure making Vladivostok without again refuelingo The resultant 

overloading caused the Russians to enter the battle with their ships* 

superstructures packed with combustibles, thus hampering the maneu¬ 

vering of the fleet and submerging armor belts below the water lineo 

The annihilation of the Baltic Squadron was in no small part due to 

these conditions* 

Within four decades the United States Navy was also to challenge 

the Imperial Japanese Navy in Asiatic waters with vastly different 

resultso Operating virtually independent of their home bases, the 

fast carrier forces were able to regain almost the freedom of action 

that had been Suffren’s and Nelson’s in the eighteenth and nine¬ 

teenth centuries* This independence came in part from the increased 

radius of operations made possible by the use of oil-fuel and the 

improvements in engineering developed after the turn of the centuryo 

Secretary of the Navy Josephus Daniels (1913-1921) probably 
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summarized the advantages of oil over coal as a naval fuel as well 

as anyone. In his annual report of 1916 Daniels listed the following 

advantages! (l) a large excess of speedj (2) absolute control over 

the emission of smoke so that advantages may be taken of the ability 

to utilize smoke screens; (3) a greater radius of action; (U) reduc¬ 

tion in the fireroom force of about $$%•, (5) the increased ability 

to refuel at sea, thereby increasing the effectiveness of the fleet 

by at least 2$%} as that percentage of coal burners would be absent 

fromiheir station for refueling; (6) the ability to maintain maxi¬ 

mum speed for as long as the fuel lasts, because the fires do not 

foul and the fireroom force does not become exhausted; (7) greater 

flexibility in regard to the increase and decrease of speed without 

the loss of fuel, water, and time; and (8) the greater safety of 

the vessel from submarine attack because of more permissable sub¬ 

division of the ship. There were a few disadvantages also. Oil 

was more expensive than coal and its supply was comparatively 

scarce and undependable. 

The advantages of oil over coal were clearly seen before its 

adoption. It is much more difficult to assess the relative value 

of oil-fuel in making the modern warship possible. In the years 

just preceeding and following its adoption, steam turbines, high 

pressure boilers, director fire control, heavier armor, and 

larger guns all added to the fighting efficiency of each ship. 

Each of these improvements was primarily the result of the 

application of ideas, inventions, or technological processes to 

the science of naval engineering* The development of the use of 



oil as a naval fuel followed a similar pattern up to a pointe After 

its adoption in 1906 the direction of the Navy's fuel-oil policy 

began to change radically# This was due to the nature of oil 

itself. ¥11116 turbines used relatively the same amount of steel 

as reciprocating engines, the use of oil involved the application 

of large quantities of a scarce natural resource for naval purposes. 

Because of this factor the Navy became entangled in the formulation 

of oil and public land policies0 

The oil-fuel policies of the Navy were not as isolated as this 

paper may appear to make them0 As they developed they were part of 

the fuel policies that also included coal, gasoline, and diesel 

fuelo This parallel development was especially true of coal# 

For maiiy years after the adoption of oil the coal-burning vessels 

of the fleet were more numerous than the oil. This meant that both 

fuels had to be stored at each naval station. The supply of coal on 

the West Coast had to be brought from the eastern mines as there 

were no western deposits. Intensive investigations were made of 

Alaskan sources before the World War to determine if they could be 

put to naval use0 The abandonment of coal for oil solved this 

problem. 

Finally, the use of oil as a naval fuel has by no means been 

the last step in the evolution of propulsive fuels0 Today the 

cycle is £gain repeating itself as each new atomic-powered ship 

comes off the ways0 

There are numerous people who assisted me in the research and 
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writing of this thesis <■ Foremost have been the members of the 

History Department of the Rice Institute, especially ny advisor, 

Dr. Hardin Craig, Jr. I am also indebted to the various librarians 

in Houston and in Washington who listened patiently to ny expli- 

nations and who rendered such able service. Dr. William R0 

Eraisted of the University of Texas was especially helpful in 

explaining the intricacies of the National Archives and the Navy 

Department. To my wife, who has given both patience and under¬ 

standing, I feeil indebted most of all. 



CHAPTER I 

'•...the use of petroleum as a fuel for steamers is hope¬ 
less 5 convenience is against it, comfort is against it, 

health is against it, ecoraowy is against it, and safety 

is against it." Benjamin F„ Isherwood - 186? 

The collapse of the Southern Confederacy in 186JU found the 

United States Navy at the peak of its material strength. In that 

year the Navy could boast of some J00 ships in active service. 

These numbers had been momentarily called into being by the three 

year struggle. However, when that crisis had passed, the reaction 

was swift. By 1870, 200 vessels remained on the active list, and of 
1 1 

these only 52 were in full commission<1 This downward trend per¬ 

sisted almost unchanged until 1883, wlien, during the Arthur Admini¬ 

stration, Congress apnropriated the funds necessary for the construc¬ 

tion of the three sail and steam protected cruisers and a disnatch 

2 
boat which formed the nucleus of the new United States Navy. 

Throughout these two decades the energy of the American people 

vented itself in a multitude of ways'] Not least among these was the 

rapid exploitation of their natural resources. As almost an anti¬ 

thesis to the naval decline, this development encompassed the rise 

of the oil industry from its humble beginnings in 1859 to an indus¬ 

trial concern of the first order with the formation of the Standard 

Oil Trust in 1882. 

It is a tribute to Eenjamin F. IsherMtotfd, Chief Engineer of the 

Navy during the first oart of this period of naval decline, that he 

was able to see the relation between these two forces before the 

full impact of the budding oil industry had been felt by the nation 
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as a whole. For, only seven years after Drake’s discovery-well, the 

United States Navy was considering the adaptability of petroleum or 

petroleum products as a replacement for coal on board naval vessels. 

Isherwood's enthusiasm for the subject is apparent from this letter 
3 

written to the Secretary of the Navy, Gideon Wells, in May of 18660 

As Congress has passed an appropriation in accordance 
with the recommendation of the Department for making experi¬ 

ments on petroleum as a steam generating fuel, with the 
experimental boilers at the Brooklyn Navy Yard, it is 

respectfully recommended that the Bureau be instructed to 
proceed with them0 The funds will not be available until 
July 1st next, but the apparatus can be made meanwhile and 

the experiments commenced without needing the funds until 
that time, and a considerable delay will thus be saved on 

an important subject to the Navy0 

Wells replied the following day in the affirmative, authorizing the 

commencement of the experiments ”as soon as you may deem it expe- 

h 
dient.” As the experiments, so quickly started, continued through 

1867, the final results were oublished as a part of Isherwood’s 
$ 

annual report to the Secretary of the Navy for that year0 little 

detailed information about the actual tests is available; however 

certain conclusions can be drawn from Isherwood's report0 

No trouble seems to have been encountered in obtaining complete 

combustion of the oil: a surprising consideration in view of subse¬ 

quent tests where this remained the basic unsolved problem. At the 

outset, First Assistant Engineer Clark Fisher designed an atomizer 

which proved successful under the prevailing test conditions. In 

later years countless devices were invented for this purpose, but 

few were able to eliminate the formation of excessive smoke under 

forced draft conditions. Besides the test at the Brooklyn Navy 

Yard, a small gunboat, the PALOS, was equipped at the Boston Navy 
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6 
Yard with an apparatus of an entirely different nature0 The method 

used here is notable because it was the only time the Navy deviated 

from the atomization principle for burning oil* In the PAI/DS system 

the oil was first vaporized in heated retorts, then mixed with steam 

that had been decomposed by passing it over heated iron filings, and 

finally burned with air by natural draft* The method was boo cumber¬ 

some, hence its abandonment* 

The;; tests in Brooklyn were much more productive* There, it was 

concluded that a reduction of 28.5$ could be achieved in the weight 

of the boiler with feed water and in the size of the fire room0 In 

addition, the number of firemen could be reduced by one-fourth and 

the first cost and subsequent repairs by 28*5$. Further advantages 

noted were the ease in handling the fire and the greater thermal 

efficiency of oil. Conversely, it was felt that a very real danger 

of fire explosion existed from the gases given off by the oil. This 

gas, with its unpleasant odor, was also the cause of an actual loss 

in fuel. Finally, the price of oil by weight was eight times that 

of coal. 
7 

Weighing both pros and cons, Ishwerwood was forced to conclude: 

From these considerations, it appears that the use of 
petroleum as a fuel for steamers is hopelessj convenience is 
against it, comfort is against it, health is against it, 
economy is against it, and safety is against it. Opposed to 
these, the advantages of the'probably, not very important 
reduction in bulk and weight, with their attending economies, 
cannot prevail* 

Before condemning Isherwood for his harsh conclusions, some 

consideration must be given to the status of technology in the 

i8601 So The term '’ironclad,11 as applied to the first armored 
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warships, was well chosen, for the vessels were built primarily of 

wood and armored by attaching iron plates to their sideso This 

type of construction precluded any possibility of subdividing the 

hull into internal, watertight compartments, thus eliminating a 

potential that was effectively used when iron and steel hulls 

replaced those of wood* The British and French navies had intro¬ 

duced iron hull construction in i860, but no attempt was made to 

8 
follow suit in the United States until 1883* The use of heavy 

tanks in wooden ships probably would have been impractical due to 

structural and stability considerations* 

Also, in appraising Isherwood's conclusions, the infant state 

of the oil industry must be considered* As each new field or well 

was developed, the price and supply of crude oil would fluctuate 

wildlyo Coupled with inadequate transportation and supply facil¬ 

ities, these conditions produced an unstable market on the Eastern 

seaboard* This problem was still a very real one fifty years 

later when the Navy was actually making the converstion to oil- 

fuel. The quality of the Eastern crude oil might also have 

been an underlying reason for the conclusions that Isherwood 

reached. Excellent, because of its lighter elements, for the 

refining of kerosene, this high gravity crude oil did not lend 

itself for fuel purposes. 

However, Isherwood’s analysis had a very real weakness* He 

* In 1873 the United States Navy built three iron gunboats and 
five larger wooden vessels. 
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was seemingly unable to see that the hindrances to the use of oil 

were due primarily to the considerations mentioned above and not to 

the basic nature of the petroleum, as his conclusions would lead 

one to believe. His theory, that some use could be made of petro¬ 

leum as a naval fuel, was so far in advance of the general fund of 

knowledge that he was unable to conceive of the actual problems 

that lay between the conception and the realization of his goal. 

Thirteen years elapsed before the oil-fuel questions was again 

taken up by the ^avy. These tests, running from 1879 to 1881, 

ended in failure. Although various systems were tried, it was 

found that a greater volume of evaporation could be obtained from 

9 
coal under forced draft than could be realized from oil. Inability 

to secure the complete combustion of the oil, with the resulting 

loss of power and with excessive smoke, still plagued naval engin¬ 

eers. No further testing was done until the 1890*s0 

The reason for this lack of interest is obscure. Undoubtably, 

Isherwood’s adverse report had a lasting effect, and the basic 

conditions in the petroleum industry remained the same. Another 

possible cause may have been the drastic reductions in naval 

appropriations during this period. Some idea of the financial 

condition of the naval service and specifically of the Bureau of 

Steam Engineering can be gained from a statement made by the new 

10 
Chief of the Bureau, W. Ho Shock, in his annual report of 1877i 

On the 3d of March, 1877* I received ny commission as 

Chief of this Bureau, and on assuming its duties, found the 
department under its cognizance at the several navy-yards 
nominally closed. This course had been rendered necessary 

in consequence of the small balance of appropriation for 

the fiscal year 1876-’77 remaining to the credit of this 
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bureauj namely, $36,291.07• With this amount nothing could 
be done, except to maintain, as far as possible, a partial 
organization at the several navy-yards, and to preserve the 
machinery, tools, &c., from deterioration. 

Further to confuse matters, two opposed philosophies divided the 

Navy into hostile camps. The main debate centered around the 

relative merits of steam and sailo The conservative faction, 

headed by Admiral David Dixon Porter?- was violently opposed to 

the encroachment that steam had made into the "old sailing navy" 
11 

for both personal and professional reasons. During the three 

months in 1869 that Adolph E. Eorie held the office of Secretary 

of the Navy, Porter virtually ran the department. Acting quickly, 

he pushed through three measures which abruptly halted developments 

in steam engineering. First, Porter had Isherwood relieved of his 

duties in the Bureau of Steam Engineering. He then reduced the 

relative rank of engineering officers as compared with the same 

rank in the line. And, as if to defeat what progress had been 

made in steam engineering, he ordered that the sail power of the 
'12 

United States warships be increased and the steam power reduced. 

It is no wonder that, with Isherwood gone, little or no money 

available for experimentation, and the orientation of the Navy 

focused on sail, few steps were taken to develop the potential¬ 

ities of an untried and once discredited fuel. 

While the United States Navy was slowly rising from the 

*- The naval officers who held line commissions ofteri looked down 
on the engineers and other staff officers. 
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doldrums during the 80’s and 90's, naval development elsewhere 

continued at an unprecedented rate* American naval officers had 

to content themselves with watching progress in oil-firing abroad. 

During the 1880’s the United States Naval Institute Proceedings 

13 
printed two notes on this subject* The first, in 1886, was largely 

11+ 
taken from a London Times article; and the other, in 1888, was 

translated from the French. This latter note described a recent 

series of tests donducted with a fuel oil system installed on 

board a French torpedo boat. The first coal fired boat of this 

type in the United States Navy had been authorized by Congress a 

'15 
scant two years before. Al&g in material strength can produce a 

similar lag in technology as well as the reverse situation* 

Although the new Navy is commonly dated from 1883, few tangible 

results of the legislation were evident before the end of the 

decade. No first-class battleships were authorized until 1890; the 

previous acts of Congress had provided for the construction of two 

second-class battleships, sixteen cruisers, six monitors, and 

16 
fourteen lesser craft. No less serious than the mounting Con¬ 

gressional opposition to the new program was the inexperience of 

American naval architects. Costly blunders were made in the con- 

17 
struction of the first four ships, and the nation itself lacked 

the industrial facilities needed to build the complex steel vessels. 

The inability to produce the necessary rolled steel plates, armor, and 

gun forgings prompted Congress to legislate, in 1886, against the use 

of any foreign-made items in our naval construction. By this act the 

Congress hoped to destroy our dependence of foreign industiy and foster 
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18 
the growth of supplementary industries at home. 

The problem of placing our naval construction on a sound basis 

must have been foremost in the mind of Secretary William C. Whitney 

in 1897 as he scanned the list of senior engineering officers for a 

man to fill the increasingly important position of Chief of the 

Bureau of Steam Engineering. In selecting George Wo Melville, 

Whitney passed over fourty-four senior officers, much to their and 

18 
Melville’s surprise. Whitney’s choice was not made in complete 

ignorance of Chief Engineer Melville's character.* Having served 

with honor afloat in the Civil War, Melville had taken part in 

numerous Arctic expeditions during the next twenty years0 His 

fame had become international after knowledge of his heroic 

leadership in the ill-fated De Long Expedition of 1879-82 reached 

20 
the outside world. 

Melville's sixteen and one-half years as Bureau ChiCf saw the 

United States Navy come of age both morally and materially] and, 

during this tenure, the Bureau of Steam Engineering began the 

series of tests that finally solved the problem of incomplete com¬ 

bustion which opened the way for the ultimate adoption of oil-fuel. 

During the years 1895-96, a board, the Experimental Board of 

Naval Engineers, was appointed by Melville for the purpose of con¬ 

ducting tests on the Hudson with torpedo boat No. 2 of the 

* F. M. Bennett felt that Whiteny based his decision solely on 
Melville's exploits in the Arctic. 
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MINE. * The Board made a favorable report and recommended that oil 
21 

fuel be adopted on small naval vessels* The conclusions must have 

been optimistic* Melville was apparently convinced by them. The 

Board's report was more than sufficient cause for him to propose 

another series of tests. 

Of the ten torpedo boats that Congress authorized in 1896, the 

smallest two were indenticalj and Meville secured permission to 

have one of them, the TALBOT, fitted out for oil burning. The 

Bureau then planned to run a set of comparative trials, the TALBOT 
22 

burning oil and its sister ship, the GWTN, burning coal* 

Up to this point all seems to have gone well; moderate success 

had been obtained with torpedo boat No. 2; the TALBOT was to be 

built according to the wishes of the Bureauj and Congress had 

appropriated §15,000 in 1897 for the trials of the two torpedo 
23 

boats and for experimental work ona liquid-fuel steam tug. 

These successes prompted Melville to write in his annual report 
2h 

for 1897: 

That fuel oil has not hitherto been used for naval purposes is 
due to the items of cost and difficulty of purchase, except in 
a few localities. 

It is therefore quite evident that, as far as can now be 
seen, there is no prospect of the use of fuel oil in replace- 

* Some of the early torpedo boats were small enough to be carried 
aboard battleships. H. E. Rossell, "Types of Naval Ships," 
Historical Transactions of the Society of Naval Architects and 
Marine Snginners, l893-l9lt3 (Washington, 191*5j, 282. 
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ment of coal on vessels employed in general cru|5ing. In as 
muuh, however, as the traditional policy of our ^avy has been 

a defensive one, it is probably that our torpedo fleet would 

operate on our coast only, so that if we can afford the cost 

we might readily adopt oil fuel for this class of vessels if, 

in extended practice it proves as successful as the experiments 
lead us to anticipate....The balance of advantages is so great 

where the use of fuel oil is at all practicable that, in the 
Bureau's opinion, the Department is fully justified in author¬ 

izing the experiments already provided for and any others 
which will tend to the early practical use of this form of 

combustible on our torpedo boats and other small vessels. 

Unfortunately, Melville based his conclusions on an inadequate 

knowledge of the subject. By chance, an unknown combination:’ of 

factors had made the trials on the Hudson a success which, in 

view of later failures, must have been exasperating. 

The war with Spain prevented the TALBOT from being fitted with 

the intended fuel system; not until late 1899 or early 1900 was the 

25 
conversion possible. Not to be thwarted, Melville was able to 

secure the use of another small torpedo boat, the STILETTO,-* in 

1897. The necessary tanks and burners were installed, and the 

tests were conducted under the supervision of Passed Engineer 

J. Co Leonard. In his report, Leonard stated that "<,.0in view of 

the state of efficiency at which liquid fuel apparatus has arrived, 

I respectfully recommend that additional tanks be built and the 

'26 
plant be made permanent 0" In submitting this report to the 

27 
Department, Melville supported Leonard's eonclusions: 

The Bureau considers that this permanent installation will 
be an important factor in the decision as to the general 

* The STILETTO, a fast wooden yacht, was purchased from the Herre- 

shoff Manufacturing Company in 18880 H0 G. Gillmor, "Torpedo- 

Boat Design," Transactions of the Society of Naval Architects 
and Marine Engineers, 1897,"35. 
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use of oil fuel for our torpedo boats, as an opportunity will 
thereby be afforded for testing the apparatus in extended 
service under the conditions of every day work so as to demon¬ 
strate, what the Bureau believes to be the fact, that the 
apparatus will prove entirely satisfactory and very convenient 
in regular service...In a preliminary report Mr. Leonard 
called attention to the fact that the Almy boiler on the 
STILETTO did not appear to be the best adapted for the use 
of oil fuel, although sufficiently so to enable satisfactory 
tests to be carried out0 In view of this fact the Bureau 
proposed in the near future, when the Department condiders 
that the services of one of the larger torpedo boats can be 
spared, to request that one be temporarily detached from the 
cruising duty in order that fuel oil apparatus may be fitted, 
and the system given a thorough test under the conditions 
obtaining on a first class torpddo boat with modern machinery. 

Melville*s expectations were short-lived, for the apparatus failed 

to work satisfactorily when the boat was turned over to its crew 
28 

and was later removed. 

While waiting for the release of the TALBOT, another vessel 

was made available for trials. A steam cutter belonging to the 

CORSAIR had already been adapted for oil and was turned over to the 

29 
Bureau on the 5th of August for experimental purposes. There was 

a complete lack of information, in the documents surveyed, regarding 

the time, nature, and conclusions of the trials made aboard the 

cutter. However, a note in an 1899 issue of the United States Naval 

Institute Proceedings indicates a source of the trouble that was 

30 
probably being encountered in this country. The article stated 

that the trials on the French torpedo boat destroyer SURIZ had 

virtually been abandoned because of the smoke problem; the speed 

and power were also less than with coal. '*But it was hoped,” the 

article concluded, "that by improved appliances to so obviate the 

escape of heat that this difficulty /speed and power/’ would be 
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overcome, while the absorbing problem was the questionsof smoke 

abatement; and to this no solution has been found o'* 

It was nearly nine months after the cessation of hostilities 

with Snain before the TALBOT could be spared from service at the 
31 

Naval Acaderry long enough to oermit fitting out at Norfolk* 

Another year elapsed before the boat was ready to start the trials 
'32 

at the New York wavy Yard0 The results of these trials are 

unknown as they were only briefly mentioned by Melville in his 

annual report of 19000 He stated there that an oil-burning 

installation had been built ashore at New York and that it was 

his "...intention to get good results ashore before installing any 

further burners on board the TALBOT." The discussion was concluded 

by the statement that, "In point of iconoiiy and full efficiency, 

however, it has not yet been demonstrated, either in this country or 
33 

abroad, that a change from coal is at present possible." Some¬ 

time in 1901, the tests with the TALBOT were discontinued and the 
3k 

boat re-converted to coal. 

Thus, after some six years of effort, the wavy had failed to 

solve the basic question of the adaptability of oil fuel for naval 

use. The Spanish-American War, by increasing naval construction, 

undoubtedly expanded the volume of work that the Bureau of Steam 

Engineering was required to perform. It certainly delayed the 

trials with the TALBOT which were to have begun in 1898. 

The state of affairs early in 1901 is clearly shown by Melville's 

endorsement of a letter from the Secretary. R. H. Hoffman had 

written the Department asking for any information on the TALBOT 



trials that could be released for publication in the Railroad 

Gazette. The natter was referred to Melville who made the following 

comments in his endorsement? 

Respectfully returned to the Department with the statement 
that the experiments with oil fuel on the TALBOT have been 

abandoned only on account of the lack of officers to properly 
pursue them, the oil experiments in general, hereafter, being 

more conveniently carried on in the experimental boiler room 

at the Navy Yard, New York. 

Until a fuller demonstration of the practicable service¬ 

ability of oil fuel apparatus for torpedo boat use is demon¬ 
strated the Bureau recommends nothing be given out for publi¬ 
cation, it being always inadvisable, and often misleading, to 

publish data of experiments partially complete. 

Melville must have been a tenacious man for he never accepted 

defeat. Instead, he profited by his reverses, or, at least, made 

the most of them. This was certainly the case with regard to his 

fuel oil experiments. Sometime in 1901, the series of seemingly 

unorganized and futile trials brought Melville to a clearer con¬ 

ception of his problem. An article in The Arny and Navy Journal of 

36 
February 22, 1902, pointed to this conclusion: 

The broad-minded sanity and sound professional judgment 
of Admiral Melville will commend themselves to naval experts 

in his contention that commercial success has not heretofore 
% been secured because attention was not given to the character 

of the furnace as well as the quality of fuel in the solution 
of this question /Tnel oil7. 

In June of the same year the Journal carried another article which 

37 
amplified the first: 

Admiral Melville holds that, inasmuch as petroleum contains 
the heat units necessary to produce rapid combustions its value 

as a generator of steam s hould be carefully investigated, and 

with the advent of the tubular boiler he belives that it is 

possible to devise a form of furnace capable of yielding better 

results with oil than have ever been obtained. 

Whatever course of action Melville may have been contemplating in early 
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1902, there can be little doubt that it was strongly influenced by 

certain events in January of that year. 

A new era in the United States petroleum industry was ushered in 

at Beaumont, Texas, on the 10th of January, 1902, and its effect on 

the ^avy was immediate and lasting. The Spindletop field alone would 

not have accounted for any drastic measures; however, it was probably 

the most spectacular of the string of major discoveries which raised 

United States oil oroduction from some 63,621,000 barrels in 1900 to 

38 
209,557,000 barrels in 1910o As the largest producer of oil in 

the world, the United States could hardly pass up the advantages 

that this abundance of fuel might convey. 

Accordingly, an amendment was introduced to the naval appropriation 

39 
bill for 1903 which read: 

Tests of liquid fuel for naval purposes: For extended 

tests of liquid fuel from California and Texas oil fields, 
under the direction of the Bureau of Steam Engineering, Navy 
Department, twenty thousand dollars. 

This amendment had an unusual origin and took a devious path before 

its introduction from the floor of the House. The natter was put into 

motion by Melville when he wrote to the Secretary that his Bureau 

had received numerous letters urging that the ^avy investigate the 

'Uo 
possibilities of using oil for fuel. One interested concern had 

Ul 
even offered to supply the oil needed for the tests free of cost. 

This letter also revealed the influence of the recent oil discov¬ 

eries. Melville asserted that, "...in view of the fact that there 

now appears to be an unlimited quantity of crude petroleum both in 

the California and Texas oil fields, which can be delivered at 

tidewater at a comparatively slight cost, the Bureau believes that 
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there is necessity to commence extended experiments for determining 

how this combustible can be adopted for naval use.11 His concluding 

statement offers a possible key to why he was so persistently 

advocating the new experiments: 11 .«.the problem of utilizing liquid 

fuel for naval and maritime purposes was one that it was the duty 

of the Navy, at least, in part, to help solve." Melville's letter 

was favorably endorsed by the Secretary and forwarded, not to the 

Chairman of the Mouse Committee on Naval Affairs, but to the Secre¬ 

tary of the Treasury. From there it was transmitted to the Speaker 

of the House on the 5th of February, 1902. The amendment was finally 

introduced from the floor on the 17th of May, however, not by a 

member of the Committee on Naval Affairs, but by Representative 

h2 
Samuel B. Cooper* of Texas* This roundabout path points to one 

or two possible explanations: (1) that there was some reason to 

believe that this amendment would not be incorporated by the Com¬ 

mittee in the bill, or (2) that interests outside those immed¬ 

iately concerned with naval affairs had now become actively 

* Cooper was a resident of Beaumont, Texas, at this time. The 

Biographical Directory of the American Congress, 177il-19li9 

(Washington, 1950 j, lj82. 
#* A letter from Melville to Senator Simmons on May 10, 1902, tends 

to support this contention. The letter read: On January 31st, 

the Bureau urgently requested the Department to ask of Congress 
a supplementary appropriation of $20,000 to be expended for the 

investigation of the best means of burning liquid fuel for naval 

purposes. This request qas approved by the Honorable Secretary 
of the Navy, and the Bureau has hoped ere this that it could be 

assured that at least part of this estimate w ould be provided for 

in the naval appropriation bill. The naval bill as reported to 
the House contains no appropriation for the specific purpose of 

testing the value of liquid fuel....As the Bureau, however, has 
at its disposition an unexpected balance of a previous appropri¬ 

ation for testing the value of liquid fuel, it is proposed to 

carry on the experiment as far as this available amount will 

permit. Melville to Simmons, May 10, 1902, Office of the Secre¬ 

tary of the Navy File No. 13668-7, N A, R G 80. 
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interested in the possible adoption of oil by the ^avy. Considering 

the depressed state of the petroleum market because of the sudden 

flood of oil from the new fields, it seems reasonable to assume that 

parties involved in the production and marketing of oil were now 

definitely considering the ^avy as a potential outlet for their 

surplus products. If the above assumption is correct, it makks the 

initial appearance of strong, enterprising capitalism in the Navy's 

fuel-oil problems. 
h3 

A board of three naval officers, the Liquid Fuel Board, was 

appointed; and, fortunately for the ^avy, the Oil City Boiler Com¬ 

pany consented to turn over to the Board their experimental boiler 
UJU 

installation at Washington for the duration of the testso The 

torpedo boats GWIN and RODGERS were ordered to Washington to render 

all assistance possible. Since the civilian employees of the Oil 

City Boiler Company were somewhat "apprehensive" when the tests 

required forced draft conditions, personnel from these two boats 
h6 

were used a great deal in tending the boiler. 

Melville's annual report for 1902 summarized the preliminary 

findings of the liquid Fuel Board based on the fourteen tests com¬ 

pleted at that time. The report was highly encouraging and showed 

that t> rogress had been made in determining the proper conditions 
hi 

under which oil could be successfully burned. Melville reported: 

It is now plain why success was not attained. There was too 
much effort exerted to burn oil in the same manner as coal. 
It is now realized that the oil Hhould be atomized (it is 
impossible to completely gasify it) before ignition, and that 
the length of the furnace, the volume of the combustion chamber, 
and the calorimetric area are factors which must be consi¬ 
dered. In fact, it is highly probably that it may be found 
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advisable to design a special boiler for burning oil. 

Melville then proceeded to break d own the problem by pointing out the 

three distinct features to be considered in the use of liquid fuel 
1*8 

on large ships. The first or mechanical problem involved the 

forcing of the boiler to obtain maximum power and economy. This, 

it had been determined, could only be accomplished by thoroughly 

atomizing and preheating the oil and air.—In taking up the next 

factor, the commercial possibilities, Melville emphasized that "... 

the question of cost should be of secondary importance in military 

matters...” however, he went on to state that the cost involved was 
1*9 

outside the control of the Navy. Probably without realizing it, 

he had touched on that perennial problem in naval policy, one that 

was later to affect the course of fuel oil development so potently, 

the problem of naval policy vs. Congressional appropriations. The 

third consideration dealt! with the problem of structural design - 

how to eliminate the dangers arising from the volatile vapors given 

off by the fuel stored in the vessel's double bottoflj. 

Before discussing the Board's final conclusions, it must be 

noted that the tests in 1902 were not all static. In early July, 

two preliminary trials of the oil burning apparatus recently 

installed on board the SS MARIPOSA, a tramp steamer on the San 

Francisco-Tahiti run. These trials and the first round trip were 
50 

reported on favorably by the naval officers who witnessed them. 

Withe the information drawn from all these sources, the 

Liquid Fuel Board, with Melville in agreement, concluded that 

one-third of the torpedo boats and destroyers should be at once 
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51 
fitted for oil burning0 This recommendation was not carried out 

by the Department. Various other duties prevented the Board members 

from issuing a final report in 1903, although the actual investigations 
52 

were completed late that summer. The report, when finally submitted 

in 19OU, was widely acclaimed. It was later thought that the Admi¬ 

ralty used the information it contained in deciding to install an 

53 
oil burning system on board the battleship MARS in 1905. 

From 1902, when the Board issued its preliminary report, until 

1906, there was little apparent progress toward the actual adoption 

of oil fuel; there even seems to have been a retrogression. After 

citing several examples where the use of oil had obtained excellent 

results, the Secretary of the Navy wrote in his annual report for 

5U 
190U: 

All this does not prove that petroleum can be advantageously 

substituted for coal as a fuel supply for naval vessels, but 
it is sufficient to warrant giving it a trial in some of them.... 

^ own view with respect to the matter is that the use of oil 

as a fuel on board naval vessels is a question that can not by 

any means be regarded as settled adversely. 

However, the Secretary’s report for 1905 failed to mention any 

aspect of the problem. 

A reason for the Department's sudden lack of interest might 

have been due to the changes in personnel during those years. Mel¬ 

ville ’s experience and steady guidance were gone after his retire- 

55 
ment January 10, 1905i. Of equal importance was the rapid turnover 

in the Office of the Secretary; from 1902 through 1906, no less than 

56 
four men held this office. Little direction or continuity could be 

expected from above and it is unlikely that the new Chief Engineer, 

Co W. Rae, had the knowledge or the grasp of the problems involved 
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to push for a prompt conversion to oil. Besides, with the basic 

problem of securing complete combustion solved, it was now up to 

the other Bureaus to work out those involving structural design 

and supply. 

Whatever the causes, the Department seems to have dropped the 

question of conversion until 1906. In that year the Department's 

somnolence was disturbed by no less a person than President Roose¬ 

velt. The President had been the recent recipient of two letters 

from interested concerns inquiring about the progress which had been 

made toward the ultimate adoption of oil fuel by the ^avy and 

57 
urging this course of action0 These letters were forwarded to the 

Secretary of the Vavy and thence to the various Bureau Chj£fs for 

comment and endorsements. Some of these comments throw an interesting 

light on the conservative nature of the naval bureaucracy. William 

58 
C. Cowles, Chief of the Bureau of Equipment, wrote: 

2. The Bureau recommends that there be no change from coal to 

liquid fuel for general use in the vessels of the United States 
Navy. 

3. Experiments and the experiences of merchant vessels have 

shorn that the use of oil fuel is practicable under certain 

conditions, and in certain parts of the world it is economical, 
but the military objections to its use in men of war are 
great...* 

11. The Bureau concurs with the Board on Liquid Fuel in its 

opinion that no attempt should be made to use oil as an 

auxilary or supplimentary to coal. 
12. The Bureau is of the opinion that the only class of naval 

vessels in which the use of fuel oil could be desirable is in 
coast defense vessels assigned permanently to the Pacific 

. Coast. If the bunkers of the U.S.S. WYOMING can be changed 

into oil tanks by the Bureau of Construction and Repair 

without excessive expense, the Bureau recommends that that 

* The reasons given for these conclusions were the dangers from fire 
and the limited supply of fuel-oil. 
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vessel be fitted for carrying oil and oil only for steaming 
purposes, and that extended trials in actual service be made 
with her before any other vessels are fitted for the use of 
oil as a fuel for steaming purposes.... 

VI. L. Caops, Chief of the Bureau of Contruction and Repair, seconded 
59 

Cowles * opinions: 

3« As a result of investigations already made, and in view of 
certain grave objections cited in this letter and in the inclosed 
letters of the Bureau of Steam Engineering and Equipment, this 
Bureau concurs with the Bureau of Equipment in recommending that 
there by no change from coal to liquid fuel for general use on 
vessels of the ^avy. 

Rae acknowledged the contents and signified that he would issue the 

proper instructions regarding the WYOMING in the event that the 
60 

Department acted on their recommendation. In a letter of June 1*, 

1906, Truman H. dewberry, the Assistant Secretary of the ^avy, 

notified the Bureaus that the Department would authorize the conver- 

sion of the monitor VJYOMING and that "the Bureau of Construction and 

Repair will at the same time be directed to undertake on board the 

same vessel an exhaustive practical study of the question of safe 

bunker stowage. In this connection, the loss of protection afforded 

by the coal in the bunkers will recieve careful attention. The 

Bureau of Equipment will be directed to consider the subject of 

adequate supply of fuel and its stoaage at convenient strategic 
6l 62 

points on shore." However, financial problems and disagree- 
63 

ments over the method of stowing the monitor's fuel prevented an 

early conversion. The proposed trials did no-L place until the 
6k 

spring of 1909. By that year, the time for trials had passed, 
«r 

and the CHEYENNE'S * oilfuel system was as obsolete as her monitor 

Renamed in 1908 because of the new battleship WYOMING. 
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hullo The CHEYENNE trials were put to rest by H. I. Cone, the new 

65 
Chief of the Bureau of Steam Engineering: 

As the oil fuel system which is installed on the CHEYENNE 

is one which the Bureau would not duplicate in another vessel, 

the necessity for continuing the experiments with her no longer 
exists, and so far as this Bureau is concerned there is no need 

for further t ests of the oil burning system. 

The results of the trials on board the CHEYENNE, as meager as 

they seem at first, can be appreciated only in view of theother 

developments in the years 1906-09* Three problems were immediately 

brought forward by the decision to ref.it the CHEYENNE: whether the 

monitor should burn both coal and oil; if oil alone was to be used, 

whether to store it in the vessel's double bottom, in the old coal 

bunkets or both; and which system of atomizing the oil should be 

used. Hardly less important were the storage and coal-armor * 

considerations. Some agreement over these questions ms imperative 

to the formulation of the policies, however tentative, to be 

applied later. The discussion over the CHEYENNE conversion forced 

the various Bureaus to air their problems and reach the solutions 

which were necessary for further progress. 

Concerning the use of mixed fuels, the Bureaus of Equipment and 

Construction and Repair, aB already noted, were emphatically 

against their adoption. Five months later, the General Board of 

the Navy expressed a somewfcfct different view in t heir reDort on 

66 
battleships: 

* The theory was held by many naval constructors that the longitud¬ 
inal bunkers protected the engineering spaces. Critics quickly 

pointed out that the bunkers were not always full, and thus it was 
a mistake to rely on them for protection. 
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The General Board has been impressed with the results 
attained abroad in the use of oil fuel as an auxilary, in 
speed gained and in a reduction of the fireroom complement 
formerly necessary for high speeds. The greatest gain has 
been in the continued high speed possible by using oil at a 
time when the fireroom force is becoming exhausted, the fires 
and boilers are clogged and losing efficiency, and the nearest 
coal in -the bunkers is a long distance from the fires« 

Following up this line of thought, the General Board reported in 
67 

January of 1908: 

The General Board is of the opinion that the use of oil 
fuel as an auxilary in large ships and as the sole fuel of 
destroyers and smaller vessels should be attended with marked 
advantages, and las recommended...that vessels be fitted 
accordingly. 

Later the same year the General Board dealt in greater detail with 
'68 

the whole problem,) It concluded that because of our great internal 

supply of oil, the Navy should continue with its development in oil 

burning. The study went on to say that ”...while it is probably not 

expedient to depend upon oil fuel alone for deep-sea ships, it is 

probable that it should be the sole fuel employed fQT destroyers and 

torpedo boats, uniformly in close touch with a base, or easily 

supplied from oil carrying vessels.” The battleships DELAWARE and 

NORTH DAKOTA, authorized in 1906, used this mixed-fuel system, * 
69 

while the CHEYENNE carried only oil. Valuable experience was 

thus gained in two distinct aspects of oil firing. The year 1908 

also marked another advance. The ten destroyers authorized that 

year were the first shins in the United States Navy designed and 
70 

built to burn oil solely as a propulsive fuel. 

x The purpose of the mixed-fuel system was to maintain power on 
long runs and not to increase power * 
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As for the other problems brought out by the CHEYENNE conversion, 

it was decided that the oil should be carried in the ship's double 

bottom or in tfche submerged cofferdams * The bunkers were thus left 

for coal storage, leaving the dubious armor protection intact. 

Eeeause of its inefficiency, the compressed air atomizer was not 
71 

used on later vessels and a mechancial device was substituted. 

So, in this rather negative way, the CHEYENNE conversion was 

vindicated. 

In 1909, a very curious incident disclosed the hesitancy and 

trepidation that mafckded the change to oil in destroyers. Hereto¬ 

fore, the Admiralty's agressive policy had been instrumental in 

placing the Royal Navy in the lead in this development. Therefore, 

when the Admiralty announced that the ten torpedo boat destroyers 

authorized in the ship building program of 1909 would be coal 

burners, the Navy Department had several anxious moments before the 

matter was cleared up. It even prompted a representative of the 
72 

Texas Company to write to the Department! 

He /the Company's British agent/ reports their inquiries 
for additional supplies of oil indicate the exact opposite 
/about the abandonment of oil fuel7, and that so far as the 
ten sh-palled torpedo baot destroyers are concerned, in which 
fuel oil installation was ommitted, that these are not torpedo 
boat destroyers at all, but really dispatch gun boats, built to 
keep the high seas and they are not fast enough (and would not 
be even with oil fuel) to catch even one of the old style tor¬ 
pedo boats  

We are firmly convinced that the British authorities would 
be very glad to keep other powers from using oil fuel in order 
to maintain t he lead, which they how have because of their use 
of it, and with that purpose in mind are permitting reports to 
leak out, which will discourage the use of oil fuel in other 
Navies.... 

So far as the experiments of the "WYOMING" (Cheyenne) are 
concerned, which are now going on, it may be that these will 
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add to the knowledge of the Navy Department with regard to the 
use of oil fuel, but if you will permit the statement, this 
question has been decided long ago by our merchant marine in 
favor of oil, whenever the price has been anywhere near the coal 
basis and a sonstant supply was assured, and all this without 
the special military advantages which would obtain' with war 
ships. 

We care little as to whether we or someone else eventually 
secures any oil fuel business our Navy may have to offer...but 
it becomes a question of concern to every American who is famil¬ 
iar with the subject, or interested enought to become so, that 
we have not been leaders in the use of oil fuel on war vessels 
rather than the followers, and we are in hopes that under your 
administration of the Navy Department the subject may receive 
the attention which it deserves. 

Even with this unofficial reassurance the Department must have 

been greatly relieved when the ONI reported in late January, 1909, 

that the new British policy was due only to a price change because 

of an increase in transportation rates and that it was not due to 

technical difficulties. 

Trouble of another kind was encountered with the new mixed-fuel 

battleships. While the firemen were trying to activate the oil 

burning apparatus on board the NORTH DAKOTA, shortly after commis¬ 

sioning in 1910, fire broke out around a fuel oil tank located in 

one of the firerooms. A Board of Inquiry was convened and found 

no one at fault inihe accident. The Board then overstepped its 

jursidiction and unofficially reported that "...the operation of the 

oil burning system as now installed in the NORTH DAKOTA is dangerous 
' 7b 

and should not be used again until radical changes are made therein.11 

The difficulties encountered on these transitional battleships 

were probably a factor in causing the Department, in 1910, to ask the 

General Board for an opinion whether battleships burning oil alone 

should now be fcuilt. To this query the General Board answered in 



25. 

the affirmative and suggested that plans be made by the Bireau for 

the inclusion, if practicable, of oil burning ships in the building 

75 
program for 1912. Actually, the NEVADA and the OKLAHOMA, authorized 

76 

in 1911, were the first of our battleships to use oil fuel exclusively. 

A report from the Fuel-Oil Testing Plant, * in 1918, had the last word 

concerning mixed fuels. Regarding the NORTH DAKOTA'S system the report 

stated that "...it is generally conceded now that the burning of a 

combination of coal and oil, efficiently and smokelessly, is impractical 

' 77 
with present methods." 

The years from 1906 to 1911 encompassed, then, the interval during 

which the United States switched from a policy of complete reliance upon coal 

to one in which oil became increasingly more important. Unlike the 

Admiralty, the Navy Department had made no attempt to adapt the older 

vessels for the use of oil-fUel. Their storage facilities were overtaxed 

by the newer additions to the fleet, and there was always the possibility 

that a failure in the oil supply would necessitate an eventual return 

to coal. It is even more likely that they realized that older ships, 

not specifically designed to carry and burn oil, would gain little 

in efficiency by the conversion. 

It is important to realize that the events outline in the 

preceding pages were with few exceptions confined to the Navy 

Department, and even there occupied the thoughts of only a small 

group of interested officers. Until 1906, the problem remained 

almost entirely within the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Steam 

* Set up under H. I. Cone at the Philadelphia Navy Yard 
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Engineering. Not until the decisions to convert the CHEYENNE and to 

utilize oil-fuel dn the new battleships was the problem considered in 

all its aspects. Yet, as important as this change in policy was 

ultimately to the Navy, it lay outside the main arenas of political and 

inter-service interest. The debates in Congress generally centered 

around the number and construction site of the new ships, rather than 

their characteristics. * The inter-service fueds, culminating in the 
78 

Newport Conference of 1908, completely overlooked this element. 

Within a few years, however, the aspects of the Navy's fuel problems 

concerning supply and storage became political footballs and the 

subjects of bitter inter-service strife. 

The two most serious criticisms that can be levied against the 

Navy Department are the ultra-conservative approach of its bureau¬ 

cracy and the lack of systematic planning regarding the various tests 

and trials. Some of the blame for both conditions can be placed on 

the organization of the Navy Department. Each Bureau existed in a 

compartment all to itself, with no co-ordinating authority closer 

than the Office of the Secretary. This office was held by no less 

than seven men in the first decade of the century. The General Board, 

organized in 1900, had no direct authority and could only advise the 
79 

Secretary on courses of action. Together with these internal dif¬ 

ficulties, the tendency of the United States to await developments in 

Great Britain put us at least a year behind that country with respect 

to the adoption of oil fuel. Notable exceptions were the appointing 

* The subjects of debate, of course, varied from year to year, but 
these came up consistently. 

•#* A. L* Key studied the design of the NORTH DAKOTA, and his criticism 
brought on the Newport Conference. The faulty design in the oil 
system was not mentioned. 
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of the Liquid Fuel Board in 1902 and the decision to exclude 

coal on the NEVADA; the latter development was paralleled in 

Great Britian by the QUEEN ELIZABETH class (1912 program), the 

8o 
first battleships completely oil-fired in the Royal Navy. 

The solutions to the major technical problems had been 

found by 1912, and although development did not cease by any 

means, the work done thereafter tended to be more in the way 

of refining the already e;:tant systems. After 1912, the supply 

and storage considerations became more and more important. Once 

the Navy began to build only oil burning vessels, it was 

increasingly necessary to insure for the adequate supply, trans¬ 

portation and storage of the enormous bulk of oil needed by the 

fleet. It is to the complications brought about by these new 

problems that the following chapters will be devoted. 
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Chapter II 

:,Take one of these enthusiasts of that description 
and of course everything is pessimistic to him. We have 

not got a perfect navy, and he wants one...God never made 
a nose to suit a nose specialist. God never made a 

throat to suit a throat specialist, and God never 
built a navy big enough and good enough to suit an 

enthusiastic young retired lieutenant." 

Remarks in the House directed at Richmond P. Hobson 
of Alabama by John Sharp Williams of Mississippi—April 15, 1908. 

The Navy Department found itself in an awkward position during 

the years 1908 and 1909. The first two battleships carrying an 

auxilary oil supply rid the ten new destroyers included in the 

Appropriation Act of 1908 were all due to be commissioned sometime 

in 1910. Once afloat, these ships would require a dependable: supply 

of fuel-oil located at the various ports from which they might 

operate. The problem of securing this fuel supply was clearly 

seen when the CHEYENNE conversions was under discussion in 

1906. No steps were taken toward a solution until the fall of 

1902 when the General Board took the whole problem under consid- 

1 
eration. In its study the Board recommended the establishment 

of oil depots at Guantananamo Bay, Cuba, San Juan, Puerto Rico, 

Bradford, Rhode Island, Charleston, and Norfolk. Specifically 

excluded were the Navy Yards at New York, Boston, and all of the 

West Coast. The Board further recommended that the collier 

ARETMJSA be converted into an oil tanker. Less than a month later, 

it modified its initial study to include a depot at the Canal Zone. “ 
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News of the Board's recommendations soon became known to the 

commercial world and prompted Arnold Schlaet, a Vice-President of 
3 

the Texas Company, to write the Secretary of the Navy: 

"We understand that the establishment of Fuel Oil and 
Gasoline depots is now being contemplated by the Department 
at various points on the Atlantic Coast; and we desire to 
advise you that since the inspection of our facilities above 
refered to we have added, or are about to add, additional 
terminals on the Atlantic and Gult Coast as follows: At 
Norfolk, Va.; at Charleston, S.C.; and at Mobile, Alabama, the 
two former being located close to the respective Navy Yards... 
It would seem that under the conditions named, there would 
be no special need for the Department to go to the expense 
of providing additional storage at the points we indicated. 

We would be glad, upon request, to furnish all necessary 
data with regard to these installations. Would also be 
prepared to erect Fuel Oil and Gasoline storage at Guantanamo 
at our expense on the Naval Reservation, if or interest to 
the Department, reserving the right to supply commercial 
need out of such stations if Erected by us." 

Schlaet's letter was refered to the General Board for its opinion. 

The Board recommended that before any final action was taken certain 

information be abtained from the Texas Company such as the 

location of each station, depth of water along side wharves, length 

of warfage, etc. The Board went on to conclude that "... as a 

matter of General Policy, the Government should have its own 

starage plants for fuel oil and gasoline at strategic points." 

No harm was seen, however, in encouraging the establishment of 

commercial facilities. As for the Guantanamo station, the 

Board held that "... the proposed arrangements at Guantanamo could 

not be permitted under the terms of the Lease to the United States 

by the Government of Cuba." ^ 

A request for the above information was forwarded to the Texas 

Company which quickly furnished the necessary data. ^ The Navy 

Department than declined the offer in all respects, giving the reasons 

provided by the General Board. ^ 
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An endoreeement by the Secretary of the Navy found with the letters 

referred to above authorized the Bureaus to begin construction on the 
7 

depots without delay. The Department had actually authorized these 
8 

depots some months before. 

Almost at once the Bureaus responsible for constructing the new 
9 

installations were plagued with financial troubles. A memo from the 

Bureau of Yards and Docks in June, 1910, revealed one source of the 

trouble. The memo described the contracts for tanks and foundations 

that had been awarded on the 8th, and went on to say that the work 

was "...to be done under the appropriation 'Depots for Coal,' and it 

is understood that some action .by the Bureau of Equipment has to be 

taken in regard to the expenditures in order to make the transaction 

legal." 

/ By the time the Navy Department had begun to remedy the storage 

problem, the General Board had further complicated matters. A 

month before the Bureau of Yards and Docks had awarded its contracts, 
10 

the Board had reconsidered the storage situation. It recommended 

that depots of ten unites be eventually established at Guantanamo 

and San Juan, the capacity of all other depots be doubled, and a 

ten unit plant be established at Corregidor with a reserve coal in¬ 
i' 

stallation. To citify and explain its new estimates, the Board drew 

up a memorandum for the Department: 

"The accumulation of supplies of fuel at depots in the 
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans is one of the most urgent 
requirements of the Navy in assuring preparedness for 
war. The capacities of our depots in any one strategical 
area are now insufficient to supply an active fleet for 
more than one month...The department therefore recommends the 
early construction of fuel depots of adequate capacity for 
the storage of both coal and oil at each of our principal 
naval bases, and that they be stocked when completed} 
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but recognizing the necessity of distributing naval appropri¬ 
ation over several years in the interest of economy, it recom¬ 
mends that only two be provided for in the current appropria¬ 

tion bill, one in the Atlantic and one in the Pacific. 

Meanwhile another hitch had developed in financing the construc¬ 

tion of the depots already approved. A letter from the Secretary of 

the Navy to the Chief of the Bureau of lards and Docks in August, indi¬ 

cated that a shortage of funds necessitated delaying construction of 

the San Juan depot until the exact cost of the other five had been 
12 

determined. The San Juan project was later dropped completely. 

The confusion regarding the financing of the fuel-oil depots 

resulted mostly from this provision included for the first time in 

13 
recent years in the appropriation bill of 1908: 

Depots for Coal: To enable the Secretary of the Navy to 
execute the provisions of section fifteen hundred and fifty-two 
of the Revised Statutes, authorizing the Secretary of the Navy 

to establish at such places as he may deem necessary, suitable 

depots for coal and other fuel for the supply of steamships of 

war. * 

The Secretary was given a good deal of latitude in spending this appro¬ 

priation. The major consideration, however, was the loss of control by 

the Congress, as that body had no say in the size or location of the 

depots. It was also possible for the Navy Department to spread the 

money out thinly over a number of projects, knowing that the funds nec¬ 

essary to complete them would be forthcoming in the next fiscal year. 

This practice finally came to the attention of the House Com¬ 

mittee on Naval Affairs in 1913; section fifteen hundred and 

# This provision was enacted into law on August 31, 181*2 (J> Stat 

577). 
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fifty-two of the Revised Statues was repealed by the naval appropriation 

bill of that year, The main point brought out in the House debate 

was the establishment and subsequent abandonment of the coaling 

depots at Frenchman's Bay, Dry Tortugas, and New: London, where 

1E> 
some #1,800,000 of the taxpayers' money had been spent since 1908. 

In the 1913 and subsequent bills, provision was made for new depots, 

but the appropriation was itemized. The funds were not reduced 

and they were made available until expended. The repeal of this 

Statue simply meant that the Department would have to go to the 

Congress every time it planned to establish or enlarge a fuel depot. 

So long as the Congressional appropriations kept pace with the 

Navy's needs, there was little cause for friction. That this Bplit 

later occured and its consequences will be the subject of a later 

chapter. 

Meanwhile, the Navy slowly expanded its oiling facilities:;. 

The stations at Melville, Norfolk, Charleston, and Key West were 

completed in 1912, and the work was well under way at Guantanamo 

Eay and Pearl Harbor. The situation can be seen from the following 

table of October 3, 1912: 
16 

TABLE I 

Fuel-Oil Storage - 1913 

STATION : Fuel oil storage caoacity-tons 

: 'tint uontractea: no. tames 

Melville : 2,500 2,500 : 2 
Norfolk : II 11 . 2 
Charleston : u " : 2 
Key West . IT M : 2 
Guantanamo : - 30,000 : 7 
Pearl Harbor * 5,000 : 1 



The tanker situation had improved also since 1909. In 1912, 

Congress authorized two additional tankers, the KANAWHA and the MAUMEE, 

to take some of the load from the overworked A1ETHUSA. ^ The 

new ships were badly needed as is evident from this statement 

made by the Chief of the Bureau of SupDlies: 

With only one oil-carrying cargo vessel, deliveries of fuel 

oil have been somewhat hampered, but no so as seriously to 

interfere with the movement of vessels. With two additional 
oil carriers, distribution to the fleet and yards will be 
much improved. 

Neither ship, however, was ready for service before 1915. 

In November of 1912 the General Board reviewed the strategic 

situation regarding fuel supplies in the event of war. It felt 

that any enemy crossing the Atlantic would be at an initial 

disadvantage because of the length of its line of communication. 

The Pacific, however, presented a somewhat different problem. 

"While it is true," the Board concluded, "that an ememy would have 

to cross the ocean to attack our Pacific continental coast, his 

more probably operations would be to attack out outlying depend¬ 

ences, forcing us to cross the ocean to meet him, with the attendant 

disadvantages of a long chain of supply,  and in case of Japan a 

chain of supply very much longer than his own,  with few inter¬ 

mediate steps, and open to attack through a large portion of its 

length." 19 This memorandum was followed by a more detailed report 

in 1913. ^ Under the section of this report titled General Policy, 

the Board made these recommendations: 

111.a) That the Pacific be given precedence over the Atlantic 
until the two oceans are in approximately an equal position as 

regards reserve fuel supply. 
b) That the outlying stations in both oceans be given 

precedence over those near to such sources. 
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26. Recapitulating, The General Board recommends as follows: 
(1) That the general guiding principle for the development of 

fuel stations be adopted as laid down in paragraph lit (a), (b), and 
(c). 

(2) That, in order to reduce the costs of fuel oil, the Navy 
undertake its own transportation of oil from oil field terminals 
to naval bunkers and storage tanks. 

(3) That, in order to make (2) more feasible as a remedial 
measure, the next appropriations sought be devoted to additional 
naval storage as shown in the table..., this tankage to be 
available by the summer of 1915* 

(h) That, in pursuance of (3), a site for fhel oil tanks be 
obtained in New York Harbor. 

(3>) That, in connection with the general subject of oil supply, 
an adequate number of naval tank ships be provided, and one tank 
ship be bought. 

(6) That, ih the establishment and development of fuel stations, 
the provision of an adequate number of barges, coal or oil or both, 
be undertaken at the same time as the work on the stations themselves. 

(7) That the Department rescind previous instructions that the 
’•unit” size of oil tanks shall be one of 2J>00 tons capacity, and 
that the Bureau most economically meet the particular conditions of 
time and place governing each individual installation. 

(8) That the Navy Department take steps to have an examination 
of the Philippine oil fields with a view to having a naval oil 
reserve tract set aside there. 

The Board's recommendations were followed in principle? the 

appropriation bill of June 30, 1911;, provided for the erection of 

storage facilities at Melville, Norfolk, San Diego, Puget Sound, 
21 

and San Francisco* The real significance of this study was the 

Board's attempt to project the Navy's oil-fuel requirements to 

1920. In normal times they would probably have been successful, 

but conditions after 1911; were far from normal. The following 
22 

table is a summarized version of the Board's fuel predictions. 
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TABUS II. 

PROJECTED OIL STORAGE CAPACITY 

(TONS) 

• 
• 

STATION j 1913 capacity Additional Total 
t 1915 capacity 1920 capacity 

Boston : 7,000 * Hi,000 
• 

Melville : 5,000 9,500 28,500 
• 

New York : 
4 

21,000 28,000 
m 

Norfolk : 5,000 
4 

21,000 U0,000 
• 

Charleston : 5,000 
4 

12,000 
• 

Guantamo : 30,000 
Bay : 

• 

50,000 

• 
San Diego : 

• 
7,000 lli,000 

« 
San Francisco : 

4 

Hi,000 ii0,000 
• 

Mare Island : 3,100 3,100 
• 

Puget Sounds : 
4 

Hi,000 li0,000 
• 

Pearl Harbor : 30,000 
4 

60,000 
• 

Key West : 5,000 1 » 12,000 

* Note: The tank of about 7,000 tons capacity is taken in this 
table as the size that can most economically be. installed, 
and is not to be understood as one of exact dimensions* 

These projections were followed during the next two years. ty 

1915, the storage tanks built, building, and authorized closely 
23 

approached the Board’s estimates. 

While the Navy Department was building up its shore establish¬ 

ment during 1915 and 1916, events in Europe were mounting toward a 

crisis on the sea. On June 2, 1916, the House passed its annual naval 
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appropriations bill. This bill, although the largest yet passed, 

2k 
was considerably less than the Administration at rirst proposed. 

However, within the week, the Battle of Jutland was fought. 

The new impetus given the question of naval prepardness 

resulted in a series of Senate ammendments to the House bill. 

The Senate had, in effect, altered the bill so that it differed 

from that of the Administration in minor details only. Back in • 

the House, the amended bill was pushed through intact by a party 

vote in spite of a vocal minority. In all, some 157 new vessels 

were authorized to be built over the next three years. This was 

to be a Navy second to none. ^ 

The Navy Department was aware that these new additions would 

require increased fueling facilities. In reply to its query in 

September, the General Board commented: ^6 

Neither the total storage by 1920 nor the rate of development 
of the scheme will meet future requirements in view of the 
greatly increased amounts of fuel oil required by the vessels 
provided for in the curnent Naval Appropriation Bill. Exact 
and necessary data upon which to base plans for the further 
development of strictly naval facilities for supplying ;'uel 
oil to naval vessels are not available. The Bureau of 
Supplies and Accounts at the request of the General Board 
has taken active measures to obtain the desired information, 
particularly ~s to the commercial facilities that may be utilized 
by the Navy. This applies not only to storage but to merchant 
tanker, barges, and wharf pipe lines that may be used in the 
delivery of oil fuel. 

During 1917 several tanks were built at insular stations. ^ 

Not however, until after our entry in the war in 1916 was a really 

comprehensive expansion of the fuel depots begun. In December of 

that year the Secretary of the Navy could report: "During the past 

year contracts were awarded for the construction at strategic points 

of reservoirs to contain 50,000,000 gallons of fuel-oil at a cost of 

about $1^,000,000. All the projects are now well underway; storage 
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for 11,000,000 gallons is now completed, and approximately 30 

per cent of the construction work has been done on reservoirs and 

28 
facilities Cor 37*000,000 gallons." The new construction, was 

29 
located as follows: 

TABLE III 

NEW CONSTRUCTION IN 1918 

STATION 
CAPACITY' 

gallons ^ons approx.) 

Melville 3,000,000 16, 667 

Guantanamo 
Bay 

6,000,000 20,000 

Pearl Harbor 6,000,000 20,000 

Puget Sound 6,000,000 26,667 

San Diego 2,000,0000 6,667 

Chesapeake 
B^y 

21,000,000 70,000 

France 2,000,000 6,667 

The policy that had been decided upon consisted in building up 

the West Coast depots to the capacity agreed on in 1913certain 

stations in the Atlantic ^elville and Guantanamo Bay) were also 

brought into agreement with the 1913 projection. The facilities at 

Porstmough, Charleston, Key West, and Hare Island were also increased 

slightly. To enlarge further storage on the Atlantic seaboard, tanks 

were built at Yorktown and Hampton Roads. No construction was done at 

Norfolk proper because of the lack of suitable sites. In addition to 



38 

the naval fuel depots, tanks were leased in the Canal Zone and at 
30 

Hampton Roads. 

During the war some of the storage tanks were constructed 
31 

underground, acknowledging the new potentialities of air power. 

Later this method of protection was abandoned and reliance placed on 
32 

anti-aircraft guns instead* 

By 1920 the construction begun during 1918 was virtually com¬ 

plete. With the exception of the Norfolk area, most of the depots 

had been built up only to the capacity decided on in 1913. * If 

the increase in oil-burning ships had remained as predicted, all 

would have worked smoothly. Ship construction during the war, how¬ 

ever, more than kept pace with the new storage, so that the Navy was 

relatively no better off in 1920 than it had been seven years earlier. 

In April, 1920, the Chief of the Bureau of Construction and Re¬ 

pair proposed apartial solution to the problem by recommending that 

old battleships, monitors, and cruisers be converted into oil bar¬ 

ges. The idea made the rounds of the Department and was finally 

submitted to the General Board. In their adverse opinion the Board 

stated: 

The General Board is of the opinion that the Navy Department 
should lend its efforts at the present time to increasing 
facilities for oil storage on shore rather than afloat. If 
the Shipping Board does desire for conversion into oil barges 
any ships whose removal from the Navy list the Department has 
approved the General Board recommends such disposal of them. 

Daniels, however, asked that an item be included in the Naval Appro¬ 

priation Bill of 1922 for $6,000,000 to convert four old battleships. 

# See Appendix B, 
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Since this action did not agree with the General Board's recommendation, 

Admiral R. E. Coontz, Chief of Naval Operations, informed Daniels of 

33 

this in a memorandum. In reply Daniels penciled this note on the memos 

I am inclined to think that I was not wise in recommending floating 

storage, and that the conversion of the Kentucky & like ships 

would cost too much. Therefore I am inclined to withdraw my 
recommendations & stand for shore storage and tankers. JD 

Projects for obtaining additional storage were dropped for the time, 

only to be revived the next year with entirely different results. 

Although fuel-oil storage was critical at the outbreak of the 

World War, conditions in water transportation were even worse. The 

General Board discussed the situation at some length in its report 

on the increase of the Navy in November of 191iii 

In the matter of auxiliaries needed for the fleet, the General 

Board is of the opinion that the #ost serious situation exists 

in the matter of fuel-oil supply, and that provision for oil- 

fuel ships would be given first consideration. This is serious 

from the point of view of economy in time of peace and would be 

disastrous in the event of hostilities arising. We have 

oil-burning destroyers built or building, to be followed by 

others, 8 ships of the dreadnaught type using oil as an auxil¬ 

iary fuel, and in 1915 the first two all-oil-fuel battleships 

will be added to the fleet, to be followed by others. To sup¬ 

ply this oil-burning fleet with fuel the Navy possesses the 

ARETHUSA, an old tank ship of 3,629 tons capacity and not more 

than 10 knots speed, and seven fleet colliers fitted to carry 

some fuel oil in addition. The total oil capacity is 23,728 

tons, 3,639 tons of which — that in the ARETHUSA — could not 

accompany the fleetj so that the present available oil supply 

that could accompany the fleet is 20,109 tons. Logistic studies 

show that to maintain our present oil burning fleet in active 

service across the ocean requires the delivery of about 23,000 

tons of fuel oil per month. To maintain this supply we have the 

seven colliers mentioned above apable of delivering an average 

of about 10,000 tons per month. This situation will be very much 

aggravated on the addition to the fleet of the two all-oil-burning 

battleships, OKLAHOMA and NEVADA, and the other destroyers now 

under construction. Nor can commerciAl oil carriers be relied 

upon to remedy this deficiency, since ocean tankage, both at home 

and abroad, is not yet adequate to meet the demands of commerce 

and industry. 
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To remedy this serious defect in our prepardness for 

war the General Board recommended the construction of two 
oil-fuel ships in the 1915 program. These were not 
authorized, and the General Board therefore emphatically 
repeats this recommendation for the 1916 program, and 
further recommends that the construction of the two ships 

authorized in August, 1912, more than two years ago, be 

hastened with all possible speed. 

Congress responded to this argument by appropriating the funds for 

one tanker in 1915 and the other in 1916. 

When war came the situation was still critical. To protect 

against the remote oossibility that German submarines might cross 

the .Atlantic and operate in the Gulf and Carribean, a destroyer 

force was established in the vicinity of Key West to protect the 

heavy tanker traffic in that area. ^5 

Measures were also taken in 1918 to provide more ships. 

Contracts were placed for two tankers at navy yards and for twelve 

others in conjunction with the Emergency Fleet Corporation. To 

fill the immediate need, the Navy Department purchased others 

from private firms. By these means some compensation was made 

for the lack of preparedness in 1911*. ^ 



CHAPTER III 

UOo 

ESTABLISHING AN OIL RESERVE 

'* o.othe Navy should refine its own oil from its own wells 

and thus relieve itself of the necessity of purchasing 

what seems fair to become the principal fuel of the Navy 

in the future, at exorbitant and ever increasing prices, 
from the private companies that now completely control 

the supply o'* Josephus Daniels - 1913 o 

The third problem that faced the Navy after 1910, obtaining a 

dependable source of oil for its projected conversion to oil-burning, 

seemed to contemporaries even more critical than that of storage and 

transportationo It was, of course, unique when it touched on the 

nature of the new fuel® In other ways it was a new chapter in what 

was by then an old story — the disposal of our national domain in 

the best interests of the country asa whole0 

The Navy became involved in the distribution of the nation’s 

real wealth at an early date. By curious coincidence the year 1866 

found the Navy concerned over two aspects of this problem* It is 

symptomatic of the transition that the Navy was about to pass 

through that while Chief Engineer Isherwood was supervising the 

first tests with oil-fuel, Secretary Wells could write in his 

1 
annual report: 

Many years since the government adopted the policy of reserving 

from sale certain timber lands for “the sole purpose of supply¬ 
ing timber for the navy of the United States.” The lands were 
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reserved were placed under the control of this department, and 
are scattered through the States of Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, 

and Louisiana. Agents were appointed...0These agencies were 

continued, at considerable annual cost to the government, until 

the beginning of the rebellion, when they were discontinued, 
and they have not been revived since the insurrection was sup¬ 
pressed. Yet it is not known that any timber has ever been 
procured from these lands for the government, but so far as 

ascertained, every stick of live-oak which has been used by the 

Navy has been purchased, and there is little doubt that much of 
it was cut and taken from the timber reservations which had for 

years been protected by government agents, at great annual 
expense to'the government• 

Since the restoration of peace, ineffectual search has been 
made for the maps and papers relating to these lands, but they 

have not yet been found — some difficulty may be experienced in 

ascertaining the quantity and the precise locality of these 

reservations, but from what has taken place, it is evident that 
the policy of timber reservations with salaried agents to protect 

them is a costly failure, and should be abandoned. The government 

has experienced no inconvenience in procuring ship timber from 

private parties, nor is it apprehended that any embarrassment will 

occur from that source in the immediate future. Under these 

circumstances it is a question whether the government should not, 
through the Land Office, resume possession of these reserved 

lands, and put them in market to be sold for general purposes* 

In view of the era of expansion and exploitation that was getting under 

way Wells’ conclusions appear to have been very sound. Yet, his 

2 
successor in office reported nine years later: 

I am constrained to repeat the recommendations of my last 

report as to the wisdom, indeed, almost absolute necessity, 
of securing, before it passes entirely away, as great a 

quantity as possible of our sea-shore live-oak, the best 

ship-timber of the world..... 

As I have before said, it is the growth of centuries, and 

when once gone will never be replaced. The supply, which was 
never large, is being rapidly exhausted, and it becomes yearly 

more difficult to procure, as what is left is being eagerly 
bought up for shipment abroad.....In the opnion of the Depart¬ 

ment, measures should be taken, if possible, to prevent the 

exportation of such of this timber as is left on our southern 
coast, and to secure it for the use of the Government. 

Some hi years later, remarkably similar circumstances developed 

around the uses of the Naval Petroleum Reserves. Then, the solution 

could not be found by abandoning oil-fuel as ship timber was aban- 
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doned in the 1880's. 

But all this was remote in time and thought when Gifford Pin- 

chot and Frederick H. Newell called on President Roosevelt shortly 

after his inauguration to discuss their pet project, a national land 

reclamation program. The result of their visit was reflected in the 
3 

Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902, Fortunately Roosevelt was not one 

to stop with half-measures. His message to Congress on May ij., 1906, 

indicates the direction that he was tending towards with regard to 

public land policy. This message, dealing mostly with the Standard 
k 

Oil Company, struck a new note in the last paragraph: 

Furthermore, the time has come when no oil or coal lands held 

by the Government, either upon the public domain proper or in 
territory owned by the Indian tribes, should be alienatedo The 
fee to such lands should be kept in the United States Govern¬ 

ment,,.and the lands should be leased only on such terms and 

for such periods as will enable the Government to keep entire 
control there of. 

On June 20, Senator RobertM. La Follette introduced a resolu¬ 

tion in the Senate calling for the withdrawal from entry of all 

public lands thought to contain deposits of coal, oil, and lignite. 

No action was taken by the Senate$ however, on July 28 and November 

12, the President withdrew some 66 million acres of public land 

containing coal in workable amounts. It is worth noting that, 

although Roosevelt was aware of the need for a similar policy con¬ 

cerning oil lands, he left this thorny problem to his successor. 

Specific bills were introduced in Congress in 1909 dealing 

with oil lands, but action on all was stymied by an adverse, oarti- 

6 
san vote. While Congress failed to act, another group of men had 

become interested in the question. Voicing this dissatisfaction, 
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Dr. George Otis Smith, Director of the Geological Survey, wrote to 

7 
the Secretary of the Interior: 

It will be easy, if desired, to multiply the authoritative 

statements in print concerning the superiority of liquid fuel 

for the Navy. For that reason I have to recommend that the 
filing of claims to oil lands in the State of California be 
suspended in order that the Government may continue ownership 
of valuable supplies of liquid fuel in this region where all 
fuel is expensive. 

It is evident from the many reports on t he superiority of 

liquid fuel that the question of its adoption is simply a quest¬ 

ion as to the price at which suitable petroleum products can 
be purchased.... 

Those areas in which the probabilities are greatest for 

striking commercial deposits of oil have nearly all been pros¬ 

pected with a drill and either proven or condemned. There are 

only a few areas of probable o*l territory now remaining under 

government control, and these are rapidly being filed on and 

patented, either through legitimate oil development or by 

subterfuge, over claims for gypsum, etc. If anything is to be 
done regarding the matter, there is no question but that it 
should be done at once, for prospecting is now going on at an 

unprecedented rate through the West. All of the larger oil 

companies realize not only that the supply in the proven fields 
is limited, but that the area over which prospecting is liable 

to result favorably is also restricted. 

Smith’s letter seems to have been ignored at the time. Not to 

be thwarted, he wrote to the new Secretary, Richard Ballinger, on 
8 

September 17, 1909, inclosing the earlier letter. Ballinger imme¬ 

diately wrote to President Taft urging him to alter his withdrawal 

orders so as to forbid ’’...all forms of filing, entry, and disposal, 

9 
including mineral entry.” Ballinger considered the matter serious 

enough to warrant a conference with Taft who was then in Salt Lake 

City. After the conference on September 26 he wired the feting 

Secretary of the Interior directing him to modify the withdrawal 

orders so as to prohibit mineral entry. The following day Ballinger 

received a telegram from the Acting Secretary indicating that this 

10 
had been done in California and Wyoming. 
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Two considerations should be noted in regard to this exchange 

of letters leading to the withdrawal of public lands from mineral 

entry. First is the role that the plea for naval preparedness 

played in all the communications. Without doubt this was done in 

all sincerityj yet it was apparently unsolicited by the Navy Depart¬ 

ment. A question is open as to what extent it was hoped that the 

withdrawals, besides aiding the Navy, would serve to curb the 

growth of powerful oil monopolies. The other element of importance 

is the recurring mention of the limited supply of petroleum. The 

specter of a failing supply with ever-increasing prices was always 

with naval planners. It exerted a pervasive influence on all subse¬ 

quent fuel-oil policy. 

The legality of the withdrawals was immediately contested by 

11 
interested parties in the various states affected. To firmly 

establish their legality, Representative F. W. Mondell of Wyoming 

acted as floor manager in the House and offered this explanation 

13 
of the bill in the course of the debate: 

The legislation is question is requested by the President in 

view of his doubt as to his authority to make what he believes 

needful, temporary withdrawals of lands for classification or 
for the purpose of making recommendations to Congress* The 

bill is submitted for the purpose of removing any doubt there 

may be in the minds of anyone as to the authority of the Presi¬ 

dent and also in hope and expectation that being a law that 

clearly outlines, defines, and recognizes the authority of the 

President, the authority conferred or recognized will only be 
exercised when the public interest clearly demands it, and 

that when the withdrawals are made for classification, the 

classification may be had and the lands restored to appro¬ 
priate entry as speedily as possible. 

As passed, the Pickett Act not only gave the President legal 

sanction for his withdrawals, but further provided 11. that the 



rights of any person who, at the date of any order of withdrawal 

heretofore or hereafter made, is a bona fide occupant or claimant 

of oil or gas-bearing lands, and who, at such date, is in diligent 

prosecution of work leading to discovery of oil or gas, shall not 

be affected or impaired by such order, so long as such occupant or 

claimant shall continue in diligent prosecution of said work. 11 Taft 

15 
immediately confirmed his previous withdrawals under the new ,4ct. 

Far from settling matters, the Pickett Act and Taft's succeeding 

confirmation invited attack. Those actions tended to throw some 

doubt on the validity of the initial withdrawal orders. If this was 

true, then any claimsnade after the initial orders and before the 

Pickett Act was passed would be valid notwithstanding the wording 

of the Act. Since such claims werenade, the Government was forced 

to enter into litigation to invalidate them. One of these suites, 

United States v. Midwest Oil Company, reached the Supreme Court in 

1915 and was decided in favor of the Government. * The case was 

won, interestingly enough, on the grounds that the President had a 

clear, unchallenged precedent for his assumption of power, and not 

"...that the President, as Commander-in-Chief of the Army and Navy, 

had the power to make the order for the purpose of retaining and pre¬ 

serving a source of supply of fuel for the Navy" as the council for 

16 
government argued. 

Somewhere in the heat of debate the initial consideration of 

creating a naval petroleum reserve was all but lost. Senator Gofef 

* The Midwest Oil Company (Standard Oil Company of New Jersey) had 
entered their claim six months after the withdrawals in vdyoming. 
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with an eye to the oil industry in Oklahoma, introduced a bill 

(S. 6631) on February 18, 1910 which authorized the Secretary of 

the Navy to purchase land near the oil fields of Oklahoma for the 

erection of a tank farm of some twenty-five million barrels capacity. 
17 

The oil therein was to be held as a reserve for the Navy. 

The bill was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs which 

eventually recommended that it be indefinitely postponed. Before 

taking this action, the Committee referred the bill to the Secretary 

of the Navy for his consideration. Secretary von L. Meyer reported 
18 

to the Committee on March 2l*, 1910: 

All battle ships now building are designed to carry about 1*00 
tons of oil as a reserve fuel and for use in forcing the boil¬ 
ers. The new torpedo-boat destroyers and a few submarines also 
will burn oil exclusively, but the total quantity which will be 
used by the navy will be so small as to make unnecessary any 
such reserve supply as that contemplated in this bill. It is 
notprobable that the use of oil fuel will materially increase 
in the future. The fact that the supply of coal is more gen¬ 
eral throughout the world than that of oil, and that coal is 
the safer fuel, renders it exceedingly improbable that the use 
of oil by naval vessels will ever be greatly extended. It is 
deemed more probable that the next important advance in the 
development of power will be in the adoption of gas engines in 
place of steam, the gas being produced from coal....For the 
reasons stated above, and in view of the great cost of the 
proposed acserve oil-fuel supply, the department does not 
recommend favorable action on the bill under discussion. 

Von L. Meyer probably was wise in rejecting Gore's bill for several 

reasons other than those he mentioned: in all probability some part 

of the oil lands already -withdrawn would be set aside for naval use, 

thus eliminating the middleman; and, if extensive storage were to be 

built, concentrating it some 1,000 miles from salt water would have 

been logistically unsound. In retrospect it is difficult to see how 

von L. Meyer could have disregarded all the signs that nointed to the 
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increase rather than the decrease in the use of oil-fuel. Herein 

lies a factor that helps explain why developments in oil-burning 

were proceeding so slowly. 

Early in 1911 the Navy Department was confronted with another 

proposition of acquiring an adequate oil supply. On January 7 
19 

Secretary Ballinger wrote von L. Meyer: 

Mr. E. R. Perry, of Tulsa, Oklahoma, President of the Oklahoma 
Oil and Gas Producers Association, sent a letter to this Depart¬ 
ment last fall in which he suggested that the Government should 
purchase for the use of the Navy the royalty oil taken from the 
lands of our Indian Wards in Oklahoma. I referred Mr. Perry's 
letter to the Hon. Thomas Ryan, former First Assistant Secre¬ 
tary of this Deprtment...with request that he give the subject 
careful attention and make a full report. 

Ryan made a lengthy report in which he stated that after having 

"...considered this subject solely with reference to the suggestion 

of Mr. Perry, that the Government purchase from its Indian wards 

their oil royalty in this field for the use of the Navy as a means 

of materially increasing the price the Indian would receive, and of 

promoting the interests of the independent oil producers of Okla¬ 

homa. ...after such consideration of whole subject as I have been 

able to give it, Mr. Perry's scheme for increasing the price of the 

Indian ward's royalty oil is neither practical nor advisable." The 
20 

Navy Department concurred with Mr. Ryan's conclusions. A few years 

later this same proposition with a few added features was again 

brought forward only to be once more abandoned. 

One very obvious conclusion can be drawn from the events dis¬ 

cussed so far — that the Navy Department had made no attempt to 

take the iniative in creating a naval petroleum reserve. Both 

Gore's bill and Perry's proposal considered the Navy's needs as 



secondary to the advancement of Oklahoma oil interests# Until the 

Navy Department was ready to assume the burden of developing its 

own plan, little more could be expected. 

H. I. Cone, Chief of the Bureau of Steam Engineering, was 

partly responsible for shaking the Navy Department from its state 

of lethargy. In a letter * to von L. Meyer in May, 1912,Cone 

recommended that oil be reserved for naval use on the public lands 

of California and on the Indian lands in Oklahoma. Oil land in 

Alaska should also be examined for this same end. "The oil thus 

designated for naval use,” concluded the Chief Engineer, "Should be 

held strictly as a reserve supply and should not be drawn upon so 
21 

long as it is possible to purchase oil in sufficient quantity.” 

Cone's letter was forwarded to the Secreatry of the Interior, who 

made a noncommital reply giving some details of the withdrawals to 

date. 

Somewhat over a month later, Beckman Winthrop, as acting 

Secretary of the Navy, again wrote to the Secretary of the Interior 
22 

concerning the possibility of forming a naval oil reserve. V7in- 

throp felt that the Navy Department was ”...unable to profit from 

the use of fuel oil to the extent of definitely adopting it for 

capital vessels until the certainty of a dependable supply, suffi¬ 

cient for the possible demands of war, has been established.” He 

then requested "...the cooperation of the Department of the Interior 

to secure a definite reservation for the Navy by Executive Order, of 

oil bearing lands in California sufficient in extent to insure a 

-> For full text see Appendix C. 
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supply of 500,000,000 barrels." 

Actually, the Navy Department had numerous reasons for being 

alarmed over the question of fuel-oil supply. In 1910 three com¬ 

panies had bid on the fuel-oil contracts for the Navy. The next 

year found only one company entering a bid; and in 1912 the Texas 

Company, the only satisfactory bidder, would guarantee delivery on 
23 

70,000 tons only at a 60% price increase. This, coupled with the 

fact that the battleships then under contract were slated to use 

oil exclusively, created an alarming situation. The problem was 

even more involved due to the nature of the Navy’s fuel requirements 

and its inadequate facilities for storing and handling the oil. In 

1916 a special Board was convened to study this very problem. The 

Board reported that the reasons for the scarcity of bids had been 

that the "...proposals are very indefinite as to the quantity to be 

supplied at a given point, at a given time, thus embracing a specu¬ 

lative feature not consonant with sound business." The report want 

on to say that this practice was due to inadequate storage and trans¬ 

portation and that "...the present cost of oil is largely due to 

lack of equipment, tanks, terminals, barges, and tankers, which has 

severely handicapped the Navy Department, and has required it to 
2k 

depend on the equipment of a few large companies." 

By August the Geological Survey had prepared the necessary 

order to withdraw some 37,760 acres in the Elk Hills, Kern County, 

California, for the exclusive use of the Navy. President Taft 

signed the order on September 2, 1912, and Naval Petroleum Reserve 
'25 

No. 1 was created. 

Problems arose almost at once. Because of the difficulty in 
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estimating the oil content of Reserve No. 1, Dr. Smith advised the 

withdrawal of further lands "...in order that there may be as com¬ 

plete assurance as possible that the United States retain control 

over a body of fuel oil adequate for future needs of the United 
26 

States Navy." Accordingly, the President withdrew some 30,080 

acres in Buene Vista Hills, California, on December 13', 1912. * 

This tract of land was designated as Naval Petroleum Reserve No0 
27 

2. 
Whatever relief the Navy Department may have felt after the 

creation of the two Reserves, events proved it premature. Von L. 

Meyer soon became acquainted with the' knowledge that the greater 

part of both reserves were covered with land graints and mineral 

patents of varying degrees of legality. On February 19, 1913, he 

wrote to both the Secretary of the Interior and the Attorney General 
21 

urging the swift prosecution of suits on any doubtful claims. 

Eefore any action could be taken the Wilson Administration came into 

office. 

One of Woodrow Wilson"*. first Cabinet appointments was that of 

Secretary of the Navy. This portfolio was offered to and accepted 

by a North Carolina newspaper editor, Josephus Daniels. Walter Hines 

Page, when asked in 1913 if Daniels was Cabinet timber, is said to 
29 

have remarked, "Timber! He isn't a splinter!" More recently he 

has been described as "...a 'dry,' a family man, a churchgoer, an 

affable gentleman of the Southern type, a fervent Democrat, and an 

* Reserves Nos. 1 and 2 are adjacent to one another. 



51 

30 

anti-mortopolfsA" It might also be added that he knew almost noth¬ 

ing of the Navy and had little respect for naval customs and tradi¬ 

tions. Daniels, though often stubborn, was a hard worker, and his 

eight years as Secretary were fruitful. 

Immediately on taking office Daniels was faced with a serious 

problem. The price and supply of fuel-oil had become so acute in 

1912 and early 1913 that the Navy Department was catfght in a dilemma 

over the advisability of building the NEVADA as an oil-burner. 

Daniels immediately wrote to Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. 

31 
Lane posing these five questions: 

(1) What in the opinion of the Department of the Interior will 

be the probable fuel-oil situation twenty years hence? 
(2) How many years notice can be given with any assurance of 

probable failure of oil in the United States? 

(3) Under present circumstances of patents granted and constant 
drainage of oil in the Navy Petroleum Reserves what will be the 
probable amount of oil remaining there twenty years hence? 

(il) What relief from the almost prohibitive prices of fuel oil 
at Atlantic ports may be expected? 

(5) IT, on account of high prices, it becomes necessary for the 
Department to drill for oil on the Navy Petroleum Reserves, and 

take therefrom 2,000,000 barrels of oil per annum, would it be 

wise to rely on these fields for a safe reserve of oil? 

Lane's reply stressed the "low order of accuracy" of any prediction 

that his Department might make. He was, however, able to give these 

32 
direct replies to the last four questions: 

2. ...the failure of the oil supply in the United States will 

not take place suddenly. 

3. ...depletion of not more than 20$. 
it. Prices will tend to go up on the Atlantic Coast. 

5. It is believed that the Department of the Navy may rely upon 
the reserves already existing for ajupply of fuel oil for a 

period greater than the life of any battleship to be constructed 

within the next decade. 

These answers seemed to have satisfied Daniels who issued the orders 

33 
to build the NEVADA as an oil-burner. 



52 

Daniel's policy toward the Navy's fuel-oil supply problem con¬ 

sisted roughly of two parts. The immediate goal that he sought was 

a means by which the Navy could reduce its fuel costs • The long 

term policy that he pursued centered around the Naval Reserves* He 

sought to clear them of all adverse claims and to have control of 

the Reserves vested in the Secretary of the Navy with the idea that 

the oil should be left in the ground as security against the eventual 

falling off of domestic production. Neither policy was fully real¬ 

ized; however, the parts that were put into effect are still opera¬ 

ting today. 

Daniels envisioned the Navy's fuel situation in 1913 in a true 

Wilsonian manner. The shortage, high price, and scarcity of bids on 

the Navy's fuel-oil requirements were due mainly to the monopolistic 

practices of the major oil companies. He was not alone in this feel¬ 

ing. The General Board, in its study of April i;, 1913, recommended 

that the Navy obtain oil lands in the East to offset the price con¬ 

dition on the Atlantic Coast. The Board went a step further when it 

also advised that the Navy, in addition to augmenting its storage 

and transportation facilities, should develop its own lands and re- 

311 
fine its own oil. The study was referred to the Bureau of Steam 

Engineering for appraisal and recommendation. Chief Engineer Cone's 

reply on the 19th reflected the current trend of thought in the Navy 

35 
Department. He briefly reviewed the reasons which had led the 

Department to decide "...to hold the Navy Petroleum Reserve's oil 

in the ground as an emergency supply..." — the fear of a production 

failure and the unsettled legal status of the Reserves. Cone held 
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that the Navy should secure other oil lands with the idea of produc¬ 

ing its own oil. He ruled out additional lands in California because 

no clear title could be obtained and he was reluctant to concentrate 

all the Navy's oil lands in one area. From these considerations he 

concluded that it would be highly desirable for the Navy to lease the 

oil lands held in trust by the Government for the Osage Indians in 

Oklahoma and that these two steps should now be taken toward those 

ends: 

(a) The Secretary of the Navy and the Secretary of the Interior 

jointly to recommend to the President for his approval the 

lease of this land by the Navy; 

(b) To obtain from Congress in the Naval Appropriation Bill a 

proviso under 'Coal and Transportation1 of a sum of money for 

work in the oil-field, and for tV establishment of a refinery 
with the authority to get oil out of the ground, sell the gaso - 

line and lamp oil distillates and apply the proceeds to the 

maintenance of these operations. 

Actually, by the time Cone had written his letter, Daniels had 

already made the first overtures to the Secretary of the Interior. 

On April 3, Daniels had inquired into the possibility of leasing a 

36 
part of the Indian Lands in Oklahoma. Secretary Lane's reply on 

the 23rd was unpromising because he insisted that the usual system 

37 
of closed bidding be used,, The matter rested there until mid-sum¬ 

mer o In June the Navy Department submitted a proposal for taking 

38 
over the oil rights on a section of Indian land. Lane's response 

in September again was a reiteration of the policy regarding com- 

39 
petitive bidding. As a result of this exchange the Navy Depart¬ 

ment altered its approach and on Spetember 13 requested that the 

Interior Department delay the letting of bids on a certain tract 

Uo 
of land until July 1, 1911;. At that time it was hoped that funds 



would be appropriated which would enable the Navy Department to sub¬ 

mit a bid. This last proposition was expanded and clarified in a 

letter from Franklin D. Roosevelt, as acting Secretary of the Navy. 

Ill 
Roosevelt wrote: 

I have the honor to submit herewith the following proposition:— 

That an option on a lease of 5,000 acres of Osage oil-land 
selected by the U0 S. Geological Survey be granted the Navy 
Department until July 1, 19111, subject to the following con¬ 
ditions : 
That if Congress appropriates funds to become available on that 

date, the Navy Department will lease this acreage under Inter¬ 

ior Department's regulations on that date, Drovided that the 
Navy department be relieved from competition with others in the 

acquiring of this lease, arrearing in lieu thereof to pay as 

bonus oer acre an amount decided upon by the Interior Depart¬ 
ment, this sum to be such as in the opjjiion of that Department 

will comoensate for the waiver of competition. 
It is requested that this proposition be given full considera¬ 

tion, and if it not be accepted as it stands that the Depart¬ 
ment on /5ic7 the Interior indicate to the Navy Department 
wherein the proposal must be modified to make it conform to 
the views of the Sedretary of the Interior. 

This offer was also refused by the Interior Department, prompting 

Daniels to write to Senator B. Tillman, Chairman of the Senate Corn- 

112 
mittee on Naval Affairs, in this dejected manner: 

Accordingly, I made an effort to secure from the Department of 

the Interior the lease of a portion of the oil lands belonging 
to the Osage Indians, with a view to asking authority from Cong¬ 

ress to proceed with the production of oil from these lands in 
the same manner as the present leasers, and to establish a re¬ 

finery for the production of oils suitable for the use of the 
Navy. Unfortunately, this effort was not successful, owing to 

the fact that the Interior Department required that the Navy 

Department should enter into competition with independent pro¬ 

ducers for the lease of this land, and as it was believed that 
authority from Congress would be necessary to do this, the 

matter was reluctantly dropped for the time being. 

The issue did not die at once. The General Board was still strongly 

recommending in December that the Navy produce and refine its own 

U3 
oil. Nothing, however, ever came of this interesting attempt of 



the Navy to compete with the oil industry. * 

The Naval Reserves fared little better during 1913* A short¬ 

age of funds and an insufficient staff hampered the land Office's 

kh 
work in investigating claims on the two Reserves. The trouble 

stemmed from the nature of Taft's original withdrawals. The public 

lands had been withdrawn for purposes of classification, and inclu¬ 

ded were sections claimed by individual* or corporations and not 

unpatented lands alone. The two Naval Reserves were created from a 

part of these original withdrawals and were therefore checkered with 

patents. These patented areas in the Reserves can be divided into 

four categories: land patented to individuals, •>:-*- that patented to 

the Southern Pacific Railroad, •SHB?- unpatented land in litigation, 

and unpatented land free of litigation# little could be done 

about the legal claims, and the nature of those which the Navy De¬ 

partment considered illegal rendered court action difficult. The 

time element was all-important. The claims were of these eight 

types: (l) discovery made before the withdrawal order of September 

27, 1909; (2) operators engaged in lawful and diligent operations 

who had not made a discovery; (3) operators who "...had filed upon 

public lands properly, before the withdrawal, but had not pursued 

their work with due diligence, and had not made a discovery;" 

There was still hope that Congress might take some action as 

late as 1916. Report of the Naval Fuel Oil Board, 1916, found 
with General Board Study l|lU, December 22, 1916. 

In Reserve No. 1 the l6th and 36th sections were school sec¬ 
tions . 

-X-5H4- The Southern Pacific had a clear patent to every alternate 

section or 1^,360 of a total 30,080 acres. 
About &k% of Reserve No. 1 fell into this category and only 

10$ of Reserve No. 2 
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(1;) operators in Class 3 who made a discovery after the withdrawals; 

(5) operators who made entry after the withdrawal order, but before 

confirmation was made under the Pickett Act; (6) those who had en¬ 

tered after the confirmation order of July 2, 1910; (7) some who 

entered after the Midwest Case was decided in 1915; and (8) entry 

16 
made in any period through dummy entrymen. The Navy Department 

had to settle all these claims before the Reserves could be expected 

to fulfill the purpose for which they were created. 

A large percentage of the lands which Taft had withdrawn were 

classified as non-mineral and returned to the public domain. The 

disposition of the regaining mineral lands, including the Naval 

Reserves, baffled legislators for a decade. During those years a 

number of general leasing bills were introduced, but none were 

satisfactory to all oarties involved. None were ever able to pass 

h6 
both Houseso 

Daniels was deeply involved in this debate. Prom 1913 onward 

the lines of division were drawn, more and more clearly over this 

issue. Supporting Daniels and the Navy Department were men such as 

Senators La Follette and Mann, Attorney General Gregory, and Presi¬ 

dent Wilson. The opposition came from the various oil interests in 

California and their lobbies supported by Secretary Lane and Repre- 

h7 
sentative Phelan in Congress. 

Action was taken by Congress in behalf of the Navy Department 

in 1915 when $10,000 was appropriated " ...for the custody and care 

of the naval oetroleum reserves..." and $50,000 "...to enable the 

Attorney General to reoresent and protect the interests of the 
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United States in matters and suits affecting withdrawing oil lands 

and for expences in connection therewith o'1 Daniels was then able 

to appoint an officer to take charge of the administration and care 

of the Reserves« later a Fuel and Personnel Division was created in 

U9 
the Bureau of Engineering for this purpose. In the same year Wil¬ 

son withdrew an area of oil land in Wyoming for naval use. This 

action was taken on the recommendation of both Daniels and Lane. 

Because of its subterranean formation this area was thought to be 

free from drainage by the nearby Salt Creek field. The claims cov- 
50 

ering Reserve No. 3 were known to be shadowy or non-existent. 

Unfortunately the Teaoot Dome, as this Reserve came to be known, did 

not contain a great deal of oil. * 

During the war it was proposed that the Navy Department drill 

their Reserves. This, it was hoped, would help offset the short¬ 

ages of oil and oil products. Daniels, however, refused to alter 

his policy. Throughout the conflict he fought to keep the Navy's 

51 
oil in the ground. 

After ten years of intermrfcient debate the Sixty-sixth Con¬ 

gress finally passed a general leasing bill. The bill, intro¬ 

duced by Senator Smoot in August of 1919, was debated, amended, and 

52 
enacted into law as the Leasing Act of February 25, 1920. At 

* During Wilson's administration two oil shale reserves were set 

aside in Colorado and Utah, consisting of 1*5,14*0 and 86,581* 

acres respectively. On February 27, 1923, President Harding set 

aside a large tract of land near Icy Cape, Alaska, which was des¬ 
ignated as Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 1*. These three Reserves 

have played a negligable part in naval fuel-oil policy because of 
the lack of oil bearing formations (Reserve No. 1*) and the cost of 

extracting oil from shale. 
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best, it was a bitter compromise between the contending partieso The 

limits of this thesis preclude a complete description and analysis 

of all 38 sections of the Act. Briefly it included provisions for 

the leasing of oil, oil shale, coal, gas, sodium, and phosphate lands. 

Only those parts pertaining to the Naval Reserves will be discussed. 

The Act provided that leases on producing wells only would be 

honored in the Reserves. Enough land to operate the wells ms also 

to be included in the leasing agreements. For these considerations 

the claimants were to pay the Government not less than 12^ royalty 

for the oil produced. Further, the President could at his discre¬ 

tion lease "...the remainder or any part of a claim on which the 
53 

wells were drilled, on any terms he might consider proper." The 

Leasing Act significantly failed to turn over the Reserves to the 

Navy Department intact. At the same time, the various claimants 

got less than they considered there due. It is important to note 

that the wording of this Act did not authorize anyone to drill in 

the Reserves. Only the legality of previously existing claims on 

which producing wells were located could be acknowledged by the 

President. 

One of the weaknesses of the Leasing Act was quickly made 

apparent. In the last half of 1920 the Standard Oil Company 
5U 

drilled a number of wells along one side of Reserve No. 1. 

This presented a serious drainage problem in that Reserve. As 

previously noted, the Leasing Act in no way authorized the Secre¬ 

tary of the Navy to do any offset drilling to prevent drainage of 

the Navy's oil. Alarmed, Daniels succeeded in having the naval 
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appropriation bill of that year amended to include a provision which 

vested the control of the Naval Reserves in the person of the Secre¬ 

tary of the Navy. * When this amendment was read from the Chair, 

Senator Lodge asked that it be passed over at that time as "It is 

one which the committee has not finally decided upon with reggrd to 

form..." However, the amendment was reported the next day in the 

same form. Immediately Senator Smoot introduced three changes of 

wording from the floor which were agreed to. The bill then went 

into conference. There the amendment was altered twice more and 
55 56 

finally passed. It was worded in this manner: 

That the Secretary of the Navy is directed to take possession 
of all properties within the naval petroleum reserves as are 
or may become subject to the control and use by the United 
States for Naval puposes, and on which there are no pending 
claims or applications for permits or leases under the pro¬ 
visions of... /the General Leasing Law/ <>.., or pending appli¬ 
cations for United States patents under any law; to conserve, 
develop, use, and operate the same at his discretion, directly 
or by contract, lease, or otherwise; and to use, store, ex¬ 
change, or sell the oil and gas products thereof, and those 
from all royalty oil from all lands in the naval reserves for 
the benefit of the United States.... 

Provided, that such sums as have been or may be turned 
into the Treasury of the United States from royalties on lands 
within the naval petroleum reserves prior to July 1, 1921, 
not to exceed $>500,000, are hereby made available for this pur¬ 
pose until July 1, 1922. 

The haste with which this amendment was written and adopted was nec¬ 

essary but unfortunate. A more general grant of powers could hardly 

be hoped for. Thus use of the word "exchange" could be and was 

Daniels had previously tried to have a bill of this sort passed 
by Congress. There was one basic difference between it and the 
one now proposed. In the earlier proposal, he hoped that the 
various claims in the Reserves would be eliminated by condemnation. 
Daniels to Senator Swanson, November 27, 1917, quoted in Ragland, 
60-65. 
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subject to antithetical interpretations. The $500,000 limitation 

set by Congress could thus be circumvented by merely seeing it as 

a blank check to exchange anything for anything. 

Before leaving office Daniels let the bids for the drilling of 

22 offset wells in Reserve No. 1. The actual swarding of these bids 
57 

was left to his successor. 

Two other threats to the integrity of the Reserves were avoided 

in 1919 and 1920. The government had been in litigation with the 

Southern Pacific Railroad Comnany for several years over the dispo¬ 

sition of some 6,080 acres in the Elk Hills. # The Government's 

case had been upheld by the District Court, but this decision was 

later reversed by the Circuit Court of Appeals. On November 17, 
58 

1919, the Supreme Court upheld the earlier decision© The Govern¬ 

ment based its case on the fact that the Southern Pacific had mis- 
59 

represented the nature of the lands and thus acquired them by fraud. 

The following year the Interior Department denied the application of 

the Honolulu Consolidated Oil Company for patents to approximately 

2,720 acres in Reserve No. 2. This application had been pending for 

several years. Daniels, of course, was opposed, while Lane thought 

that the Company's claims were valid. This occasioned the first 

rift between the two men, and vJilsom was forced to intervene by 

suspending action until a full study could be made0 The matter 

rested there until Lane left office in 1920. The new Secretary 

* The government was abib to prove that eight full and two partial 
sections in the Elk Hills had been fraudulently acquired by the 
Southern Pacific. 
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saw the question from the Navy's point of view and the patents were 
60 

denied. 

Daniels * accomplishments had fallen far short of his desire in 

1913 that the Navy should ".. .refine its own oil from its own wells 

and thus relieve itself of the necessity of purchasing what seems 

fair to become the principal fuel of the Navy in the future, at 

exorbitant and ever-increasing prices, from the private companies 
61 

that now completely control the supply." Reserve No. 2 had been 

virtually lost to the Navy Deoartment because of the leasing arrange- 
62 

ments made after February, 1920. Congress had failed to provide 

for the acquisition by the Government of those patents which, if 

produced, might seriously deplete the oil in the Navy’s sections. 

Yet, Daniels had done everything else that was within his power to 

solve the Navy's fuel problems. He had enlisted the President and 

influential Congressmen in his ranks; fought Lane to a draw in the 

Cabinet; beaten the major oil companies at their own game in the 

Courts; and had finally succeeded in having the control of the 

Reserves vested in the Secretary of the Navy. He could turn over 

his portfolio knowing that the Reserves were safe at last. He could 

hardly have envisioned in March that all this would be undone by 

the following December. 



62 

CHAPTER IV 

A TENTATIVE SOLUTION 

"But, sir, in normal peace times the sluiceway for a 
large part of the corruption to whitfh this Government of 
ours is subjected is the Department of the Interior." 

Senator Robert M. La Follette - April 28, 1922. 

Abstracted from the Navy's global commitments, the fuel-oil 

policies pursued after 1920 lose much of their meaning. They have 

all the appearance of a series of blunders resulting from either the 

extreme naivete^or supidity of certain responsible persons in the 

Navy Department. Actually, the policies followed were realistically 

conceived and carried to completion with an inexorable logic which 

could overlook the legality of the means employed. As seen some 

forty years later, they appear narrow to the point of absurdity. 

Yet in 1920 the forces which helped shape this condition of mind 

were seen with a clearness which time has effacedo 

The United States Navy emerged from World War I second only to 

the Royal Navy in material strength. The naval building program, as 

laid down by Congress in 1916 and after, was of momentous concern to 

Great Britain. Financially and morally exhausted by the war, she 
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could hardly view our naval expansion complacently. This challenge 

to Great Britain's naval supremacy, which might lead to another, and 

more costly naval race, tended to strain Anglo-American relations in 
1 

the post-war years. 

Several other factor/served to increase this tension. A great 

part of the oil resources of the world had been brought under the 

Eritish flag^by skilful diplomacy shortly after the German capitu¬ 

lation at Versailles• Eacked, if not partly owned, by the Govern¬ 

ment, certain British corporations had gained control of petroleum 
2 

resources in Europe, Asia, and, to some extent, Latin America. 

However, the deterioration of relations with Great Britain produced 

by these factors seemed even more alarming when coupled with the 

situation in the Far East. 

Favored by the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902, Japanese imper¬ 

ialism had gorged itself with the spoils of war. Japan, at the out¬ 

break of hostilites, had seized the insular possessions of the Ger¬ 

man Empire in the Pacific — the Caroline, Mariana, and Marshall 

archipelagoes. Although this occupation was declared to be only 

temporary, a secret agreement with Great Britain was reached, where¬ 

by the islands north of the Equator were to rffMtn in her possession. 

Early in the war, the Japanese also seized the German naval base at 

Kiaochow Bay in the Shantung Peninsula, and they had extended their 

control even further into China by 1918. ttilsom maintained a pol¬ 

icy of opposing the territorial expansion of the Japanese Empire by 

commercial and military means. Controversy at Paris over this ques¬ 

tion and the proposed Japanese control of Yap further embittered 
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3 
Japanese-American relations. 

Japan's newly acquired dominance of the Central Pacific 

placed the United States in an awkward strategic situation. The 

naval base at Pearl Harbor was the only important link between the 

mainland and the Philippine Islands. Scattered over the vast 

stretches of ocean from Pearl Harbor to Manila, the Carolines and 

Marianas dominated American lines of communication. In the event of 

war, the fate of the Philippines depended on the Navy's ability to 

keep this line open. 

There are numerous indications that the Navy Department had 

begun to react to this threat in 1919, and by 1921 certain signifi¬ 

cant advances had been made toward its neutralization. The building 

program for 1920 called for cruisers with a steaming radius of more 

than 5,000 miles and submarines of 2,000 tons displacement. These 

vessels would be admirably suited for purposes of scouting and block¬ 

ade in the Pacific. Of greater importance was the decision reached 

in June of 1919 to establish a battleship force in that Ocdan. The 

official reason given was to stimulate "...a spirit of rivalry 

within the Service, and thus to promote the Efficiency of the Navy 

as a whole." By the end of the year the United States Pacific 

Fleet was composed of some 200 units with a total displacement of 

some 800,000 tons — slightly less than the strength of the entire 

Imperial Japanese Navy. The combined fleet maneuvers of 1921 were 

held in the Pacific, and in June it was announced that hereafter the 

major part of the fleet would be permanently stationed in that 

li 
Ocean 
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Another condition plagued naval strategists in their search for 

the key to the Pacific dilemma. The difference between the slowly 

increasing storage facilites and the rapidly increasing fuel re¬ 

quirements of the new oil-burning fleet was critical. These facili¬ 

ties, although greatly expanded because of the war, had failed to 

keep pace with the additions to the fleet. Conditions were espec¬ 

ially critical in the Pacific, where, with the exception of Pearl 

Harbor, storage tanks had been constructed only as first Estimated 

in 1913. * The following tajjle gives the approximate amount of oil 

purchased by the Navy over a five year interval. 

TABLE I. 

Fuel-Oil Purchases 
(millions of bbls.) 

YEAR : QUANTITY 

1918 : k.$ 
1919 : 10.5 
1920 : 6.0 
1921 : 6.6 
1922 i 5.85 

The total storage in the Pacific amounted to approximately 866,8)48 

barrels in 1922, about Uh% of which was located at Pearl Harbor. 

Logistically, the situation would have been precarious in the event 

of extended operations. The expansion of the Pacific Fleet naturally 

emphasized this lack of supporting facilities. Daniels stressed 

this factor in his annual reports of 1919 and 1920, but as the 

Wilson administration came to a close nothing significant had been 

*/C See Appendix B for this comparison 
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accomplished. 

At home the Navy faced conditions that were equally perplexing. 

Congress, reflecting the disillusion and reaction of the nation, was 

rife with anti-navalism. The original estimate for the 1919-1920 

appropriation bill was $l,l*li*,061*,090. Of this, some $600,000,000 

was to be expended for new construction. The opposition to the bill 

was immediate and came from wholly unexpected directions. Ex-Presi¬ 

dent Roosevelt stated that we should not try to outbuild Great Bri¬ 

tain, but should be content with "...the second navy in the world." 

The New York Times, Scientific American, and even the Navy League 

declined to support the Navy Department. The bill, as passed on 
6 

February 11, 1919, amounted to only $720,000,000. 

The appropriation for 1920-21 followed the same trend. The 

Department's original estimate of $61*7,631,000 was cut to approxi¬ 

mately $1*32,000,000. Besides the injury done to the Navy's building 

program, these two bills reduced the enlisted personnel from a high 
7 

of 21*1,000 men to 120,000 men in 1921. 

In drastically reducing the Naval Service, Congress was probably 

responding to several stimuli; the general reaction that comes in 

the wake of every war, the desire of some to discredit Wilson and 

his Administration, the need to create an issue in an election year, 

and opposition to the idea of challenging Great Britain. The 

tensions in the Pacific seems to have had little effect on Congress. 

There is, however, some significance in the fact that the appropria¬ 

tions in 1920 exceeded those in 1916 by some $120,000,000. 

The prospects for 1921 were none too bright from the Navy's 
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viewpoint. Faced with an aggressive Japan in the Pacific and a 

weary, but powerful England in the Atlantic, it was confronted by a 

reluctant Congress at home. Not only had its quota of ships and men 

been systematically reduced, but plans for strengthening the Pacific 

bases had been laid aside. Fuel appropriations, cut drastically, 

had forced the curtailment of ship movements. The situation was such 

that drastic measures were needed. 

Incoming Secretary of the Navy Edwin Denby fell heir to the 

tangled mess of naval affairs on March 6, 1921. Alongside Harding's 

"best minds" — Hughes, Hoover, and Mellon — Secretary Denby was 

an obscure personage. But then, the peace time job of Secrefc&ry off' 

the Navy was not considered too demanding, especially when the man 

just elected desired nothing more than a return to "normalcy." Or, 

as Mark Sullivan summed it up, "The War and Navy Departments, in 

normal expectations, will have merely the problems of clearing up 
8 

debris and readjustment to peacetime basis." 

The "Duke," as his Michigan cronies affectionately called the 

new Secretary, had at least some knowledge of naval affairs. Since 

Governor Lowdon of Illinois had passed up the portfolio because of 
9 

a professed lack of knowledge, Denby was not an illogical choice. 

He possessed an unusual combination of talents. While still a 

young man he had served in the Chinese Imperial Maritime Customs 

Service and seen action at the Battle of Santiago as an enlisted 

man. Later he began to practice law and served six years in the 

House of Representatives on the Committee on Naval Affairs. In 

1917, at the age of 1*7, he enlisted as a private in the Marine Corps 
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only to be mustered out with the rank of major. A fellow marine at 
10 

Paris Island wrote later of Denby's military service: 

In the squad-room or out on the company street he'd gather a 
little throng around him and talk. That was enough. His talk 
was enough to make you forget anything. He wasn't a profes¬ 
sional entertainer or anything like that, but how he could 

talk I 

In the person of Harding's Secretary of the Interior Albert Fall, 

Denby met his match at that fine art. Between 1911 and 1917 he had 

amassed a fortune estimated at over a million dollars in the automo¬ 

bile industry. Denby could not be called a novice in the fields of 

business, government, or law. 

The new Secretary was soon faced with the various problems con¬ 

cerning the Naval Reserves. The bids for the offsetting vie 11s in 

Reserve No. 1 had to be opened and awarded. Before this could be 

accomplished, an entirely new factor was introduced which altered 

the course of naval fuel-oil policy, to say nothing of the lives of 

the men involved. 

Shortly after taking office, Denby came to the conclusion, 

possibly with the assistance of Fall, that the Naval Reserves 

properly belonged under the jurisdiction of the Deoartment of the 

11 
Interior, where control of the public lands generally rested. Of 

course, by the act of June U, 1920, the Reserves no longer belonged 

in that category, but were the sole possession of the Navy. Denby 

seems to have overlooked that point. A conference was held on May 

Some confusion exists as to the origin of the idea of trans¬ 

fer ing control of the Reserves. Denby stated before the investi¬ 

gating Committee that the idea was hisj however Fall's subse¬ 
quent actions indicate that he was behind the move. 
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10 between Fall, Denby, and the President to arrange this transfer. * 

Harding agreed to the proposal and decided that the transfer should 

be made by an executive order. Fall took it upon himself to draw 

up the order the next day. Before Harding's signature could be 

obtained certain objections were raised by the naval officers in 

the Department directly concerned with the Reserves. 

Admiral R. S. Griffin, Chief of the Bureau of Engineering, and 

Commander H. A. Stuart, head of the fuel division of that Bureau, 

both testified later that they had opposed the initial idea of the 

transfer, but were overruled by Denby. When Fall's draft of the 

order reached the Navy department, these two officers, after study- 
12 

ing it carefully, proposed that this paragraoh be included: 

But no grant, lease, patent, license, or permit pertaining to 
any lands, or the contents thereof, in the Naval Petroleum 
Reserves or Naval Shale Reserves shall be made w ithtout the 
approval of the Secretary or Acting Secretary of the Navy. 

Fall, realizing that this clause would severely limit his control 
13 

over the Reserves, rewrote the order so that it read: 

...but no general policy as to drilling or reserving lands in 
the naval reserve shall be changed or adopted except after con¬ 
sultation and cooperation with the Secretary or Acting Secre¬ 
tary of the Navy. 

# When Denby took the stand before the investigating Committee, he 
produced a letter that he had written to the President on May 26, 
1921. This letter reviewed the reasons for the transfer and then 
discussed the opposition of certain officers in the Navy Depart¬ 
ment. The contents tended to place the blame on Harding who had 
failed to consider the officers’ views before making his decision. 
Of course, by this time Harding was dead. Oswald Garrison Villard, 
in an article in The Nation, tried to prove that the letter was 
fraudulent and thus implied that Denby was more deeply involved 
in the scandals than it appeared at the time. 0. G. Villard, "Den- 
by's 'Lost' Letter”, The Nation, Vol. 118, 223-21;. 
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And it was Fall1s version that was incorporated into Executive 

Order No. 3U72 of May 31, 1921. * 

There are several noteworthy points concerning this order. 

First, come doubt exists as to its legality. Can the President, 

by executive order, override an act of Congress in changing the 

duties of Cabinet officers? In view of later events it is clear 

why Fall was so eager to have the transfer made, but what promp¬ 

ted Denby to initiate or acquiesce to this plan? He must have 

known some of the history of the Reserves, and he had the warnings 

of his subordinates in the Department. Two explanations offer 

themselvesj Denby might have been blind to the course he was tak¬ 

ing and been nothing more than a pawn in Fall's calculations, or 

he may well have seen and desired the outcome of his actions, the 

exploitation of the Naval Reserves. 

In July, Fall opened the bids for the offsetting wells. By 

pleasant coincidence the contract went to the Pan-American Com¬ 

pany of California, mostly owned by E. L. Doheny. Fall and Doheny 

were far from being strangers. Years before they had prospected 

together for gold. Their careers had since separated them, but 

1U 
some of the old comradeship had lingered on. 

Fall took one other preliminary step during his first months 

in dffice which should have clearly indicated to the Navy Depart¬ 

ment his general attitude toward the Reserves. The controversy 

surrounding the claims of the Honolulu Consolidated Oil Company 

had seemingly been settled by the last administration. Just 

* See Appendix No. D for this order. 
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after Fall took office the company filed for a rehearing, which 

was granted. Not wanting to override the decision of his prede¬ 

cessor, the new Secretary temporized by granting the Company a 

1? 
lease * to the Navy's remaining acres in Reserve No. 2. There 

were no legal grounds for this action. The Reserves were specifi¬ 

cally exempted from the leasing provisions of the Act of February 

25, 1920o No protest was forthcoming from the Navy Department. 

This unwarranted assumption of power seems to have had no effect 

on Denby's decision to relinquish control of the Reserves, although 

it took place over a month before Harding signed the Order. 

The situation remained the same through the summer, possibly 

because the full cooperation of the Navy Department was needed if 

any more of the Reserves were to be leased. As long as Admiral 

Griffin and Commanders Stuart and Shafroth held key positions in 

the Bureau of Engineering some opposition would always remain. 

Griffin's term as Bureau Chief, however, was about up, and on 

October 1, 1921 he was officially relieved by Rear Admiral J. K. 

16 
Robison. 

Robison was directly transferred from the Office of Naval 

Operations where he had been engaged in the formulation of naval 

war plans for the pacific. He brought with him an acute awareness 

of the Navy's strategic position in that area. The new Bureau 

Chief was fully acquainted with the existing inadequate storage 

conditions and with a recent report on Japanese war preparations 

The base covered the 3, OJjO odd acres in the Reserves which were 

unpatented and not in litigation. 
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written by the Commander-in-Chief of the Asiatic Fleet. In short, 

he had been exposed to the tensions that seemed to be mounting to 

a crisis in the Pacific0 With this background he was thrown into 

the mounting tensions resulting from Fall’s and Denby's handling 

17 
of the Reserves. 

Two facts related to his new job immediately caught Robison's 

eye. Reserves Nos. 1 and 3 were not as safe from drainage as 

had once been thought. Reliable geologists reported that they 

were being drained at a rapid rate. This is understandable, for 

by October 1, 1921, Reserves Nos. 1 and 2 had had 229 and 87U 

wells drilled in or adjacent to them respectively. Extensive 

drilling in the Salt Creek field adjacent to Reserve No. 3 also 
18 

presented a serious problem. It was estimated that the failure 

to drill offsetting wells had already resulted in a loss of some 

thousands of barrels of oil to the Navy. Or was the Navy the 

actual loser? Robison next discovered that the royalty accruing 

from the leases on the Reserves, totaling some $3,117*600 by the 

close of the fiscal year 1921, was not being credited to the 

Navy. Instead, it was being deposited in the Treasury under 

"Miscellaneous Receipts." Thus, Robison felt that the Navy was 

not only losing large amounts of oil by drainage, but was also 

being deprived of the royalty that he felt was its due under the 

19 
Leasing Act of 1920o He seems to have overlooked the last part 

of that section in the appropriation bill which provided that 

$500,000 was made available for the purposes of carrying the 

provision into effect. 
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Sometime in the latter part of October the three most pressing 

problems confronting the Navy Department were foremost in Robison's 

mind. The strategic situation in the Pacific, the serious drain¬ 

age in the Reserves, and the loss of royalty to the Navy seem to 

have heightened his sensgof impending crisis. His resulting syn¬ 

thesis of these forces was developed into a masterful plan to com¬ 

bine and solve all three. # This plan was outlined by Denby in 

a letter to Fall on October 2J?. Probably this was a formality as 

Robison had undoubtedly conferred with Fall about some of these 

conditions. Briefly summarized, the scheme covered these ten 
20 

points: (l) "...that arrangements will be made by the Interior 

Department to have Naval Petroleum Reserves Nos. 1 and 2 drilled 

with offset wells in every case where adjacent property is drilled; 

(2) ...the amount of drilling with consequent exhuastion of the 

Reserves shall be kpet as low as practicable without risking the 

depletion of the Reserves by other parties;" (3) the equivalent in 

fuel-oil would be delivered to the Navy for its royalty oil; (ii) 

so much of the royalty oil was to devoted to the construction of 

tanks at designated points; (5>) the Interior Department was to 

make every effort to secure the best possible arrangements for 

the Navy; (6) the terms of all agreements entered into by the 

# The originator of this idea is a matter of conjecture. Both 
Fall and Robison later claimed the honor. Denby and Fall had 

probably been working on some plan to lease the Reserves before 
October, 1921. Nothing had been done before Robison was trans- 
fered to the Bureau of Engineering. He seems to have acted as 
a catalytic agent, and the details involving Pearl Harbor prob¬ 

ably originated with him. U. S. Congress, S. Doc. No. 210, 67th 
Cong., 2nd Sess.; Robison's Statement, P. D. 131-2J?, NA, RG 80; 
and, Werner and Starr, l;7-3>0. 
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eering, and other features involved in the oil exchange were to 

be submitted to the Navy department for approval; (?) that all 

leases and contracts be furnished the Navy Department in copy 

form "as a matter of information and record only;" (8) the Inter¬ 

ior Department was to expedite the solution to this problem; (9) 

'Jo.that the development of Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 3 was not 

to be undertaken except to protect the Government against deple¬ 

tion of the Reserves by other parties;" and, (10) "that the gen¬ 

eral intent of this agreement is to transform royalty oil into 

either (a) fuel oil for current Naval use, or (b) fuel oil 

stored where required by the Navy as Reserve — the storage of 

course to be Naval property and to accord with Naval require¬ 

ments." This amazing proposal was concluded with the statement 

that "...in accordance with the foregoing understanding there is 

returned herewith fjLJ letter from the Interior Department con¬ 
cerning leases that it is proposed to enter into with certain 

parties in the Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 1. Such details are, 

under the foregoing announced policies, to be left entirely to 

the Department of the Interior." With this announced policy 

the Navy Department virtually lost the last vestige of control. 

Nothing could have been devised that would have suited Fall 

better, so he was in perfect accord with all ten provisions. 

This radical departure from the policy of the last admini¬ 

stration had several weak points. One of the prime moving forces 

from the Navy Department's view was the drainage of oil from the 
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Navy’s lands. Geological science had progressed tremendously 

since 1900, but it was still far from having developed all the tools 

that were needed to evaluate the exact amount of drainage in a 

given formation. There was certainly no unity of opinion among 

geologists concerning drainage in the Reserves. While they agreed 

that there was some drainage, the estimates varied from one extreme 

to the other. Each side could find ample support for its position 

on this matter. * Denby and Robison took the view that the danger 

was acute. It mattered little to Fall, but of course he went along 

with this opinion. 

The legality of the proposed exchange of royalty oil for stor- 

age is another point over which opinions varied. By interpreting 

the word "exchange," as found in the amendment to the 1920 appropria 

tion bill which turned over the control of the Reserves to the Navy, 

literally, then any amount of oil could be exchanged for anything. 

This was clearly not the intent of Congress. That body would 

hardly relinquish control of the purse by allowing an executive de¬ 

partment to finance its own operations. Yet, this seems to be exact 

ly what the Navy Department had in mind. This letter from C. S0 

Williams, Director of War Flans, to the Chief of Naval Operations 

on November it shows that the implications of the new policy were 

# Fall, Denby, and Robison were supported by C. H. Wegemann of the 
United States Geological Survey and F. P. Tough of the Bureau of 

Mines. C. K. Heald of the Geological Survey and A. W. Ambrose of 
the Bureau of Mines reported that the drainage in Reserve No. 3 
was slight or would not begin for some time. Ise, 3?0-71j Werner 
and Starr, lt9-3>0. U. S. Congress, S. Doc. No. 210, 67th Cong., 

2nd Sess. 
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21 
fully understood by key men in the Department: 

The arrangements made with the Interior Department and the 
Standard Oil Company will undoubtedly operate to allow more 
steaming by ships of the fleet and will consequently contri¬ 
bute very largely to its efficiency. There may be a certain 
amount of danger in giving too much publicity, because as soon 
as it is known what the character of the arrangements are, 
Congress will undoubtedly use these arrangements as a reason 
for cutting down appropriations for fuel and transportation. 
If this is done, of course the reserves which we so badly need, 
and which we seek to establish, will not be established. Fur¬ 
thermore, it is conceivable that the whole project might be met 
with open hostility in certain quarters because it operates to 
some extent to increase appropriations under fuel and transpor¬ 
tation beyond what is set down in the bill; and in another way 
it operates to create reserve fuel storage, the construction of 
which has not been specifically authorized by Congress. In 
view of the foregoing it would seem advisable to close the ar¬ 
rangements as soon as possible without undue publicity. 

It might be desirable from some points of view to inform 
the Commanders-in-Chief that the limitation on steaming is not 
expected to be as stringent as was feared, aft^er the provisions 
of the proposed arrangements become operative, and the reasons 
therefore. It is believed, however, to be unnecessary to pub¬ 
lish abroad or give extensive knowledge to the arrangements 
which have beeninade, but rather leave the question of the 
amount of fuel expenditures to be of purely administrative 
arrangement handled by the Department, and general instructions 
to the Commanders-in-Chief without going into details as to 
the reasons therefore. 

Not everyone, however, was able to view the "proposed arrangements" 

as complacently as the Director of War Plans. On December 6 the 

Chief of the Eureau of Yards and Docks wrote the Secretary of the 
22 

Navy: 

At the request of the Chief of the Bureau of Engineering, the 
Bureau has prepared a set of plans and specifications covering 
the storage of 1,£00,000 barrels of fuel oil in steel tanks.... 
The Bureau understands that the act (June it, 1920) making pro¬ 
vision for development of oil fields has been constructed to 
authorize the construction of this and similar fuel oil plants, 
but in view of the well known attitude of the Congress it seems 
to the Bureau that some communication with Congress or its com¬ 
mittees should be had before proceeding. Navy Regulations, 
■^rticle 1*88, states that "No building other than those author¬ 
ized and for which appropriation had been made by Congress 
shall be erected upon public lands at any naval station...." 
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Our three protagonists had no intention of bringing Congress into 

the picture, at least until they could present it with a fait accom - 

pli. They did ask for a legal opinion later. Instead of going di¬ 

rectly to the Department of Justice, they merely had the Office of 

the Judge Advocate General of the Navy render a decision, which was 
23 

favorable to their interpretations. 

The blanket of secrecy even extended to some Edreaus. Rear 

Admiral David Potter, Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, 
2h 

inquired in an abrupt manner as to the nature of the contracts: 

As the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts has not received any 
official information regarding the matter — the correspond¬ 
ence not having passed through this bureau — it is requested 
that advice be furnished concerning fuel oil storage intended 
to be erected at these points, and the conditions under which 
it is proposed that such storage shall be erected. 

Several junior officers in the Bureau of Engineering who were con- 
Y 

nected with the Reserves were transferred, * and further opposition 
25 

from that quarter was silenced. 

While the Navy Department was occupied with ironing out its 

internal dissentions Fall had moved quickly behind the scenes. He 

had already arranged that Doheny's Pan-American Petroleum and Trans¬ 

port Company would receive the lease on Reserve No. 1 for a personal 
26 

consideration of $100,000 cash. Now he turned to the problem of 

Reserve No. 3, the Teapot Dome. Harry F. Sinclair paid Fall a 

visit on the 31st of December, 1921 at his ranch near Three Rivers, 
27 

New Mexico. There an agreement was reached regarding the leasing 

* Commander Stuart testified that Fall had attempted to have him 
detached and transfered. Ise, 360 and Raizage, 188-90. 
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of Teapot Dome whereby Fall later received some $230,500 in IAb- 
28 

erty Bonds and $36,000 in cash0 Now it was up to Fall to convince 

the Navy Department, namely Robison, that this Reserve should also 

be leased and drilled to protect it from drainage by wells in the 

adjacent Salt Creek field. This was accomplished in late January. 

The actual lease was signed on April 7» By this lease, the Mammoth 

Oil Company, owned by Sinclair, was given the exclusive right to 

produce oil and gas from Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 3 for twenty 

years and as long thereafter as production was profitable. The 

royalty charge was to vary from 12-g- to 50 per cent depending on the 

productivity of each well. The lease further provided that all of 

the royalty oil was to be sold to the Mammoth and the ^avy was to 

receive oil certificates in lieu of money. These certificates could 

them be used to purchase petroleum products or exchanged for tanks 

along the Atlantic Coast. Both transactions had to be made through 

the Mammoth Oil Company. Finally the Mammoth agreed to build a pipe 

29 
line to reduce the cost of transportation. 

The arrangements for leasing part of Reserve No. 1 were handled 

somewhat differently. The bids called for a contract to buy the 

royalty oil accruing to the Navy from the twenty-two offsetting 

wells in the Elk Hills. A second part asked the companies to bid 

on the erection of storage tanks in Pearl Harbor, payment being 

made with the royalty oil. Three companies bid on this contract. 

Both the Standard 0il Company of California and the Associated Oil 

Company questioned the legality of the oil-for-storage provision and 

wanted this matter cleared up before agreeing to any leasing arrange- 
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merit. The Pan-American Company submitted two bids. The first was 

the same as the other companies; that is to say the bid merely 

stated that the Pan-American Company would have the tanks built in 

exchange for the royalty oil. The second bid was the same except 

that the Company agreed to reduce the cost of the tanks by about 

$2^0,000 provided that it would receive any lease that might be 

awarded in Reserve No. 1 in the future. This last unsolicited bid 

was accepted, but only after it had been somewhat modified. Before 

the contract was signed on April 2£ a clause was inserted at the 

insistence of the Pan-American Company which guaranteed that some 

cart of the Reserve would be leased within the year. On December 

11, 1922, Doheny's comoany was secretly awar.-ed a lease to the rest 
->r 

of the Elk Hills Reserve — the work to be done at the Government’s 

30 

discretion. 

Aside from the need to protect the Reserves from drainage and 

the legal and moral questions brought up by the leasing agreements, 

there is some doubt that the oil-for-storage trade was a wise ex¬ 

change. In the first place the royalty received from these leases 

averaged less than that received by the Government from leases on 

other public lands. Furthermore the contracts with the oil com¬ 

panies did not specify the exact price to be paid for the tanks; 

they only stated that two barrels of crude oil should provide one 

barrel of storage. In actual practice the ratio was closer to four 

* Besides this lease another contract was signed which provided 
among other things for 2,700,000 barrels of fuel-oil storage 
at Pearl Harbor and fuel-oil to fill the tanks already built. 
For a full summary see 273 U. S. ^89. 
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to one. Finally there were hidden transportation charges on the 

Government's share of the derivatives. All things considered, the 

Government was receiving approximately 2 3/U % of the total oil pro- 
31 

duced plus the tanks and other improvements. Not only were the 

tanks themselves an expensive way to store oil, but the oil was sub* 

ject to loss by evaporation and possibly by fire. The one overriding 

factor, other than the danger of drainage, in favor of storing the 

oil above ground was that fuel-oil would be immediately available 

in an emergency. This was Robison's contention, and it was some¬ 

what vindicated later. In all probability some of the storage 

tanks overlooked by Japanese aviators on December 7> 19Ul, were 

built with the Elk Hills royalty. 

Hardly had the first two leases been signed and locked out of 

sight before rumors began to circulate. Under the prodding of Bob 

La Follette the Senate called for the documents relating to the 
32 

leasing of the Reserves. After some delay Fall responded rather 

reluctantly. Enough information wad disclosed to warrant the ap¬ 

pointment of an investigating committee. * The details of the 

committee's work and the voluminous testimony it took are beyond 

the limits of this paper, but much of the information used in 

this chapter is drawn from secondary sources based on its findings. 

Due to the tireless work of Senator Thomas J. Walsh of Montana, 

enough evidence was amassed to warrant the indictment of Fall, Sin¬ 

clair, and Doheny on the grounds of conspiracy to defraud the Govern- 

The Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys conducted the 
hearings. Ise, 3f?8-£7. 
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Kent. Fall was convicted as charged, fined $100,000 and given a 

one-year jail sentence. Sinclair served nine months for both contempt 

of the Senate and contempt of court, while Doheny was cleared of 

33 
all charges. In the Navy Department Denby retired from the Cabi¬ 

net under fire on March 10, 192k, and Robison was transfered from 
3k 

the Bureau of Engineering in 1925. 

The Supreme Court finally settled the question of the validity 

of the Pan-American and Sinclair leases in 1927. * In both cases 

the Court unanimously ruled that the leases were invalid because 

they were fraudulently made. Subsequently the Navy recovered con¬ 

trol of its reserves, and the Government received some $12,l56,2lj6.66 

from Sinclair and $3h>98l,hlj9.62 from Doheny for oil already produced. 

One of the positive results of the abortive leasing of Reserves 

Nos. 1 and 3 is often slighted or overlooked amid the scandal and con¬ 

fusion. As soon as the accumulation of royalty oil permitted, con¬ 

struction was begun on the tanks at Pearl Harbor and Portsmoth, H. H., 

as Sinclair and Doheny had agreed. 192li, when the contracts were 

suspended pending Congressional action, 1,500,000 barrels of stor- 

36 
age had been completed at Pearl Harbor. A second contract for 

Pearl Harbor, calling for storage amounting to 2,700,000 barrels for 

fuel oil, 2,025,000 gallons for gasoline, and l,ii00,000 gallons for 

* The Doheny leases were invalidated on February 28, 1927, in Pan 

American Petroleum and Transport Company et al. v. United States, 

273 tJ. S., lj$6. The lease on Reserve No.^ was also struck down 
by the Court on October 10, 1927, in Mammoth Oil Company et al. 
v. United States, 275 U. S., 13. 
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luboil, was about 90% complete. * On the Atlantic Coast storage 

for 300,000 barrels of fuel oil, 225,000 gallons of diesel fuel, 

180,000 gallons of gasoline, and 87,000 gallons of luboil was also 
37 

reaching completion. The Secretary of the ^avy reported in Novem¬ 

ber that "The work on these tanks at both Portsmouth and Pearl Har¬ 

bor was found to be so far advanced that any delay in construction 

would involve a loss far greater than the cost of completing the 

tanks} accordingly, a stipulation was made between the Government's 

counsel and the counsel for the oil companies whereby these tanks 

are being completed without prejudice to either party in t he liti- 

38 
gation." The Navy Department thereby retained both the storage 

tanks and the control of Reserves Nos. 1 and 3. 

* The contracts included the construction of buildings, pipe lines, 
and wharfs besides storage tanks. 
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CONCIIJSIONS 

'‘Henceforth, all the fighting ships which are added to 
the fleet will use oil, and the transition from coal to 
oil will mark an era in our naval development almost 
comparable with the change from black powder to smokeless 
powder...." Josephus Daniels - 191U 

A definite shift in the trend of naval fuel-oil policy occurred 

between 1908 and 1912. Before those years the problems involved 

were largely mechanical in nature. The naval officers most directly 

concerned with this phase were engineers. In short it was an engin¬ 

eering problem that had to be solved, and the men involved were 

engineers second only to their status as naval officers. 

The period during which Josephus Daniels was Secretary of the 

Navy represents a transition. From 1913 to 1921 the new possibi- 

litites in ship-design stemming directly from the use of oil-fuel 

were realized. Except for the unique arrangement of superimposed 

turrets, the NEVADA'S appearance differed little from her immediate 

coal-burning predecessors. Within a few years some external changes 

were apparent, and the internal design of the engineering spaces 

bore no resemblance to the older ships. The elimination of coal 

bunkers adjacent to the firerooms resulted in a large reduction in 

the total space they occupied. In several cases the boilers were 

arranged so that their uptakes could all be led to a single stack. 

Although it was possible to adapt coal-burning ships to burn oil, 
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once the above alterations had been made the reconversion was impos¬ 

sible. Oil-burners were limited to the use of that fuel for their 

life-span. This situation made it imperative for the Navy Depart¬ 

ment to provide against the eventual failure of the nation's petro¬ 

leum supply. Hence Daniels' query concerning this supply in 1913 j 

and the resulting shift in policy. 

Refinements in design and engineering continued at a rapid pace 

after 1912, but the dual questions of storage and supply pushed that 

phase more and more into the background. The enlargement of storage 

facilities was almost entirely a matter of extracting the needed 

appropriations from an often reluctant Congress. The situation with 

the oil supply was a different matter. Here naval policy became 

somewhat merged with the radically new policies relating to conser¬ 

vation and the disposal of the natural resources of the public do¬ 

main. This merger reached an extreme when the Secretary of the 

Interior was given a free hand in determining naval policy. 

Disregarding those aspects of the leasing arrangements con¬ 

cerning the acceptance of bribes by Fall, the incident illustrates 

the consequences of a breakdown in the Constitutional probisions for 

civilian control of the naval service. This breakdown occurred on 

two levels. The chain of command from the President through the 

Secretary of the Navy was interrupted when Fall was able to bypass 

these two offices. Likewise Robison, under Fall's protective 

shield, was able to circumvent the fiscal powers of Congress. This 

points to the fact that the civilian-military provisions of the Con¬ 

stitution will function only so long as the men involved wish it to 
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do so. 

The reasons for Fall and Robison's desire to lease the Reserves 

are fairly clear0 Fall was and had been a staunch anti-conserva¬ 

tionist. In leasing the Reserves he was at least consistent with 

his previous position, not the mention the opportunities he saw for 

personal gain. Robison, although his motives were sound, allowed 

his judgment to be influenced by conditions of which his knowledge 

may not have been adequate. In any case the decision was not his 

to make. Denby's actions, however, present an entirely different 

case. The most that he can be accused of is a serious neglect of 

the duties of his office. Before the Senate Committee he seemed 

pitifully ignorant of all that had transpired. Yet his signature 

appeared on all the leases and contracts that Fall negotiated. It 

is still a puzzle why a man of his attainment lent himself to use 

as a rubber stamp. Possibly by trying to be 'one of the boys,' an 

end in which he seemingly excelled, he only succeeded in becoming 

subservient to the men and forces around him. 

From the Navy Department's viewpoint the oil-for-tanks agree¬ 

ments were intended to strengthen the Navy's, hence the country's, 

position in dealing with the tensions created by Japan and Great 

Britain. Ironically for Denby and Robison, Sedrefcitoy of State 

Charles E. Hughes took a more direct approach. In some fifteen 

minutes on November 12, 1921, he fired the opening salvoes in what 

has been described as "the greatest naval encounter on record." 

The results of the Washington Conference not only stabilized power 

relationships in the Pacific for a decade, but virtually destroyed 



86 

the strategic grounds for the oil-for-tanks arrangements. However, 

the results of the Conference are open to a dual interpretation. 

The plans for leasing the Reserves were well under way by November, 

1921. After the Conference there was little hope that Congress 

could be induced to appropriate the necessary funds. Thus, any 

devicd whereby the bases could be improved without going to Congress 

was made even more attractive. This temptation proved too strong 

for key men in the Navy Department. 

Today the Navy Department still controls the four Petroleum 

Reserves and three Oil Shale Reserves. During World War EE the 

Elk Hills Reserve was ■ roduced to offset the petroleum shortage. 

Since that time the Department has maintained its policy of reserv¬ 

ing the oil in the eventof a national emergency. 



87 

FOOTNOTES 

CHAPTER I 

lo E. B. Potter, et al., The United States and World Sea Power 
(Englewood Cliffs, 195577 393. 

2. Ibid., 399. 

3. Isherwood to Wells, May I4, 1866, Bureau Letters - Steam Engin¬ 
eering, January-July, 1866, Letter No. 367, National Archives, 
Record Group 19. Hereafter records in the National Archives are 

indicated by the symbol NA, followed by the record group (RG) 

number. 

1*. Wells to Isherwood, May 5>, 1866, Letters to Head*of Bureaus, 
No. 1*, July 10, 1861 to December 17, 1868, Letter No. 1*78, NA, 

RG 19. 

5. Annual Reports of the Navy Department, 1867, 173-75. Hereafter 
cited as Annual Reports. 

6. Arny and Navy Journal, May 3, 1902, 381. 

7. Annual Reports, 1867, 175* 

80 Potter, 388-90. 

9. Arny and Navy Journal, Feb0 22, 1902, 62l* and May 3, 1902, 38lo 

10. Annual Reports, 1877, 261 . 

11. Harold and Margaret Sprout, The Rise of American Naval Power, 

1776-1918 (Princeton, 191*6), 177. Hereafter cited as Sprout, 
Naval Power. 

12. Ibid., 178. 

13. ’’Professional Notes," United States Naval Institute Proceedings, 
XII, 21*2. Hereafter cited as U.S.N.I.P. 

ll*. Jo B. Briggs, "Liquid Fuel for Toroedo-boat Boilers," U.S.N.I.P., 

XIV, 1*51*. 



88 

Chapter I 

15. Navy Yearbook, 1911*. 829* 

16. Ibid., 1911*, 828-29. 

17. Sprout, Naval Power, 192. 

18. Ibid., 193-9U. 

19. Dictionary of American Biography (New York, 1933) XII, 521-22 
and F. ii. Bennett, The Steam Navy of the United States (Pitts¬ 

burgh, 1896), 805. 

20. Bennett, 679-712. 

21. ’’Professional Notes,” U.S.N.I.P., XXII, 816-18. 

22. Annual Reports, 1897, 1|28. 

23. Navy Yearbook, 19lit, 295. 

21*. Annual Reoorts, 1897, 1*28-29. 

25. Ibid., 1898, 635, and Navy Department to the Bureau of Construe 
tion and Repair, May 16, 1899 and May 8, 1900, Office of the 

Sedretary of the Navy File No. 81*60-5 and 81*60-10, NA, RG 80. 

26. Report, Jan. 27, 1898, Office of the Secretary of the Navy File 

No. 6135, NA, RG 80. 

27. Melville to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Jan. 31, 1898, 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy File No. 6135* NA, RG 80. 

28. Annual Reports, 1898, 61*1. 

29. Melville to the Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance, Aug. 1*, 1898, 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy File No. 6135-1** NA, RG 80. 

30. "Professional Notes,” U.S.N.I.P., XXV, 695. 

31. Secretary of the Navy to the Ch|fif of the Bureau of Construc¬ 
tion and Repair, May 16, 1899, Office of the Secretary of the 
Navy File No. 81*60—5 * NA, RG 80. 

32. Ibid., May 8, 1900, Office of the Secretary of the Navy File 

No. 81*60-10, NA, RG 80. 

33. Annual Reports, 1900. 81*1*. 



89. 
Chapter I 

3l*. Commanding Officer of the U.S.T.B. TALBOT to the Secretary of 
the Navy, Aug. lli, 1902, Correspondence of the Bureau of Steam 
Engineering, File No. Ili219-W, NA, RG 19. 

35. Hoffman to the Secretary of the Navy Jan. 3, 1901, Melville's 
endorsement, Office of the Secretary of the Navy File No. 12056, 
NA, RG 80. 

36. Arny and Navy Journal, Feb. 22, 1902, 625. 

37. Ibid., May 3, 1902, 380-81. 

38. Petroleum Facts and Figures (New York, 1928), 25. 

39. Congressional Record, 5?th Cong., 1st Sess., 5606. 

i|0. U. S. Congress. H. Doc. No. 363 , 57th Congo 1st Sess. 

lilo Ward to the Secretary of the Navy, Feb. 5, 1902, telegram, 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy File No. 13668-2, NA, RG 80. 

ij2. Congressional Record, 57th Congo, 1st Sess., 56o6. 

1*3. Annual Reports, 1902, 769. 

1*1*. Ibid., 757. 

1*5. John R. Edwards, "The Work of The Naval Liquid Fuel Board in 
Connection with the Development of the Military Possibilities 
of Crude Petroleum," Office of the Secretary of the Navy File 
No. 27228-36-1, NA, RG 80. This was a paper given before the 
Post-Graduate Department of the Naval Academy in 1913. Admi¬ 
ral Edwards had been the senior member of the Board. 

1:6. Annual Reports, 1902, 769 

1*7. Ibid., 1902, 736. 

1*8. Ibid., 1902, 737-iil. 

1*9. Ibid., 1902, 739. 

50. Ibid., 1902, 7U2. 

51. Ibid., 1902, 71*0. 

52. Ibid., 1902, 1000. 

53. Edwards, 11- 12. 



90 

Chapter I 

51|. Annual Reports, 190U, 16. 

55* Dictionary of American Biography, XII, 5220 

56. G. C. O'Gara, Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of the Modern 
Navy (Princeton, 191|3), 122. 

57. California Petroleum Miner's Association to the President, Mar. 
23, 1906 and Oil Well Supply Company to the President, May 8, 

1906, Correspondence of the Bureau of Steam Engineering, June, 

1906, Pile No. 935U-A, NA, RG 19. 

58. Chief ofhthe Bureau of Equipment to the Secretary of the Navy, 
May 21, 1906, Correspondence of the Bureau of Steam Engineering, 

June 1906, File No. 915U-A, NA, RG 19. 

59. Chief of the Eureau of Construction and Repair to the Secre¬ 
tary of the Navy, May 25, 1906, Correspondence of the Bureau 
of Steam Engineering, June, 1906, File No. 915U-A, NA, RG 19. 

60. Bureau of Steam Engineering Endorsement, Correspondence of the 

Bureau of Steam Engineering, June, 1906, File No. 786I-AA, NA, 
RG 19. 

61. Assistant Secretary of the Navy to the Bureau of Steam Engin¬ 

eering, June 1|, 1906, Office of the Secretary of the Navy File 
No. 13976-2, NA, RG 80 and Correspondence of the Bureau of 

Steam Engineering, June, 1906, File No. 915U-A, NA, RG 80. 

62. Assistant Secretary of the Navy to the Bureau of Steam Engin¬ 

eering, July 16, 1907, Office of the Secretary of the Navy File 
No. 13976-3, NA, RG 80. 

63. Bureau of Steam Engineering Endorsement, A„pr. 11, 1907, Corres¬ 
pondence of the Bureau of Steam Engineering, April, 1907, NA, 

RG 19. 

6i|. Commanding Officer of the CHEYENNE to the Bureau of Steam Engin¬ 

eering, June 9, 1909, Correspondence of the Eureau of Steam 

Engineering, June, 1909, File No. ll|281j-D, NA, RG 19. 

65. Bureau of Steam Engineering tc the Bureau of Navigation, Oct. 
Ill, 1909, Correspondence of the Bireau of Steam Engineering, 
October, 1909, File No. 20098-DD, NA, RG >9. 

66. General Board Study No. 55-06, Oct. 2, 1906. 

67. Ibid., No. 3-08, Jan. 8, 1908. 

68. Ibid., No. 28-08, May 2, 1908. 



91 

Chapter I 

69. Annual Reports, 1910, 1|88. 

7°. Ibid., 1908, 666. 

71. Ibid., 1909, 71ii. 

72. Arnold Schlaet to the Secretary of the Navy, Dec. 29, 1908, 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy File No. 13668-1I5, NA, 

RG 80. 

73. Office of Naval Intelligence to the Secretary of the Navy, 
Jan. 28, 1909, Office of the Secretary of the Navy File No. 

13668-144, NA, RG 80. 

7I4. Record of Proceedings, Courts of Inquiry and Boards of Investi¬ 
gation, Vol. 836, No. 5174, NA. 

75. General Board Study No. 129-10, Nov. 30, 1910. 

76. Annual Reports, 1916, 341. 

77. Ibid., 1918, 559. 

78. E. E. Morison, Admiral Sims and the Modern American Navy (Boston, 
1942), 201-15. 

79. W. R. Braisted, The United States Navy in the Pacific, 1897- 

1909 (Austin, 1958), Ik and Sprout, Naval Power, 305« 

80. Oscar Parks, British Battleships (London, 1958), 562. 



92 

CHAPTER II 

1. General Board Study No. 113-09, Sept. 9, 1909» 

2. General Board Study No. 123-09, Oct. 2, 1909o 

3. Arnold Schlaet to the Secretary of the Navy, Dec. 27, 1909, Sec¬ 
retary of the Navy File No0 27288-3, NA, RG 80o The following 

four letters and endorsement have the same file number. 

General Board to the Secretary of the NaVy, Jan. 18, 1910. 

5. Secretary of the Navy to Schlaet, Jan. 18, 1910, and Schlaet to 

the Secretary of the Navy, Jan. 27, 1910. 

6. Secretary of the Navy to Schlaet, Feb. 7, 1910. 

7. Endorsement by the Secretary of the Navy, Feb. 16, 1910. 

8. Annual Reports, 1909, 311o 

9. Memorandum from the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks to 
the Secretary of the Navy, June 11, 1910, Secretary of the Navy 

File No. 27288, NA, RG 80. 

10. General Board Study No. 73-10, May 11, 1910. 

11. General Beard Study No. 92-10, July 8, 1910. 

12. Secretary of the Navy to the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and 

Docks, Aug. 16, 1910, Secretary of the Navy File No. 27288-15, 
NA, RG 80. 

13. Navy Yearbook, 19ll{, 592. 

111. Congressional Record, 62nd Cong., 3rd Sess., 3933-36. 

15. Ibid., 62nd Cong., 3rd Sess.* 3933. 

16. Annual Reports, 1912, 37, 123. 

17. Navy Yearbook, 19111, 835. 

18. Annual Reports, 1912, 226. 

19. Memorandum accompanying General Board Study No. lilli, Nov. 26, 
1912. 

General Board Study No. lillt-1, May 29, 1913. Also filed as Sec¬ 

retary of the Navy File No. 27288-36:1, NA, RG 80. 

20. 



93 

Chapter II 

21. Navy Yearbook, 193J4, 77U. 

22. Included in General Board Study No. i|lU~l, May 29, 1913. 

23. Annual Reports, 1913, 170. 

2it. Sprout, Naval Power, 33U-33. 

23. Ibid., 333-ill. 

26. General Board Study No. l;lit-l, 2nd endorsement, Sept. 8, 1916. 

27. Annual Reports, 1917, 136. 

28. Ibid., 1918, lUO. 

29. Ibid., 1918, lj29. 

30. Ibid., 1918, U29. 

31. Ibid., 1917, 136. 

32. Correspondence relating to this matter can be found in Secretary 

of the'Navy File No. 27288-l}3:2 - 1*3:6, NA, RG 80. 

33. Correspondence in P.D. 131-13, Office of the Secretary of the 
Navy File No. 13668, NA, RG 80. 

3l|. Congressional Record, 63rd Cong., 3rd Sess., 2693. 

33. Annual Reports, 1918, 19. 

36. Ibid., 1918, 33. 



CHAPTER III 

1. Annual Reports, 1866, 36-37. 

2. Ibid., 187$, 19. 

3. E. Louise Peffer, The Closing of the Public Domain (Stanford, 

1951), 32-35. 

1;. Congressional Record, 59th Cong., 1st Sess., 6358. 

5. John Ise, The United States Oil Policy (New Haven, 1926), 310; 
Peffer, 69. 

6. Ise, 311-12. 

7. Smith to the Secretary of the Interior, Feb. 2i;, 1908, United 
States Geological Survey Bulletin No. 623, 10li, hereafter cited 

as Bulletin; and Reginald W. Ragland, A History of the Naval 

Petroleum Reserves and of the Development of the Present National 

Policy Respecting Them Tl9l;U), 18-19. 

8. Bulletin, 133-31;, and Ragland, 22-23. 

9. Bulletin, 13U—35, and Ragland, 2l;-26. 

10. United States Reports, Vol. 236, U87, hereafter cited in this 

form 236 U. SVWTo 

11. Ise, 313. 

12. Ibid., 31U-20. 

13. Congressional Record, 6lst Cong., 2nd Sess., U61;5. 

ll;. Ibid., 6lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 5067. 

15. Ise, 320. 

16. 236 U. S. I459- Quote on U68. 

17. Secretary of the Navy File No. 26256-61;. 

18. U. S. Congress, S. Rep. No. l;8l, 6lst Cong., 2nd Sess. Ordered 

printed on March 31, 1910. 

19« Ballinger to Meyer, Jan. 7, 1911, Secretary of the Navy File No. 

13668-75, NA, RG 80. 



95. 
Chapter III 

20. Ryan's report and endorsements are found under Secretary of the 
Navy File No. 13668-75, NA, RG 80. 

21. Cone to the Secretary of the Navy, Flay 5, 1911, Secretary of the 
Navy File No. 13668-75, NA, RG 80. 

22. Winthrop to the Secretary of the Interior, June 25, 1912, Sec¬ 
retary of the Navy File No. 13668-81}:2, NA, RG 80. 

23. General Board to the Secretary of the Navy, June 26, 1912, 
Secretary of the Navy File No. 13668—8Us3, NA, RG 80; Report 
of the Naval Fuel Oil Board on the Supply of Fuel Oil for the 
Navy, 1916, 26. Found with General Board Study No, I4IJ4, Dec. 
22, 1916 and hereafter cited as Report of Naval Fuel Oil Board, 
1916. 

25. Report of the Naval Fuel Oil Board, 1916, 26-28. 

25. Ragland, 39. 

26. Smith to the Secretary of the Interior, Dec. 6, 1912, Secre¬ 
tary of the Navy File No. 13668-814:1}, NA, RG 80; Bulletin, 29; 
Ragland, U0—Ul• 

27. Bulletin, 290-91 and Ragland, 1}1-1}2. 

28. Secretary of the Navy to the Secretary of the Interior and to 
the Attorney General, Feb. 19, 1913, Secretary of the Navy File 
No. 13668-814:5-6, NA, RG 80. 

29. Quoted in J. L. Bates, "Josephus Daniels and the Naval Oil Re¬ 
serves," United States Naval Institute Proceedings, Vol. 79, 171. 

30. Ibid., 171. 

31. Winthrop to lane, The Josephus Daniels Papers, Library of Con¬ 
gress, Manuscript Division, Box 255; and Josephus Daniels, The 
Wilson Era, 1910-1917 (Chapel Hill, 19140, 368-69. Hereafter 
cited as Daniels. Winthrop, as acting Secretary of the Navy, 
actually signed the letter. 

32. lane to Daniels, Mar. 31, 1913, Daniels Papers, Box 255. 

33. Daniels, 368. 

31}. General Board Study No. UlU, Arr. I4, 1913. 

35. Found with General Board Study No. bib, Apr. b, 1913. 



96. 
Chapter III 

36. Daniels to Lane, Apr# 3, 1913, Secretary of the Navy File No. 
13668-81**11-1, NA, RG 80. 

37. Lane to Daniels, Apr. 23, 1913, Secretary of the Navy File No. 
13668-81;: 11-1, NA, RG 80. 

38. Daniels to Lane, June 17, 1913, Secretary of the Navy File No. 
13668-81;:25, NA, RG 80. 

39. Lane to Daniels, Sept. 12, 1913, Secretary of the Navy File No. 
13668-81;i25, NA, RG 80. 

1|0. Daniels to Lane, Sept. 13, 1913, Secretary of the Navy File No. 
13668-81;: 11-2, NA, RG 80. 

Ul. Roosevelt to Lane, Oct. 10, 1913, Secretary of the Navy File No. 
13668-81;ill-li, NA, RG 80. 

1;2. Daniels to Tillman, Nov. U, 1913, Secretary of the Navy File No. 
13668-81;:22, NA, RG 80. 

l;3. General Board to the Secretary of the Navy, Dec. 10, 1913, Sec¬ 
retary of the Navy File No. 13668-8i;i25, NA, RG 80. 

bb* Memorandum from R. S. Griffin to the Aid for Material, Dec. 1;, 
1913, Secretary of the Navy File No. 13668-81^:26, NA, RG 80. 

U5. Ise, 333-31; and Congressional Record, 66th Cong., 1st Sess., 
U7li6. 

U6. Ibid., 320. 

1;7* Bates, 173. 

1;8. Annual Reports, 1915, 63. 

1*9. Ibid., 1915, 63. 

50. Lane to Daniels, Griffin’s endorsement, Mar. 3, 1915, Secretary 
of the Navy File No. 13668-207:1;, NA, RG 80j Daniels, 379. 

51. Ise, 337-38. 

52. Ibid., Chapter XXIV. 

53. Ibid., 356. Also see Ragland, 5U-59. 

5U. Marcus E. Ravage, The Story of the Teapot Dome (New York, 1921;), 
15-18j and M. R. Werner and 37 Starr, Teapot Dome (New York, 
1959), 1*2—l*3s Ise, 372. 



97 

Chapter III 

55. Congressional Record, 66th Cong., 2nd Sess., 6159, and Ragland, 
77-79. 

56. Ravage, 15-17 and Ragland, 79-80. 

$7. Ravage, 18 and Ise, 372. 

58. United States v. Southern Pacific Company, et al., 25l U. S. 1. 

59. Ibid., 6-7. 

60. Daniels, 373-77; Ravage, 3U-36; Ise, 37U. 

61. Annual Reports, 1913, ll;. 

62. Ravage, lit, 35; Ragland, 108. 



98 

CHAPTER IV 

1. Harold and Margaret Sprout, Toward a New Order of Sea Power 

(Princeton, 19l*0), 35-38. Hereafter cited as Sprout, Sea Power. 

2. Bernard Brodie, Sea Power in the Machine Age (Princeton, 19iil), 

116-19. For a more exhaustive treatment see Ludwell Denny, We 
Fight for Oil (New York, 1928) and Louis Fisher, Oil Imperial¬ 

ism (New York, 1926). 

3. Sprout, Sea Power, Chapter V. A more general account of Japa- 
nese-A.merican relations can be found in A. Whitney Griswold, The 
Far Eastern Policy of the United States (New York, 1938), Chap¬ 

ters V, VI, and VII. 

1*. Sprout, Sea Power, 9ll-98. 

5. Annual Reports, 1919, 9, 13, 69-70 and Annual Reports, 1920, 

1—13. 

6. Sprout, Sea Power, Chanter VII, 103. 

7. Ibid., 109. 

8. Mark Sullivan, "The Men of the Cabinet," The Worlds Work, Vol. 

• 1*2, 92. 

9. "President Harding's Cabinet," The Outlook, Vol. 127, 373, and 
"Denby the 'Dark Horse' of the Harding Cabinet," Current Opinion, 
Vol. 70, U71-73. 

10. "The Amateur Marine who Becomes Naval Secretary," The Literary 

Digest, Vol. 69, U3. Quotation from an article by Robert Bas- 

tien Bermann in the Seattle Post-Intelligencer. 

11. Ise, 366-67j Ravage, 28-32; Werner and Starr, 1*1*. 

12. Werner and Starr, 1*5. 

13. Ibid., 1*6. 

ll*. Ise, 361* and Werner and Starr, 1* —5• 

15. Daniels, 381; Ise, 37l*-75j Ravage, 3U—36. 

16. Document entitled "Statement of Rear Admiral J. K. Robison, 

Concerning His Connection with the Administration of the Naval 
Petroleum Reserves," Apr. 1, 1921*, 1, P. D. 131-25. Filed 

with Secretary of the Navy File No. 13668, NA, RG 80. Here¬ 

after cited as Robison's statement. 



99 

Chapter IV 

17. Ibid., 1. 

18. Ibid., 3-6. 

19. Ibid., 8-11. 

20. Denby to Fall, Oct. 25, 1921, Secretary of the Navy File No. 
I3668-8J4., NA, RG 80. This letter is filed with General Board 
Study No. UlU-1, Bee. 12, 1921. 

21. Williams to the Chief of Bhval Operations, Nov. It, 1921, P. Do 
131-25, Op-12D-CD. This letter is filed with General Board 
Study No.'UlU-l, Dec. 12, 1921. 

22. Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks to the Chief of Naval 
Operations, Dec. 6, 1921, P. D. 131-25. Filed with Sedretary 
of the Navy File No. 13668, NA, RG 80. 

23. E. C. Finney, Assistant Sedretary of the Navy to Denby, Dec. 
10, 1921, P. D. 131-25. Filed with Secretary of the Navy File 
No. 13668, NA, RG 80. 

2I4.. Potter to the Chief of Naval Operations, Dec. 31, 1921, P. D. 
131-25. Filed with Secretary of the Navy File No. 13668, NA, 
RG 80. 

25. Villard, 22l+. 

26. Ise, 362-63. 

27. Werner and Starr, 56. 

28. Ibid., 77. 

29. Ise, 369 and Ravage, 76-85. 

30. Ise, 373. 

31. Ravage, 80-82 and Ise, 372. 

32. Ise, 357-58. 

33. Werner and Starr, Chapter 12. 

3U. Ibid., UJ9-51, 291*. 

35. Ibid., 296-97. 

36. Annual Reports, 192ij, 133. 



100. 

Chapter IV 

37. Ibid., 192k, 133. 

38. Ibid., 192k, 56-57. 



101 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

PRIMARY SOURCES 

Private Papers 

Daniels, Josephus. Library of Congress. 

Official Records 

Office of the Secretary of the Navy. National Archives. Record 

Group No. 80. 
General Board. Navy Department 

Eureau of Steam Engineering. National Archives. Record Group No. 

19. 
Eureau of Equipment. National Archives. Record Group No. 19. 

Official 'Printed Documents 

Congressional Record, 1900-1923. 
Annual Reports of the Navy Department, l86?-192lt. 

Navy Yearbook, 19 lh. 

Statutes at Large. 

United ‘-’tates Reports. 

U. S. Congress. House of Representatives. 

H. Doc. No. 363, 57th Cong., 1st Sess. 
. Senate 

S. Doc. No. 210, 67th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
S. Doc. No. 1|31, 6lst Cong., 2nd Sess. 

Unjted States Geological Survey Bulletin No. 623. 

SECONDARY SOURCES 

Bailey, T. A Diplomatic History of the American People. New York? 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1950 

Bates, J. L. "Josephus Daniels and the Naval Oil Reserves," United 

States Naval Institute Proceedings, LXXIX (February, 1953), pp. 

171-79. 



102. 

Bennett, F. M. The Steam Navy of the United States. Pittsburgh: 
Warren & Company, 1896. 

Braisted, W. R„ The United States Navy in the Pacific, 1897-1909. 

Austin: University of Texas Press, 1959. 

Briggs, J. B. "Liquid Fuel for Torpedo-boat Boilers," United States 
Naval Institute Proceedings, XIV (1888), pp. H5U-65^ 

Brodie, B. Sea Power in the Machine Age. Priceton: Princeton Univ¬ 
ersity Press, 19i|l. 

Daniels, J. The Wilson Era, 1910-1917. Chapel Hill: University of 

North Carolina Press, 19Wi» 

"Denby the 'Dark Horse' of the Harding Cabinet," Current Opinion, 

LXX (April, 1921), pp. 1:71-72. 

Denny, L. We Fight for Oil. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.,1928. 

Dictionary of American Biography. 22 vols. New York: Charles Scrib¬ 

ner's Sons, 1933. 

Fisher, L. Oil Imperialism. New York: International Publishers, 
1926. 

Gilimor, H. G. "Torpedo-Boat Design," Transactions of the Society 

of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers, V (1897), pp. 51-79* 

Griswold, A. VJ. The Far Eastern Policy of the United States. New 

York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1938. 

Ise, J. The United States Oil Policy. New Haven: Yale University 

Press, 1926. 

Horison, E. E. Admiral Sims and the Modern American Navy. Boston: 

Houghton Mifflin Company, 19^2. 

O'Gara, G. C. Theodore Roosevelt and the Modern American Navy. 

Princeton: Frinceton University Press, 19il3. 

Parks, 0. British Battleships. • Seeley Service A Company, 

1956. 

Peffer, E. L. The Closing of the Public Domain. Stanford: Stan¬ 
ford University Press', 1951. 

Petroleum Facts and Figures. New York: American Petroleum Insti¬ 

tute,^928. 

Potter, E. S., et al. The United States and World Sea Power. Eng¬ 
lewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1955. 



103. 

"President Harding's Cabinet," The Outlook, CXXVII (March 9, 1921), 
pp. 371-73. 

Ragland, R. W. A History of the Naval Petroleum Reserves and of the 
Development of the Present National Policy Respecting Them. 
Privately published, 19lih. 

Ravage, M. E. The Story of Teapot Dome. New York: Renublic Publish¬ 
ing Company, 192h. 

Rossell, H. E. "Types of Naval Ships," Historical Transactions of the 
Society of Naval Architects and Marine. Engineers, l893-19i,3» 
Washington: Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers, 
1916. 

Sprout, Harold and Margaret. The Rise of American Naval Power, 
1776-1916. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1939. 

 . Toward a New Order of Sea Power. Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 19lio7 

Sullivan, M. "The Men of the Cabinet," The Worlds Work, XLII 
(May, 1921), pp. 81-hh. 

"The Amateur Marine who Becomes Naval Secretary," The Literary Di¬ 
gest, LXIX (April 2, 1921), pp. 1,3. “ 

Villard, 0. G. "Denby's Lost Letter," The Nation, CXVIII (February 
27, 1921,), p-i 223-21,. 

Werner, M>. R. and Starr, J. Teapot Dome. New York: The Viking 
Press, 1959. 

Periodicals and Annuals 

Army and Navy Journal 
Brassey's Naval Annual. 
Jane's Fighting Ships of the World. 
The New York Times. 
The Scientific American. 
xhe Scientific American Supplement. 
Transactions of the Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engin¬ 

eers. 
United States Naval Institute Proceedings. 



APPENDIX A 

SECRETARIES OF THE NAVY: 

Secretary of the Navy Date of taking office 

John D. long March 5, 1897 
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Truhian H. Newberry December 1, 1908 

George von L. Meyer March 6, 1909 

Josephus Daniels March 6, 1913 

Edwin Denby March 5, 1921 

Curtis D. Wilbur March 19, 1921* 

CHIEFS OF THE BUREAU OF (STEAM) ENGINEERING: 

Chief Engineer Year of Appointment 

George W. Melville 1887 

C. W. Rae 1903 

Hutchinson I. Cone 1909 

R. S. Griffin 1913 

John K. Robison 1921 
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APPENDIX B 
1 

FUEL-OIL STORAGE — OCTOBER 1923 

IN BARRELS 

STATION 

Atlantic 

Portsmouth 

Boston 

Melville 

Yorktown 

Hampton 
Roads: 

Norfolk 

Charleston 

Key West 

Guantanamo 
Bay 

Pacific 

Projected from 
1913 to 1920. 

Pearl Harbor 

San Deigo 

Mare Island 

Puget Sound 

Cavite 

Panama 

100,000 

203,1*90 

285,600 

85,680 

85,680 

357.000 

1*28,1*00 

100.000 

22,131* 
285,600 

1923 
Capacity in 

‘1923 

50,000 

211,000 

700,000 

105,000 

35,700 

36,000 

35.000 

358,568 

2 

1,889,1*00 

100,000 

19.000 

285,1*1*8 

100,000 

281*, 000 

Under 
construction 

291*,000 

2,700,000 

Projected 

2,968,000 
1 

588,000 

lit, 000,000 

1. From General Board Study Nos. l*ll*-l, May 29, 1913 and l*ll*, October 
29, 1923. 

2. California royalties paid for 1,500,000 barrels. 
3. Tobbe constructed from California royalties, 
ij. To be constructed from Wyoming royalties s 
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Letter from Chief Engineer H. I. Cone to Secretary of the Navy 

George von L. Meyer concerning the .reservation of fuel oil on 

public lands." May 5, 1912. Secretary of the Navy File No. 13668- 

75, NA, RG 80. 

This letter is important because the Navy Department later 

attempted to realize most of the policies that Cone outlined. 

lo It now seems certain that within twenty years oil will have 
become the nrincipal fuel of all the important navies. The super¬ 
iority of oil over coal as a fuel has been deomonstrated so conclu¬ 

sively that this Bureau desires to extend its use to all new designs 

of important vessels driven by steam machinery. With such vessels 

of course coal is a possible alternative. 
2. It is clearly indicated, however, that steam machinery in 

naval vessels will eventually be superseded by internal combustion 
engines, probably of the Djesel type, for which oil is the only 

possible fuel. In view of the present rate of development of the 

heavy oil engine, it seems safe to predict its general adoption 

for marine purposes within twenty years. 
3. A deterrent affecting the use of oil to even our present 

limited extent has been the fear of a failure of the supply. With 

the general use of oil by all navies, which now seems inevitable, 

and the probable considerable increase in its use for commercial 

purposes, this uncertainty of supply might develop into a condition 
menacing the mobility of the fleet and the safety of the nation. 

1*. The world's production of petroleum during the past year 
was about 300,000,000 barrels, of which two-thirds was from the oil 

fields of the United States. Much of this petroleum is required 
for uses other than fuel. Were oil used to the exclusion of coal 
in our service we would require under present conditions, in time 

of peace, about 5,000,000 barrels annually. In estimating the 
probable demands of the Navy, it is considered that the certainty 

of this supply for a period of twenty-five years should be definitely 

established. 

5. I am informed that there is in California, on public lands, 
oil estimated at four billion barrels. There are indications of 
oil lands belonging to the nation in Alaska. In Oklahoma there is 
a considerable quantity of oil in Indian Lands, some of which is 

being removed under leases issued by the government. Of the public 

lands bearing oil, these three localities are selected as best 
suited, strategically, to Naval Purposes. The Oklahoma fields are 

the only ones that can be made accessible to the Atlantic seaboard,. 
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6. It is earnestly recommended that the necessary steps be 
taken, first, to definitely reserve for the use of the United States 

Navy, at least 2^0,000,000 barrels of the oil best suited for fuel 

on the public lands of California, second, to provide some reserve 
of oil on the Indian Lands of Oklahoma by the withholding or term¬ 

ination of leases prior to the complete exhuastion of these fields, 
third, to secure a more detailed examination than has thus far been 
made of the oil bearing lands in Alaska, with a view to reserving 
some of these fields for the use of the Navy. 

7. The oil thus designated for Naval use should be held strictly 
as a reserve supply, and should not be drawn upon so long as it is 
possible to purchase oil in sufficient quantity. 

8. The details of the measures required to accomplish the 

purposes of this letter can doubtless be arranged with the assis¬ 
tance of the Department of the Interior. 

9. The probability of an eventual demand for petroleum 
greatly exceeding the supply, together with the fact that we pro¬ 
duce the greater part of the world's supply, should give us a dis¬ 

tinct military advantage over other nations. The control of our 

exports of oil might limit the extent of the adoption of the oil 

engine by our possible enemies. Under the present law, however, 
any foreign nation can draw on the production of the oil fields 
of the United States to an unlimited extent, and can thus accumu¬ 

late in time of peace a reserve supnly. 

10. It is therefore further recommended that in the case of 
oil on public lands not specifically reserved for the Navy, the 

advisability of limiting its use to industrial purposes within 
the territory of the United States, by forbidding its export, be 

considered. 
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Executive Order No. 3i;72 - Play 31, 1921 

Under the provisions of the act of Congress approved Febru¬ 

ary 25, 1920 (1*1 Stat. U37), authorizing the Secretary of the 

Interior to lease producing oil wells within any naval petroleum 

reserve; authorizing the President to permit the drilling of 

additional wells or to lease the remainder or any cart of a 

claim upon which such wells have been drilled, and under authority 

of the act of Congress apnroved June lj, 1920 (l<rl Stat. 912), direc¬ 

ting the Secretary of the Navy to conserve, develop, use, and oper¬ 

ate, directly or by contract, lease, or otherwise, unappropriated 

lands in naval reserves, the administration, and conservation of 

all oil and gas bearing land in naval petroleum reserves Nos. 1 and 

2, California, and naval petroleum reserve No. 3 in Wyoming, and 

naval shale reserves in Colorado and Utah, are hereby committed to 

the Secretary of the Interior subject to the supervision of the 

President, but no general policy as to drilling or reserving lands 

located in a naval reserve shall be changed or adopted except upon 

consultation and in co-operation with the Secretary or Acting Sec¬ 

retary of the Navy. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized 

and directed to perform any and all acts necessary for the protec¬ 

tion, conservation, and administration of the said reserves, sub¬ 

ject to the conditions and limitations contained in this order and 

of the existing laws or such laws as may hereafter be enacted by 

Congress pertaining thereto* 


