
Referenoo ti to other pointa In re yard to flood 
control relating to clauses In the treaty of doubt
ful or unacceptable Intent are Included In ray letter 
to you of 23 Sept 63 and In my Cl of IA paper for 
their Spring, 1963» Journal, nil of which, I cubmlt, 
require the closest consideration.
Re your Para 3

I am very pleaaed to leqrn that you agree, 
even If only In a negative aonse, that the ultimate 
authority for determination of projects In Canada 
on "international Rivero" reuto with the Federal 
Government of Canada. This relieves aome of the 
grave anxiety I have felt since I became aware of 
the tonus of the agreement which you entered Into 
with the Government of B. C. under date of 8 July 
1963» I do hope you and your colleagues In the 
Government of Canada will be persuaded to take 'the 
next step and forbid or "decline assent" to projects 
which do not Implement the principles of proper 
economic selection, and particularly those which 
sacrifice, or oven seem to compromise, the sovereign 
right of Canada to control our own waters within 
our own territories.

Re your Para 3 and your reference to the 
table (in Para 243) on Page 102 of the ICREB Re
port of March 1959, which you Indicate ropresent a 
"The average system cost of energy", may I caution 
that these figures wore compiled In a study dlraotcd 
to the selection of the boot physical array of pro
jects without regard to the boundary, as agroeid by 
the ICREB at Its first moating in 1944 when thin 
was established as a principle. The Interest rate 
used was Z>%, which Is about tha weighted moan of 
the actual rates of 2% and 5% which has boon In
dicated for Canada and the U. 3. respectively.

In consequence, while the total International 
costa given In the table on Page 101 TParn 242) 
are within tho limits of reasonably acceptable error, 
those allocated nationally In Para 243 aro slightly 
high for the U. S. but between 40^ and 50% too low 
for Canada.

Moreover, In this calculation, tho downstream 
benefits of upstream storage continue to bo Included 
In tha U. 3. figuras, that Is, where generated. So 
the upstream state, Canada, reccivos no credit for 
the large benefits created by Canadian reservoirs.
In regard to flood control, these mostly ariso from 
tho Canadian storages and aro omlttod entirely In 
tha ICREB figures, porkaps, I venture to say, an 
part of the U. 3. endeavour to minimize tho very 
large benefits rightly attributable to this source.
In tho result, tho statement in Para 242, In tho 
conditions stated, is qualitatively correct (except 
In regard to flood control), namely that the Dorr 
diversion plan rvrodreon tho loxost. ooct Inc remontai
power, that is the highest system bonofito to power.
However, those incremental coats differ only slightly 
In tho other plans.

In contrast, In Para 243, the figures for power 
benefits and power costs aaolgnod to Canada aro both 
much too low and thoro is no assurance that tho 
ratio has any real moaning at all.

Tho groat advantage to Canada of tho Dorr plan 
is that the watoro originating in the East Kootenay 
are conserved in Canadian storages and remain under 
the oovoroign Jurisdiction and control of Canada, 
whorouo both the other plans Include Libby In Mon
tana and by tho treaty, tho physical and Jurisdic
tional control of this storage In Libby and 11s 
refill are to be exorcised by thu U. 3.


