While 1t 18 true that the Crippen ¥Wright repcrt did not

study plans of development identical with those investligated
by the I.C.R.E.B. report, the developed head on the Columbla
River in most casen exceeded that considered 1ln the I.C.R.E.B.
atudies and therefore would pgive an added incentlve for the
larger diversiongs. In spite of this fact the report

favoured the more limited diversions.

I note that your letter refera to a Department of
Agriculture report which you feel indicates that the maximin

-diversion plan would have a "bereficlal effect” on
agriculture in the East Kootensys. This one~page report

i3 one of wmony papers that bave been included in

briefing docwumente prepared on the Treaty proposal. The:
report notens that among the 91,000 acres of land which

would be flooded by tho maximum diverslion dam there are
24,000 acres which, if reclaimed, would be arable without
irrigation, and 26,000 acres which have "some agricultural
potential® and could support "low priced crops® if

irrigation could be provided. The value of the crops
obtainable would be so low that apparently irrigation would
be impractical. The report then notes that there are
300,000 acres of land above the propogsed reservoir level
witlch, if irrigation could be provided, would be as
potentlally arable as the previcusly nwontioned 26,000 acres. .
While it concludea that the agricultural potential of the
-area could be increasod 1f irrigation water could be
provided from the diversion reservoirs (Just as it could 1if
irrigation could be provided without the dams), the report
makes no guggestlon that 1rrigation water ecould in fact be
econonically provided to the high land.after the construction
of the dama. Whether or not the diversion damgs would have a
beneflcial effect would seemingly depend upon the
practicakility of lrrigating the increased potential acreage.

Finally, dealing with the third point under
congideration, that of Canadlian control over the Treaty
- projects, my letter of the 10th of September did not refer to
the 1961 Roport of the Montreal Engineering Company because
that report did not involve a study of possible conflicts in
‘operation under the Treaty but was requested solely as a
means of double checking on the accuracy of the many :
calculations carried out during the negotiation of the Treaty.
The report involved slightly more than two months of e
concentrated effort on the part of the Company.

In anpwer to your question ag to how I can Justify
the repeated assurances of adeguate proteotien for Canada, my
reply 1o that further studies were carried out by the Montreal
Englinecrling Coupany during the fall and winter of 1661 and
these studles provided very strong cupport for not only the
Treaty providlons for Canadian operation, but also for the
High Arrow dam,



