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. INTRODUCTION

On April 21, 1971, the Governments of the United States
and Canada requested the Interﬁatioaal Joint Commission (1JC)
to undertake a study of the problems created by the presehce
and location of the international boundary at ﬁoint Roberts,
Washington and to make recommendations for the solﬁtion of
those problehs. A number of problems were 1dent1f1ed by the
two Governments, i.e., the application of customs laws and
regulations, employment.regulatlons, the adequacy of medical
service for Point.Roberts residents, arrangements for the
supply of electric power and telephoﬂe service and difficulties
related-to law enforcement on Point Roberts. The Commissioh
was asked to deal.with these speoific.problems and also to
examine the total Point Roberts situation, identify any other
problens that existed by reason of tﬁe international boundary
and to make recommendatlons for the solutlon of those problems
as well '

On November'BO, 1971, the IJC.established the_
internatiooal foint Roberts Board to undertake, througa
approprlate agen01es and departments in Canada and the United
States, the necessary 1nvestlgatlons and studies and to
-adv1se the Comm1551on on all matters Whlch it must consider
in maklng its report or reports to the two Federal Governments.

The Internatlonal Point Roberts Board in October 1973

subm:.tted its report to the IJcC ent:.tled " Solutlons to the
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Problems Facing fhe.Residents of Point Roberts". The Board
found that there wére several problems facing Point ﬁobérts
in addition to those identified by the two Governments as
outlined above. The Board concluded that the problems
initial%y identified by the two Governments were minor when
compared to a number of other mére fundamental problems facing
the eéxisting populatien. These ﬁundamental problems'can be
stated as follows. Point Roberts is both physically removed
from the United States mainland énd a naturél'part of a
dormitory and recréational suburb of Vénéouver. It does not
have sufficient natufa; resoufces such aslwéter to'support
Ehe existing population and weekend visitors let élone any
future development. The ;equired n;tural resources must
come from.outside the.Point. ; |

The logica;'place for these resourées to come from is
Canada. It ié the judgment 6f the Board that the Canadian
Goverﬁments involved will agree to supply these resources
only if they also have a voice in the guestions of land use
patterns and population densities'on Point Roberts.

From its énalysis of the specific probléms and thé
.impact that various solutions wohl@ have on the Point Roberts
region, the Board concluded that tﬁe solutioﬁ which would
provide.tﬁe most favorabie loné tefﬁ benefits and at the‘
same time bé acceétable‘to ﬁost iﬁteresﬁs in the érea woﬁld
- be one involving cooperationvon'the part of authorities on

both sides of the boundary to achieve common goals. The
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Board has concluded that such a solution required a concept
of sufficient breadth to justify a mafshalling of resources
on both.sides of the.bqundary and that such-resources would: .
not be .forthcoming from éither,Federal Governﬁent unleéé an
inétitutional framework were created which could provide
conﬁinuing ;nd endﬁring benefifé fo the citigens of botﬁ
countries, . .

The Board was fully aware of the desire on the pdrt of
Point Rﬁberts residents.for more adequate public services as
well as the concern on the part of Britisﬁ‘Coiumbia officials
regarding the future population of Point Roberts. The Board
-was also fully cognizant.of the desire on the part of those
living in the Gulf-San Juan island region to maintain the
rural character of the area, to maintain high environmental
standards, and to be involved in the process of making
decisions.which.affect their lives. Indeed this point was
later established very eloquently aé the public hear;ngs
held last December. . . ' |

With the above points in mind, thg;Board in its October
1973 Report récommended the following:

(1) the establishment of a conservation and

recreation arealin the Gulf-San Juan Islands;.
Point Roberts area. This recommendatién

took into accognﬁ the c¢current trené in bdth
the United States .and Canada tq%ard recreation

that is conservation oriented. The purpose



of this recommendation was two-fold: +to
obtain the.commitment of the two Federal
Governments that within this large area

" conservation of the natural.environment should
be of paramount importance and, to provide
the people within the area a direct link to
the process of making decisions which would
have an impact on'théir lives. |

(2) -the establishment within this conservation ' -

- and recreation area of a headquarters area
composed of Point Roberts and an equivalent, -
contiguéus~area in Canada along Boundary Bay.

(3) the establishment of a,binafionél forum |
composed of six members which would have certain
specified but different responsibilities in

~ the two areas. It was ?réposed that these
résponsibiliﬁies be.as fpllows:

(a) within the larger conservation ‘and
recreation aréa the biﬁational forum -
sh&uld have oniy the au;hqfiﬁy to make

) recommendationsxto the appropriate

" governmental aufhériiiés on‘éaéh éi&e B
of the border. It wgs anticipated that
these recommendations would cover such
matters as water quality and land use.

The forum would provide an established



(b)

mechanism through which people on
both sides of the border would have

a recognized means of making

‘recommendations to the decision-making

authorities in both countries. This
forum would not in any way change the
existing authorities and responsibilities

of governmental bodies in either the

UnitedLStatéS'or Canada.

within the heqﬁquarters area (Point
Roberts and an equivalenﬁ contiguous

area in Canada alohg ﬁbundary Bay) the
binational fofum would'havefthé authority
to opérate'and maintaih‘éﬁéh fécilities

and services which are deemed necessary

to carry out its functions and are -

défined by a treaty between the.United

' States and Canada, including the authority

to approve 6r disapprove any- development
located within -the headquarters area.

In addition, it was- recommended that it-
fiave the authorify to acquire eiEhet By
purchase or gift ény property deemed
necessary to cérry out its responsibilities.

It was anticipated that the administrative

needs of the forum would involve only



limited acreage within the headguarters
area. Thus, housing and other private
facilities.would continue to exist in

the headquarters arsa. The forum would
not have any power of -eminent domain.
That power would remain exclusively

with the appropriate nétidnal authérities
on both sides of the border..

It should be noted that any powers given the binational
forum would have to be.set forth in a treaty between the
United States and Canada. -Any changes in those authorities
would reguire amendment to-the treaty. Accordingly, it would
not be possible for the binational forum on.its own to expand
its role in either the. headquarters area or the larger
consexrvation and recreaﬁion area.

On June.l18, 1974, the Commission requested the Board
to submit by September 15th a report focusing on solutions
to the specific problems affecting Point Roberts within the
more limited geographic area of Point Roberts and its
immediate environs. The Commission reque;ted the Board to
~ make assumptions -as to fﬁﬁure population..levels., These
- population levels are as follows:

(1) the existing population level;. -
(2)»_the maximum population level for which

water might Ee provided from Canadaj;
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{(3) the populatlon level whlch w0u1d accompany
' 1arge-scale prlvate development of P01nt
'Roberts such as that proposed by Pa01flc :
-and Western Equities, Inc, |
The Board was requested to include an analys1s of the
1mp11catlons of such levels on the aamlnlstratlve and statutory
arrangements that would be requlred to meet the dlfflcultles
now present at P01nt Roberts. | |
‘ Wlth regard to the above three populatlon 1evels, the
Board has gathered the following lnformatlon. Flrst, from -
Whatcom County offlclals we have 1earned that the ex1st1ng
population consxsts of 800 year—round re51dents and an
additional 2,200 individuals who llve.at Point Roberts duriné
the summer months. | | '
Second, the Boatd has sought information from the
Province of British Columbia regarding the maximum population
level at Point Roberts for which water and other services
might be provided from Canada. The Government of British
Columbia is not willing to state at the present time what
that maximum popuiation level might be, It is the View of
the Board that.such a population level can only be determined
by direct discussions between the appropriate’authorities
in the Province ot British Columbia and the State of
Washington.
Third, with regard to the population level that-would

accompany large-scale private development of Point Roberts,
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suchvae that proposed by Pacific and Western Equities, Inc.,
the Board has made the'following estimates. It isAthevBoard's
opinion that the minimum population level-thaf would justify
private develoémenﬁ'on the estimafea 1,740 acres which are
“either owned by or under optlon to Pac1flc and Western |
Equltles, Inc., Would not be less than 6, 000 - 8,000. It
could, however, dependlng upon a varlety of factors range

up to 15,000 or more. If this partlcular developmentitakes.'
place, it is our best estimate that there ﬁould be additional
deveiopment on the femaininé 1,410 acres.of Point Reberts
with a corresponding further 1ncrease in populatlon. Thus,
the total population of Point Roberts resultlng from
large~scale prlvate development cou;d be as high as.25,000'-

30,000.



* SPECIFIC PROBLEMS AFFECTING POINT ROBERTS

(1) The application of the customs laws and

regulations of the United States and Canada with

respect to the transportation of goods, particularly

perishable foodstuffs and.equipment used in connection

with the trade or bu51ness of the person transportlng

the same 1nto and out of P01nt Roberts.

In addition to the spe01f1c customs problems dlscussed
below, the future populatlon 1eve1-of Poxnt Roberts will have
an impact on the general opetation of the United States and
Caoadian customs stations at Point Roberts. Tﬁe existing
customs houses are adequate for.the current pooulation, but
if the. populatlon were to 1ncrease s1gn1flcantly, riew-
bulldlngs and addltlonal personnel would be requlred to handle
the increased number of commuters from Point Roberts to and
from their 1ikely'place of employment in Canéda. A large
increase in the population of Point Roberts would also
create other customs problems; Under correot conditions
there is very.little that Canadian resiﬁents visitiog Point
Roberts can_acquire and brino back to Cadada. Consequentiy,
Canadian Customs at Point Roberts have few problems controliing_
the importation of goods. If‘the‘population wefe to -increase
81gn1f1cantly, the number of stores and other commerc1al
outlets would also 1ncrease, thereby 1ncrea51ng the C

probability of goods belng brought back to Canada by Canadian
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visitofs. This. increase in commercial outlets would also
increase the amount of in-transit commercial traffic from
the United States’mainland to Point Roberts, thereby increasing
the workload of both United States and Canadian Customs at
both Blaine and Point Roberts.

Many of the difficulties beihg éxperienced by residents
.of Point Roberts.regardipg the application of United Stateés
cﬁstoms laws and regulafions could be eliminated if Point
Roberts were to be established as a free zoﬁe by.the United
States Government. Such a status would pérmit both péople
and goods to move into and out of. Point Roberts witﬁout being
‘stbjéct to inspection or control by United States Guséoms
officials. It would not, hdwever; affect.the enforcémenf of
United States immigrafion‘laws. qu'Woﬁid-it affect the
applicétion of Canadian customs laws and regulations. The
major benefit.df such an'arrangemént would be to éermit
' residents of Point Robérts to shop freél? in British Columbia
and to biing their purchases back to Point Roberts without
being subject to custom's duties. Tt should be noted,
however, tﬂét if such-a status weée grantgd to Point Roberts,
.then pefsons traveling from Poiﬁt Rbﬁerts to other portiohs
of the United States, whether by air, lahd.or sea, would Eé
trgated for United States Custom purposeé aé though ﬁhey
were traveling from a foreign country and would théreforé'

be required to clear customs upon their arrival.
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Aithough free zones have beeﬁ established by some
countries (Mexico;fo: examplg),'current United States law
contains no provisiqn for such an arrangéméht. Acéo;diqgly;
if'this approach were taken to alleviate some of the customs
probléms faced by residents of Point Roberté, new federal
legislation would Sé required, - -

(a) Clarification and libeéralization of rulés

 governing transport of goods through Canada. -

~ Canada Customs "in transit" reguiations call for the
sealing of all goods transpofted through. the country t&
foreign destinations. Such goods-are usually catrried by
-bonded carriers who -may be required to list on a manifest
all items involved. The practice at Point Roberts aﬁd Blaine,
Canada, Customs Offiqes,~has been to exemptAknown residents
of the Point from the necessity of both sealing and accounting
for purchases thét may have been made in Washington State
proper. Howé&er, where customs officers are suspicious of
the circumstances in which goods are proposed to be transported
through Canada, they may require that an official manifest
be made out. Such a situation could arise where Canadians
who are not residents of Point Robérts are passengers in the
automobilé of someone who lives at the Point. Canadian
Customs officials find it at preseﬁt hard to visualize"formal
changes to the Canadian Customs Act which would solve the

problem in-a more effective wéy than present practices.
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These practices appear to work quite well for the
existing population of Point ﬁoberés; If the population
were to increase to any significant degree, even with the
concurrence. of Canada, problems associaﬁed with transport of
goods can be egpectéd-to increase, If thereAisjlarge-scale
pri#até developmept on Point Roberts, it can be anticipatéd
that the current :elatively informél ptoce@ures will prove
increasingl§ difficult,

(b) Free movement of tradesmen, their tools

and supplies from the United States through Canada,

While technically all tradesmehn, their‘ﬁools, and
supplies are required by Canadian law to be dealt with as tools
"in transit", the practice of Canadiaﬁ Customs officials has
been to exempt the equipment of oidinary repairmen as well
as the tools of power company trucks‘and the like. Bonded
commercial truckérs, however, must conform to the law at the
present time.

- The level of population does not appear to have any
impact on this aépect’of customs regulation. It éan be
anticipated, however, that an increased population- on- Point
‘Roberts will make it possible for more workmen to live on
the Point, On the other hand, it can also be anticipated
that a larger populatipn Wili result in a more compiex
commﬁnity and there will be demands'for more diverse and

complex services which will remain unavailable on the Point.
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Thus, it is likely that the burden on. United States and

Canadian customs will increase.

“{e¢) Transportation of .equipment used in

connection with a trade or businesgs from Canada -

into and out of Point Roberts.

Under current practices suéh equipment can be registered
. with customs officials at the'time'it is:brought into the
United States. The ievel of population on Point Roberts has
no impact on this procedure. However, if there is large- -
.scale private development on Point Roberts many of the ddy-
to-day current commercial needs will be met by businesses
which will be estaﬁlished on the Poinﬁ. This may redﬁ¢e the
heed-to bring certain equipment in from Canada. .On the other
haﬁd, the more c0mpléx community thét-would result from-
large—sca1e~pgi§ate development can be expected to have reeds
for more complex services and equipﬁeﬁt than the current
population, and it is not likely that such services. and
equipment could be maintained on the Poiﬂt itself (e.g.
elevator and'commercigl scale heating and air conditioning
equipment.)

If Point Roberts were to be deciared a "free zone" by
the United States CGovernment as described abéve, repéirmen
bringing eguipment ﬁrom Canada ;nto the United States would

not be required to register: such equipment with United States

Customs.
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(d) Importation of perishable foodsfuffs.,

Perishable foodstuffs imported into the United States
must meet United States Food and Drug Administration standards
which are different frém those in Canada. It does not-appear
likely that United States regulations would be changed to
accommodate the specific cése of Point Rﬁberté. In addition,
from the point'of view of Canadian procedufesl the income that
could be derived from the sale of goods to residents in Point
Roberts would not justify the economic and(ﬁanagement burden
that would be required to meet United States stahdé;aS.

Under current law, reéidents of Point Robérts can bring
$10,00 wo:th.of goods'per~day from Canada into Point Roberts.
(See Appendix A.) Perishable foodstuffs_for personal use
can be brought in under this provision. A change in this
$10.00 limit would‘require_new.Unitéd States Federal
legislation. However, this $10.00 limit could be eliminated
as_it applies-to'Point.Roberts if Point Roberts were degignated
.a "free zone" as described above.

The level of population of Point Roberts does not affect
any of these procedures, However, it can be said that the
"free zone" concept would appear most desirable in situations
where thé population‘is too small to support full;qommarcial
activity. | |

.(2) The. requlations.governing employment in.

Canada of residents of Point Roberts and in Point
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Roberts of Canadian citizens resident in and

around Point Roberts.

The Canadian Department of'Maﬁpower;ana Immigfation and
the United States Depiartment of Labor were consulted fegarding
this matter. .

According tS'Robert”M. Adéms; Assistant Deputy Minister -
for Immigration in the Caﬁadian,Deéartmént of Manpower ‘and
fmmigration, there are at the present time no significant
restrictions on the eﬁploymént of peﬁmaneﬁt residents of
Point Roberts from'commutiné'to jobs in Canada, sﬁbjeCt to
"the normal provisions of the Immigration Act relating to
good character and health. = Such persons must maintain
permanent residence in the United States and be proceediné
to pre-arranged employment of a continuing natiré in Canada.
Given this statement of policy, the Board attempted to
ascertain the specific facts of casés‘in which employment
is alleged to have been dehied. None were found.

With regard to Canadian citizens .who seek fémpbrary
employment in Point Roberts, the United States Department of
Labor has proposed, subject to thé approval of the Departﬁent
of Justice, that labor’ precertlflcatlon be granted to
permanent re51dents of Canada llVlng within commutlng dlstance
who seek to enter for full-time, temporary (as dlstlnct from
1nterm1ttent) employment in Point Roberts. The proposal,

based upon a Labor Department study of conditions in the



- 16 -

4

local labor market, would apply ;o_full—;ime temporary
workers, e.g., construction workers, but woulq-not_apply to
TV repairmen and others wbo make service calls; .The required
Justice Department approval has not been-received. (See
Appendix B.)
The procedures for precertification are.not affected by
| the population level at Point Roberts. . However, it would .
appear that if the population were to increase over a period
of time greater commercial activity would be drawn to the
Point, thus reducing the need forlworkers to come from Canada.
' It should also be noted.that'if-the population wereto increasé
1over time, it would bé quite difficult for the precertification
procedure to operate efficiently since it would be difficult
for the appropriate Uﬁited States officials to determine at
any given time which skills were aVailéble on the Point and
which skiils should logically be imported.

(3) Problems of health and medical services

including the following:

(a) Limitations in governmental health -

_insurance programs which operate to deny

compensation to residents of Point Roberts,

. The Government of British Columbia and the Unitea Stétes
Department of ﬁealtﬁ, ﬁdqcation and Welfare weré-conéulted_
regarding this matter. . |

According to the British Columbig'Medical Services

Commission, a person who makes his home in British Columbia
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and who spends the greater part of éach year there would be
considered a‘reéident of the Province and would qualify for
benefits underlthg overqll-Médical.Servicés'Plan. On the
other hand, a pérson Who-spends the greater part of each
year outside British Columbia, whether in Point Roberts or
any other place, could not qualify for coverage undef the
overall Medicél Services Plan. This is hot a situation
caused by the geographic location of Point Roberts,

William Yoffee of the United States Sociai Security
Administration stated that there is nothing that the United
States can do to assist Canadian residents of Point Roberts
who lose the benefits~of-£heir Canadian héalth insurance
programs. Canadian citizens who actuwally work in the United
States are covered when they fall under.applicable United
States social sécurity programs.

On October 30, 1972, the Social Sécurity Aét of the
United States was émended to cover in—patieﬁt'hoSpital services
furnished to an.individual entitled to hospital ipsﬁrance'
benefits under 42 U.S.C. 426 by a'h65pita1 located outside
the United States and "the hospiﬁal'waé,closer to, or
sibstantially more accessibie from the residence of such -~
individual than the nearest hoépital within the United
States which was adequately equi§p§d~tq deal With,‘énd'WaS'
available for theztreatment.of, such individual's illneéss ox
injury." (42 U.S8.C. Sec. 139f, as amended by Public Law

92-603, Title II, Sec. 211.) .This arrangement will assist



- 18 -

resi&ents of Point Roberts regardleés of the population level

of the Point.

(b} Restrictions on the practice of

medicine in the State of Washington which

 forbid Canadian physicians from practicing

in Point Roberts,

The State.of Washington has recently passed 1egislation~
which éermits physicians licensed to practice medicine in.
Canada to practice medicine at Point Roberts to a limited
degree., Such Canadian physicians are perMittéd to respond
to emergencies and make house calls. However, they are. not
permitted to open an office at Point Roberts, (Washington
Laws, 1973, lst Extraordinary. Session, Ch. ilO.)

Tﬁié arrangement would appear to.be adequate to meet
the needs of the current population. Indéed, no changes in
the regulations would be reguired to meet the needs of any

future population level. It can be anticipated that if
| there were a large increase in population, adequate medical
services might well.follow. |

(4) The existing arrangements for supply of

electric power.and telepﬁone service to Point

Roberts by Canadian utilities subject to United .

‘States laws and requlations.
{2) Electric power is provided.to the residents
of Point Roberts by Puget Sound Power &and Light

Company (Puget Power), a Washington corporation. It
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is not presently possible to serve the area
directly from Puget Power's electric system.
Reasons for this along with present'rates and
electric powef distribution arrangements are
described in Appeﬁdix c.

(b) Télephone service.is'provided to Point
Roberts by the British Coluhbié Teiéphone Company. B
.The Board has' received no cbmplainté‘regarding -
telephone service or the rates charged for #hét'
sérvice,A
Iﬁ'view of the above, the Board cbhsiders that present

arrangements for telephone service in Point Roberts are

adequate for the current population.' Indeed, tlese arrangements

could well be adequate for any future population lével at
Point Roberts. However, it can be anticipated that if there
were 'a substantial increase in the population these services

~ee? 3 PSSP 3 2 o = ) -T e ~ 3
could be brought in from the mainland via cable as

e

becomes economically feasible to do so.:

(5) Present and potential problems related

to law enforcement in Point Roberts,'inciudi@g

transportation of accused persons from Point

Roberts to detention facilities in the Uniteéd

States by way of Canaaa.

According to United States Customs inspeétors at Point
Roberts, the number of visitors to the Point is,increasing.

annually. Satisfactory handling of the influx cﬂ»c_‘pencls.~
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primarily upon the experience, intuition; and initiative of
individual customs officers. It is, according to these
officers, doubtful that drug or other illicit traffic is
significant at the present time.

Mr. James F. Greene, Associate Ccmmissioner for
Operetions in the United States Immigraticn and Naturalization
Service of the Department of Justice, stated that in the
event of a legitimate complainf from American citizens on
Point Roberts, the United States Border.Patrol will respond.
However, because of limitatioﬁs on time and Qersonnel,-it is
not possible for the Patrol to incfeese.its activities at
Point Roberts and still be able to meet its responsibilities
elsewhere along the border. |

Mr. Greene has also said that it is not within the
authority of the Border Patrol to act as an ordinery police
fcrce, e;g.,~on matters of public order. Once a law officer
~ has made an arrest, however, the Border Patrol could assist
in transferring the prisoner to the mainland. This is
important because of the prdblems of such transfers. The
legal dlfflculty of transportlng accused persons through
Canada 1s twofold Not only would the United States polxce
offlcers lose jurlsdlctlon when an accused person enters
Canada, but Canadian authorltles.would not-acquire jurisdiction
insofar as ‘the ellegeﬁ crime is concerned. The siﬁplest.
solution to this problem, which is the current practice, is

to transport accused persons, either by air or sea, from.
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Point Roberts to the United States mainland without entering
Canadian territory. Although it may be feasiSle for the
United States and Canada to enter into a Ereaty which wbuld
permit the tfansport of accused persons from Point Robérts
through Canada to-thé United States mainland, the present
practice is satisfactory and woﬁld remain so regardless of
any increase in the population level of Point Roberts.,

In general although there are only a few law enforcement
officials on the Point, current needs are'beiﬁg met. If the
population’ does increase, additional—ia§1enforceﬁent'offibials
te meet nev réquirements would. be nééessa:y.

In addition to the above problems identified in the
terms of reference from the United States and Canadian
Governments to the Commission, the Boara waé asked to identify,.
investigate, and make recomﬁendations regarding any other
problems found to ékist on account of the unigue situation
at Point Roberts. Several such problems were ident%fied by

thé_Board,

{a) The need for basic services at Point Roberts:

water, sewage treatment  and solid waste ‘disposal.

' It became clear at the public hearing held in Point
Roberts on December 18, 1971, that the most criticadl problem
facing Point Roberts was-fhe need for an adequate'sﬁpply of
wéter for both domestic and sanitaiy'pﬁrposes.f The existing
supply is nb£ sufficient to meet the domestic requiremeﬁﬁs

(as defined by Washington State Law) of the existing
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éopulation. In addition, there are at this time no sewage
tréatment'facilities on Point Roberts, Waste is disposed

of by the use of septic tanks. . However, due to the characte:
of soil on the Point, only about forty percént of the land
on Point Roberts can sustain a septic tank system. Without
a solution to the dual problem of water supply énd sewage
treatment,.any further development of Poipt Roberts is
effectlvely precluded.

As previously stated the loglcal source of water, both
for current and any future 1ncreased needs of Point Roberts,
is Canada, Moreover, the logical long~term solution to the
sewage treétment problem at Point Roberts is the development
of a coordindted sewage treatment system with the appropriaté
authorities in British. Columbia.

Unde; Canadian constitutional prgqtice, the export of
.wate: is subject to Canadian federal cpptrol. However,
fresh water within the provinces is provincially owhed and
controlled. Thus, for Point Roberts to receive water from
Canada, it will be necessary to have the cooperation of both
the Capadian Fedéral Government'énd the Government of the
Province of British Columbia. The Board noteé that the
_resp&nsible Minister in thie British Columbia_éovernment has
stated that in his view "there must bé a strong attraction
for the.British Columbia.Government to aqcommodate Point
Roberts needs, before any .watexr supply arrangement could

receive consideration.” (See Appendix D.)
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It is the Board's judgment that before Canadian
"aﬁthbriﬁies would give serious consideration to'providing
water for Point Roberts, they would have to be satisfied
that the population of Point Roberts would not drasticélly
increase. An increased population wouid undoubtedly place
‘a substantial buféen~on a numbér of facilities located in
Canada and paid for by Canadian taxes. TFor example; already
ovérburdened Canadian roads would be used by the new Point
Roberts reésidents in commuting to and- from their likely -
. place of'employment, Vancouver. Also,.an additipna;-burden
would be placed upon Canadian customs officials"at'boiﬁt
Roberts due to both the éheer magﬁituﬁe of the border
crossings and the'ﬁaét that with increésed commercial activity
at Poiht Robérts there would be an increased possibiiity'pf
smuggling goods into Canada. ' It is also 'likely that an
increased population on the Point would place a burden on
Canadian facilitiés which are not now affected by Point
Roberts. For example, if the population increases significantly
in the future, solid waste disposal willAbecomeja‘larger
problem for residénts of Point Roberts, and it can be foreseen
that Canadian authorities will be asked to assisﬁ'in the
solution to this problem; Other similar pioblems could arise.
In light of the above, if Point Roberts is to ‘obtain’
water and other essehtial.sérQices from Canaaa, there will
have to be some agreement reached with Canada regardiﬁgﬁthe

future population level of Point Roberts and the degree to
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which Canada will be expected to provide services. This ﬁas
one of the reasons that the Board recommended the establishment
of a binational forum composed equaily of Americans and
Canadians which woﬁld havé authority to approve or disapprove
future development at Point Roberts,,

A possible alternativeisource of water for Point Roberts
is the United Sfétes mainlaﬁd, with the water brought ;n via
a pipeline across Boundary Bay. This wéuld be;fgasiblé only
if there were large~scale private development of the Point
sufficient to support the cagital cost of the pipeline,

Such a development would also have to gubport thé construction
-of an adequate séwage treatment plant.

_However, even if thisxsolution were adopted, Péint
Roberts coui@ not becbme a self-sufficient ppmmunity. The
population required to éuppo;t the conét;uption qf a pipeline
can be_eipeéted~to create a wholly néw_problem for Point
Roberés ;esidents, i.e., access into and qut‘of Point

‘kpberts, both fo£ the new residenté.of the Point and for the
sérvices they will require. The international boundary is.
the essential fact of the Point Robérts‘situatidn. The

'purrent population does'nbt-héve a.greaf impact on Canadian
facilities.or services, but a significantly 1arge£
popuiation at the Point would. 1Canadiah officials cannot be
exéegted t0 welcome this peﬁ.bu;dep. It.is also reasonable
to expéct.some.iack of cooperaﬁién on their'part in ce;ﬁgin

instances where such .cooperation would be heipfgl if not essential.
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(b) Visa restrictions ohn Canadian residents of

Point Roberts.

The Board was informed that problems existed regarding
visa restrictions imposed on Canadians who were residents
of Point Roberts. The bepartmént of State was consulted
regarding this matter.

According to the:United'States Cdnsuiate General in
Vancouver, the current waiting period fqrjan immigrant visa
is eighteen.mdnths; dﬁe.to the larée numbex of apblications
and the constraints 1mposed by annual guotasg under the
Immigration and Naturalization Act as amended. In the past,
United States immigrétion.aﬁthorities haveféverlookea.
violations by séme Canadian residents of Point Roberts, who
have moved to the Point befofe-fhey héve actually obtained
an immigrant visa. After they have;entered the United
States, many of these persons have failed to pursue their
visa applicétiéns{ahd, in fact, have remained in the United
States illegally. The'Immigrétion and Naturdlization Service
is in the préceés'of tightening enforeement qi the-reguiétions,
sincé the more lenient policy of the pést has been ébuSed.

- This might well create additional difficulties if private
development of the Point invoivéd a lafgé increase ig the
number . of Canadlans w1sh1ng to 11ve there. ”

The United States 1mm1gratlon laws and regulations apply
equally to all hon-United States 01t1zens who wish to live

in the United States. It is not llkely that these 1aws
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would be changed to accommodate Canadian citizens who wish
to live at Point Roberts,

(c) Canadian Pension Rights

The issue of pension rights for Canadians living at
Point Roberte was also brought;to the attention of the Board.
The Canadian Department of National ﬁevenue and the Canadian
Department of National Health and Welfare were consuited.
regarding this matter. |

According to the Department of National Révenue,
contributors to the Canada Pension.Plan are entitled to
benefits under the Plan regardless of their country of
residence at the time their claims aie filed, Eligibi}ity
is established by virtue of having contributéd under the
Plan, benefits being calculated on tne amount of pensionable
earnings on wnieh'contriputions ha&e been paid.

To be allowed no connribute under the Plan, however, a
person must be employed'by‘an "employer operating in Canada,"
i.e., 6ne having. an establisnment in Canada and taxable in
~ Canada and meetlng certain other condltlons prescrlbed by
law. Non—re51dents of Canada who work for an employer who
does not operate in Canada are not permltted to con#rlbute
to the‘Plan. Furthermore, a selfjenplOyed persen must be
a resident of Canada for pﬁrposés of the Income Tax'Act to
.quallfy for coverage under the. Canada Pensmon Plan. Pereons
who work in Point Roberts but who IESlde in Canada are

required to contribute to the Plan.
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With respect to another pension plan, The 0ld Age
Security Pension, the eligibility requirements are different,
Acéording to the Department of National.Health and Weifare,
beneflts under the Old Age Securlty program are paid to all
persons who quallfy on the basms of age (65 or over) and
residence in Canada. To establlsh initial ellglblllty, the
residence requireﬁent may.be fulfllled in one of three ways:

_(i) reside‘in~qanada, after the age of ‘18, for périods

which total at least 40 yea;é; or

(2) resiﬁe in Canada for the 10 years immedigtely

before approval of the applicatibn; or

(3) be presént ih Cahada, aftér the age of 18 and

p;ior tq,?he 10 years mentiohgd above, ﬁor periods
which total at least 3 times the lenéthgof
absences during the lo—yegr period, and reside in
qéngda for at least 1 yeér immgdiateiy p;géeding'
approval of the application.

Oncé he has established his eligibility, a pensioner:
may move outside of Canada and continue to receive pgyments
for an ihdefinif_:é period, if he has resided-vin‘ Canada for a
total of 25 years after his 21st birthd;yi If he cannot meet
this requirement; his pension may be paid for énlg six
mdnths and then nust be suspended until he reﬁqrns to Canada.

It is not likely that these regulations, which are of

general application throughout Canada; would be changed to

accommodate Canadians who live in Point Roberts.



CONCLUESIONS

After prolonged‘study, the Board has come to the firm
conclus1on that the only reallstlc long—term solutlons of
the problems facing the resmdents of P01nt Roberts w111
necessarily involve cooperative action by both Uriited States
and Canadian authorities. From the above discussion, it is
‘apparent that while all of the sbecific ptebiems - ibéluding
the water supply problem - could be solved by wholly Unlted
States action, the cost would be hlgh Moreover, such
unilateral action by the United States would npt.elter the-
fact that the presence of the lnternatlonal boundary would
contlnue to 1solate P01nt Roberts from the mainland 1n a
variety of ways( beth foreseeable and qnforeseeable. Unless
a bridge is built from Point Roberts to the mainland, Point
. Roberts will havé'to rely on its northetn neighbor . for
access to both Canada and the United States as well as. for
many other services. While the Board is eenvinced that the
most durable answers to the'probiems4ef Point Robetts can
best be found thrbuéh cooperation bet&een United States and
Canadian aﬁthorities, it is apperentitﬁat many. other
intetested'parties are not s0 eonvinced,

Since the Board began its stﬁdy, a great éeal of work
has been done by other groups to come to grlps w1th the Pomnt
Roberts situation. Flrst, a select commlttee to study and

report on the_problems of Point Roberts has been establlshed
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by the Washington State Legislaturé. 'Several'hearings have
been held and it is the Board's understanding that a report
will be issued by the Committee late.ﬁhis year or.early -
next year. It is also the Board's'uhderstandiné that the
major concern of the Committee is that while'inteinatibﬁal
cooperation is'iecognizedAas essential;,it should commence
at the 1oqai level of government with‘séate,.pfovincial and
federal assistance to be provided only if local efforts are
no£ sufficient and then énly at'the‘spécific regquest 6f'the
local'governﬁénfs.' Second, thé'Governmenﬁ of British
Columbia is in the process of establishing an Islands Trust
in the Gulf Islands region to assiét.in the protection of
that area in order to coordinate:future development.

“In addiﬁion, thiere are numerous lbcal‘éréups now =
studying the problems of Point Roberts and its environs,

Notable among'these are the authorized égéncies of the

Government of Whatcom County. Many'cbmmunity groups throughout

the érea have also devoted a great déal of time and energy.
to the foint Roberts situation. . |

The Board's October 1973'report'eﬁjoyed the suppoit of
‘the conservation groups who appeared aE.the public hearings
and also of maﬁy individual housgboideré who want to retain
‘the rural and recreational naturé of the'Poiﬁt: it also.
enjoyed the suébort of a number of United Stéteé“and'banédian
governmental authorities. ﬁeverthéless,‘hostility.to the .

Board's proposals was expressed by a subsfantial nﬁmber of
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the property owners on Point Roberts and on the Gulf and

San Juan Islands, 1In addition, the Washington State

Legislature, in a Senate Joinmt Memorial dated February 11,

1974, requested that:

“the International Joint Commission discontinue
its study of the future of Point Roberts until
the authorized county and state agencies
complete the land use plan and actions now in
process and the Washington State legislature
submits any recommendations that may then be
deemed . approprlate." :

When the Select Committee of the State of Washington
Legislature completes its investigation, it should become
clear to the inhabitants of Point Roberts whether their
problems can . best be solved by acts of the appropriate United
States levels of govermment alone - or whether the cooperation
of the various Canadian levels of goVerﬂment is desirable,
if not regquired.

North of the border, the Islands Trust in time will
address itself to such guestions as whether there is a néed
for Canadian-United States cooperation on matters affecting
the quality of the water, and its use and abuse, th;oughout
the Gulf and San Juan Islands area.

If it transpires, as the Board believes it will, from the
State of Washington Legislature committee study, -that the
cooperation of Canadian authbfities is indeed required with
regar& to_road access to Point Roberts, customs and

immigration services, water for both domestic and sanitary

purposes, possibly garbage disposal, and perhaps still other
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"rw1ces, then the Board recommends that such cooperation

rt at the State-Prov1nc1al level., Direct talks between

it ean best be resolved by such- direct discussions between
2x16cal and provincial representatlves, -in the first 1nstance.
In this context 1t is necessary that Unlted States 01tlzens
:n~the Point and local and state legislators should-come to
recognlze that the local and prov1n01al governments in
*Canada are entitled to have a point of view about the

&
"1

ﬁ‘populatlon density at Point Roberts, if Canada is to be

expected to prov1de road access to the Poznt and other services,

5
3
FIn
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%

If it also: transplres that the Islands Trust finds that
it will need a Canada-United States 1nstrument for
eonsultation on questions of conservation and pollution in
the inland waters throuéhout the Island atchipelago,.then
discussions should take place between the State and Provincial
governments about the kind of instrument thch seems to be’
needed and the terms of reference which it should be given. .

It is quite possible that thete need be no connection
between the means of coopefation on the specific problems of

Point Roberts, and the development of an instrument for
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consultation on the preservation’'of the quality of life in
the Island archipelago.

The International Point Roberts Board brought the two
problem areas together bépause in its view the long-term
soluﬁion to the problems caused by the unique-geégraphic
location of Point Roberts required a- concept of sufficient
breadth té jusiify a marshalling of resoﬁrces,~including
particularly financial resources, on both sides qf‘the :
boundaxry.- In the Boaxrd's jddgment such resources . would ﬁot
be forthcoming from either federal government unless an
institutional framework were created wﬁich could provide
continuing and enduring benefits to the citizens of both
countries. .

At the moment there is little unaerstanding, among‘those
most immediately concerned, of the need for such accommodation
and cooperation on both sides of the border. The Board,

however, is of the opinion that the deliberations of the
:State of Washington Legislative committee-ﬁill result in a
;ecognitién of the need for realistic discuséions between
the State of Washington and the Province pf British Columbia
to determine the level of populaﬁion at Point Roberts for
which British_Columbia would be willing to provide specific,
'esgential services, _

Tt is the-Board's belief as well. that there wilil
eventually be found to be a need for an ihstrument:for

consultation between Canada and the United States regarding



3

it
TP M ‘L*."

-~ 33 -

ater quallty and the protectlon of the quality of life, in

"E’ﬁ_x‘.gmw

he inland waters and throughout the Island archipelago,

In due course the Governments of Brltlsh Columbla and

It is the considered opinion the International Point

iBbberts Board that fhe job it was given cannot be carried
'further until the various local and feéionel authorities
&agree that bi-national cooperation is requlrea A£ tﬁaﬁ
%tlme.the'IJC may wish to have the comments of the Boara on
Fthe findings and conclusions of the local officials.

" The Board is aware that the_Coﬁmiseién,may wish in the
:vnear future to make a report to the two Federal Governments

@ on its flndlngs with regard to the Po;nt Roberts. Reference.

‘Because of the opposition to Conéep£ B expressed.at.a number

of public hearings in the area, the Board doubts that it

would now be useful for the Commission to recommend its

accepfance_bYAthe two Federal Governments. Tt is also the

Board's view that the Board should make no further substantive
recommendations regarding Point Roberts unless and until the
.autho;ities of the State of Washiﬁgton and the Province of
British Columbia conclude that cooperetion on.the part of

the two Federal Governments is required.
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Appendix A

‘Title 19 Unitea,States Code
Sec. 1321. Administrative Exemptions.

(a) The Secretary of the Treasury, in order to avoid
expense and inconvenience to the Government disproportionate
to the amount of revenue that would othetwise be collected,
is authorized, under such regulations as he shall prescribe,
tom . . : _ . _

(2) admit articles free of duty and of any tax
imposed on or by reason of importation, but the
aggregate fair retail value in the country of shipment
of articles imported by one person on one day -and
exempted from the payment of duty shall not exceed-

(B) 810 in the case of articles accompanying,
and for the personal or household use of, persons
arriving in the United States who are not entitled
to any exemption from duty under item 812.25 or -
813.31 of -section 1202 or-this title, or

The privilege of this subdivision (2) shall not be grant
in any case in which merchandise covered by a single orxrd
or contract is forwarded in separate lots to secure the
benefit of this subdivision (2).
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. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
. Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Manpower and Manpower Administration
Washington, D.C. 20210

Mr. James F. Greene

Associate Commissioner, Operations
Immigration and Naturalization Service
U.S. Department.of Justice

119 D Street, N.E. - -
Washington, D. .C. 20536

Dear Mr. Greene:

" You are familiar with the problems, peperwofk; and delayé involved in
admitting aliens for temporary employment in Point Roberts, Washington.

The enclosed memorandum from our Seattle Regional Office details the
situation. Under these 01rcumstances, we must conclude that there can
be little or no availability of U.S..workers and labor certification is
issued in all or practically all cases. ‘There are certain matters, how-
ever, which we in the Department of Labor need to consider in issuing
blanket or precertified labor certifications. These include p0531b11i-
ties of charges of discrimination if .it were limited to "Canadians,"

the need to assure that admissions are -only for’ truly temporary full-~-
time employment- (TV repairmen, etc., will: have to come a different
route), and that prevalllng wages are paid. :

" We would like your reaction’ to a precertlflcatlon along the follow1ng
lines (subject to. legal phraseology):

"permanent residents -of Canada living within commuting distance

of Point Roberts, Washlngton, who seek- to.enter for full-time
temporary employment in Point Roberts and who otherwise. qualify

for H-2 petition approval are precertified for a period rot to
exceed 3 or 6 months contingent upon payment of the wage prevailing
in Point Roberts for the occupation as deteérmined by the Bellingham
office of the Washington Employment Securlty Department,

Sincerely,

PAUL J. FASSER, JR.

Deputy Agsistant Secretary
for Manpower and

Manpower Administrator

Enclosure

cc: Mr. George Owen, State Dept.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
" MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION
REGION X

July 28, 1972 ARCADE PLAZA
) ’ 1321 2ND AVENUE
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

10MGE (INA-1)

Request for Approval of Blanket Temporary Labor Certification

for Point Roberts, Washington

Harold O. Buzzell
Deputy Manpower Admlnlstrator (Attn- MG)

There is a Very small section of the State of Washington.called Point

- Roberts which is accessible only by leaving the U.S.A. at the boxder

crossing at Blaine, traveling approx1mate1y 25 miles through Canada,
then entering at another border crossing. Point Roberts is, at the
tip of a peninsula and is 3 miles square. The total permanent popu~
lation is about 300, roughly one-half ‘U.S. citizens or immigrant
aliens, and the other half Canadian citizens.  During the summer,
the population increases to approximately 3,500, with about 10% U.S.
citizens and the remaining 90% mostly Canadian.

From the populatlon figures above, it may be seen that there 1is
virtually no U.S. labor force in ‘Point Roberts. ' The permanent rési-
dents are mostly retirees. and, like the summer residents who are
there for a vacation, -are not interested in employment.. Local resi-
dents.who are actively seeking work have no difficulty flndlng work

.and the Washington  State Employment Securlty Department is on record

as stating that there is full employment in the Point Roberts area
and that qualified applicants are not available for any temporary
employment offered to an alien. '

..This is .further substantiated by the fact.that, in searching our

records, we could find no instance in which a U.S. resident worker
was available for employment fox which temporary labor certlflcatlon
was requested . .

‘While the distance between Point Roberts and Blaine, the néérest'

U.S. point, is only 25 miles, the nearest labor force is in
Bellingham, Washington, a distance of 50 miles. Workers commutlng
from Bellingham to Point Roberts must travel 100 miles round trip
and make four border crossings. Consequently, workers are not

‘interested in the kinds of temporary employment for which we are

requesting approval of- blanket—type labor certification.
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Requests for labor certification consist primarily of summer help
(much of it part~timée and weekends only) to meet the increased need
caused by the heavy influx of summer residents. There is no central
business district. Scattered around the area are such business
establishments.as twe taverns; a gas station-general store combina-

‘tion, small grocery store, theater, two small construction opera-

tions, a lumber yard, and two real estate offices. Many of the
businesses are Canadian-owned and employers are all well aware of
the need to hire U.S. resident workers, lf available.

There are several good-51zed communltles just out51de of P01nt
Roberts and the suburbs of Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, are
within 15 to 20 miles. Consequently, there is a large Canadian ‘
labor market from which to draw. Types of jobs for which certifi-
cations are issued include sales clerks, waiters and waitresses, and
theater projectionists. We have also certified numerous.occupations
in the construction trades. During the building or remodeling of a
house, for instance, there are several jobs lasting only for a few
days and for which no Bellingham resident has ever been interested
due to the distance and border crossings. Inc1dentally, few, if
any, of these certifications would be approved. at any other loca-
tion. These applications. are time-consuming at the local, State,
and regional offices, and, based on past history, are unnecessary

on a case-by-—case basis.

Our proposal therefore is for a blanket—type certification for

Point Roberts similar to that used for musicians within 50 miles of
the Canadian border. Members of my staff and from the State agency
have discussed this proposal with representatives from the Immlgratlon
and. Naturalization Service at Blaine, and there appear to be no major

. obstacles from the I&NS standpoint.

Our’ proposal would allow I&NS to give 90- day temporary certlflcatlons
for all Point Roberts applications. As requested by I&NS, the
Bellingham local office would provide occupational wage 1nformat10n
to assure that prevailing wages were being met.

This proposal eliminates a seguence of paperwork and staff time re-
quired to process certification requests without adding any measur-
able requirements to the duties of the Immigration officers. Your

approval is therefore requested to establish this proposal allowing
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Immigration offlcers to certlfy applications for temporary alien
employment up to 90 days for allens se|k1ng entry in the Point
Roberts area. ,

. Please let me know if you have any guestions regardlng this pro-
posal.

JESS C. RAMKER
Reglonal Manpower Admlnlstrator
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Mr. Paul J. Fasser, Jr.
Deputy Assistant Secretary _
for Manpower and Manpower Administration
U.S. Department of Labor
_Washington, D.C. 20210

Dear Mr. Fasser:

Further reference is made to the precertification of certain
residents of Canada proceeding temporarily to Point Roberts, _
Washington to perform témporary services, proposed in your letter
of August 25, 1972. ’

‘The Service agrees in principle with your proposal. However,
the Service would not like to assume the task of corresponding
with the Bellingham office of the Washington Employment Security
Department to ascertain whether prevailing wages in Point Roberts
are being met. Under existing procedures, the burden is placed
upon the petitioner, before he files a petition with this Service
for an H-2 worker, to apply for a labor certification. It is
noted that the blanket certification for musicians along the
Canadian border, alluded to by the Regional Manpower Administrator
at Seattle in his memorandum of August 2, 1972, covers both "un-
availability" and "no adverse effect". Similarly, we believe that
precertification should be made with respect to H~2 workers at
Point Roberts, only if it will cover both aspects, perhaps on the
assumption that the shortage of such workers would insure that
prevailing wages would be met. ' -

If you agree to the foregoing and are willing to consider pre-
certification on that basis, the following additional suggestions
are submitted for your consideration: :

1. Eliminate the reference to "full-time temporary
employment". Section 101(a) (15) (H) (ii) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act makes no reference



‘ to "full-time" employment, but refers to an alien
coming temporarily "to perform temporary services
or labor". In our view the TV repairman coming
temporarlly to make repairs specified in the peti-
tion would be eligible for H-2 classification if

; theé petition .were supported by a labor certifica=~
; tion or -if a precertification were made.

2. Instead of referring to "Permanent residents of
Canada", substitute the word "Aliens". This sug-
; gestion is made because we believe restricting
1. . the precertification to permanent residents of
: Canada would be of doubtful legality.

3. Instead of referring to "commutlng dlstance"
. specify the distance in miles, e:.g., "25 mlles

A copy of this letter has been referred to ‘Mr. Julio Arias,
'Acting Director, Visa Office, Department of State, as of possible
interest to him.

_ Sincefely,

PC R

James F. Greene.
Associate Commissioner,
. Operations.

cc: Mr. Julio Arlas, Acting Director, Visa Office, Department of
State.
For your information in accordance w1tn your telephone request
" of September 5, 1972,

cc: Regional Commissioner, Twin Cities. For your information. Your
NW 212.15-C of September 6, 1972 relates.

TC: RBL:hem
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BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO AND POWER AUTHORITY

Vancouver 1, B.C.
. Telex 04-50381
" Pile: = 412.0

29 March 1972

Dr. Geoffrey C. Andrew

Chairman, Canadian Section

Canadian~American Board to Advise Internatlonal
Joint Commission of Canada and. the Unlted
States on Problems Affectlng Point Roberts

"4633 West 13th Avenue _

Vancouver 8, Brltlsh Columbia

Dear Dr. Andrew-

Follow1ng our- meetlng on 22 March, we have conducted an-. 1n1t1a1
exploration into the problem of eélectric power supply to Point
Roberts. A brief preliminary report covering our findings to this point
is attached. Although it is too early to permit coming to any definite
conclusions, the report has heen prepared to dssist you in meeting what
are understood to be enquiries by the U.S. Section of youxr Board.

, As you w111 observe, our initial flndlngs are not partlcularly en-
couraging. However, we are prepared to explore the technical aspects
of the matter further to resolve some of the uncertaintles, if you wish.

Yours truly,

"y, K. Pratt
chief Englneer

Attachment
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B.C., HYDRO AND POWER AUTHORITY

PT. ROBERTS - ELECTRICAL POWER

PRELIMINARY REPORT

Existing Power Supply

Pt. Roberts is now served by the Puget Sound Power and Light Co. (Puget).
Puget buy power from B.C. at a rate which provides the first 91,000 KWH/
month at 1.59¢/KWH and the balanhce at 1. 26¢/KWH It is understood that
the price per KWH averages about 1.35¢. :

Puget sell power to their residential customers in Pt. Roberts at a rate com-
parable to B.C. Hydro's rate for residential customers and comparable to
Puget's regular rate for residential customers in nearby Whatcom County.
However, Puget have a spec1a1 rate for customers using both a.range and
water heater. This rate is approximately 30% lower than the regular rate,
but is not available to residents of Pt. Roberts.

There are approximately 1100 residential customers in Pt. Roberts of which
some 200 are understood to be full time residents; the balance are owners
of summer cottages. Service to Pt. Roberts for maintenance and repair

of the distribution system presents difficulties because of its relative
1naccessxb111ty from mainland Washlngton.

Revenue VS. Expendltures w1th Ex1st1ng Rate Structure

In a subm1551on to the Internatlonal Joint Commission on 18 December 1971,
Puget stated that the cost of servicing Pt. Roberts substantlally exceeds
revenue and crted the follow1ng figures. .

" Annual Revenue . . o $111 372 00

Expenses - power purchase, taxes,
licences, depreciatiorn, interest on
‘distribution facilities $155,933.00%*

" The. above expenses do not include Puget's administrative costs which if taken
. into account would show apparent expenses exceeding revenues by some
$96,000.00.

" Possible Alternatives to the Existing Arrangements for Serving Pt. Roberts

¢1) Review of Rates

The.subject of a more favourable wholesale rate to Puget for service to
_ the area has previously been considered by Hydro's management which was
opposed to any reduction in the existing rate.

; *It is estimated that 4 to 5 million KWH are purchased. annually from B.C. Hydx(
. at a cost of about $75,000.00.
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{(2) Wheeling over 500 Kv Intertie

Wheeling Puget power over the 500 XKv intertie. is 1mpract1cal because
the Pt. Roberts' demand is so small with respect to the intertie capability
that it could not be controlled or even read on the high voltage. meters: In
addition, it would be inefficient to wheel such a small guantity of power
through the various step-down substances,

(3) Wheeling Power on Distribution Linés

It might be poss1ble to wheel power to Pt. Roberts over B. C Hydxo's
distribution lines if approximately one mile of few 12 Kv line is constructed
to connect with Puget g distribution system in Blaine. The cost of construc- .
ting a new line is estimated at.about $25,000.00. In addition a switching
station would be needed as a minimum, and if Puget's power supply is not
compatible with B.C. Hydro's it may be necessary to provide a substation
at the international border at further added. cost. Technical difficulties may,
however, make it impractical to draw power into the Pt. Roberts area from
a distribution voltage intertie which connects to the B.C. Hydro system.

These problems would require further analysis to determine whether such a
solution is technlcally practicable.

{(4) B.C. Hydro and Puget Dellverlng Power to Each Others Territory

A possible alternate would be for B.C. Hydro to deliver power to Pt. Roberts
" in return for Puget delivering power to some area in B.C. Hydro's system
near White Rock having a similar load. In this plan both. utilities would
continue to provide trouble calls and service to their original area. The
area at White Rock which Hydro designates to receive power from Puget would
have to be isolated from the B.C. Hydro system with switches which would be
open at all times when power is belng supplied by Puget.

Meters at both border peoints would be read and if, for example, the Whlte
Rock area was larger than Pt. Roberts and used more power then it would
presumably be switched back to the Hydro System for part of each year.

A disadvantage to the above proposal is that several switches might have

to be installed by B.C. Hydro to isolate a group of customers. Similarly,
there would be the cost and inconvenience of service calls to switch back:
and forth to keep the metered power quantities equal and to switch the
isolated customers back onto the Hydro system in the event of any failure
in the power supply from Puget. An estimate of $4,500 per year has been
calculated as the cost of servicing the intérconnécting line and associated
switches in addition to the $25, 000 cost of an interconnectlng 12 Kv line
and the cost of a substatlon.
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(5) "pake Over" of Pt. Roberts by B.C. Hydro

Physically B.C. Hydro could take over the function of supplying
powei to Pt. Roberts. However, the residents would not achieve rates
significantly different than they pay now and B.C. Hydro would suffer
a deficit, although probably not as large as incurred by Puget. The
magnitude of the deficit would depend to some éxtent on the.price Hydro
would have to pay for the Pt. Roberts distribution plant.

At present there are legal problems involved in'B.C. Hydro serving

the Pt. Roberts area. These concern, among others, B.C. Hydro's
.authorizing legislation which limits it to servihg the Province and the
unwillingness of thé Authority to provide.sérvice which would bring it
under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Federal Power Commission and/or state
regulation agencies. .

The foregoing are preliminary comments. which suggest that there are a
. number of technical and legal problems which would require detailed
analysis to determine whether there is a practical way for B.C. Hydro
to serve Pt. Roberts. Even if the technical and legal problems are
resolved, it appears that Hydro would have to subsidize Pt. Roberts
customers at some considerable expense which would be unattractive.
In any event, approval of B.C. Hydro Management and probably the B.C.
government would be required before any commitment .can be made.



Appendix D

" VICTORIA
November 30th, 1972

Mr. G. C. Andrew, )

Chairman, Canadian Section, ' WITHOUT PREJUDICE
International Point Roberts Board,
4633 West 13th Avenue,

Vancouver 8, British Columbia,

Dear Mr. Andrew:

I have given serious consideration to the matter which you
raised at our meeting in Victoria on November. 3rd, dealing with the
Point Roberts problems which are unique in our relationship with
the U.S.A.

Adequate water supply to. the Point Roberts area appears to be
the principal problem faced by the existing community. I understangd
that your Board is anxious to undertake a feasibility study into
water supply augmentation for Point Roberts from British Columbia
sources of supply. I would have no objection if such a study were
undertaken by your Board, provided that it is based on the needs of
the existing population.

You will, of course, recognize that my willingness to pernmit
exploration of the water supply problems faced by the Point Roberts
area does not constitute any commitment.. My view is that there must
be a strong attraction for the British Columbia Government to accommo-
date Point Roberis needs, before any water supply arrangement could -
receive congsideration.

Yours very trﬁly,

Robert Williams,
Minister.



