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apparent. ThrouÉ,hout Vthe 1920's, inter-gýovernmental commissions studiedtile engineering anid economie aspects of Vthe deep waterway.

I lIn 1921 Vile International Joint Commission undsrtooc a thor-ougli study of Vile se&way project. Tvio enginsers, one Canadian and theotiler American, were commissioned Vo report on technical problems.Tileir report, known as thle Wootexi-Bowden Report, sstablished the fsas-ibility of Vile project from. an engineering standpoint. Also, the Inter-national JO int Commission, after extensive ilsarings, rsportéd favourably
on thle seaway from. an sconomic point of' view.

A Joint Board of Engineers of six members was appointed ini1924 Vo review ail previous studies on thes esaway and Vo present a re-port Vo Vthe Canadian and United States Governments. The report was
presented i.n 1926. IV conl'ix!ud thle l'easibility of Vthe seaway and made
cost estimates.

At the sams time, Vwo advisory coumittees were set up Vo con-sider ths purely national aspects of the seaway, Vile St. Lawvrence Com-
mission in~ the Unitesd States, and a Canadian Advisory Commitee inCanada. In 1926, the St. Lawrence Commission issued a report strongly
favouring the proposed D>eep Waterway. A year later the Canadien Ad-visory Committee report éd Vo Vhs Prime Minister. It supported Vile pro-ject, suggested continued negotiations with Vhs 'United States anid out-lined a possible basis l'or a division of costs between Vile Vwo countries.

Final agreemuent between Canada and th~e UJnited States was de-
i layed by the necessity f'or Vile Canadian Government Vo consult Vhs Prov-ines o? OntVario and Qusbec on questions of Domihion-PIovincîij juris-diction over power riglt-s. A Treaty was evenually signed in 1932.

Thle discussion in Vthe United States regarding ratification
of Vhs TreaVy lasted f'or Vwo years during wihicb. t5ae 3S enaVe committVesand special commissions debated Vile meite of' the~ project. There vasstrong opposition from representativs of variôus 1 groupe> ix the UlnitedStates vilo feared Vilat Vhey would suifer as a resuit of tile project.Ssnatore from, States tribtatary to Vthe Mississippi "~de a counter-proposaj.f'or deepening the Chlicago drainage canal -whicih i9ould link Lakce Michligan
and Vthe Mississippi and Vilus mruke et lsast part oftthe Great Lakes arsatributary Vo Vile Guif ports. Spokesiuen from the seaboard states con-Vend.d thiat Vile seaway wouid deLi a f'atal blow Vo ocean ports. Otileropposition cameê from those iihô argued Vilat tils raiXWay-s wouid suifer aheavy loss ini traffie iwithout any compensatory gain. Otilers oppossd
Vile Tretty because of Vile initial cost of' Vhe project.

In 1934 a vote was taken in Vhs United States Senate andVils Treaty l'ailed Vo receive Vile Vwo-thirds majority required f'or itsratification. ýIn view of its l'ailure Vo gain approval in Vthe UnitedStates, Vthe 1Trsay was not submitted f'or apýroTÀÈ! in Vhe Canadian
Panliament.

In botil 11936 and 1938 Vile United States Government undsrtook
___ Vo revivs t2he St. Lawrence project. In Vile latter yea, Vile araft of aWnew Vreaty, siuiilar Vo Vilat o? 1932, was submitted Vo Canada. Noaction vas tVaken 17 Vile Canadian Government until a±fter Vile outilreak o?war in 1939. The valus of Vile seaway and o? -its power resources vasunderlined 1by wan nseds. War industries rsquired more eiectric powerVilan was then ava±lable. The. mors tlan two million horse-power t1hatW mi.ght be ilarxiessed from Vths Internationial Sectionof Vthe St. Lawrence

directed new attention Vo the ptoject. The war also emphasized Vileneed f'or shippi3ig. If' it were miade possible f'or large ocean-goi.zgvessels to navigate Vhe waterway, shipyards on Vile Great Lakeso. olt

/assist ...


