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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2003, the Governor of Montana requested 
the International Joint Commission (IJC) review 
the 1921 Order to determine whether or not 
it is meeting the intent of the 1909 Boundary 
Waters Treaty. 

In December 2004, the IJC established the
International St. Mary - Milk Rivers Administrative
Measures Task Force (Task Force) to: “... examine
and report ...on measures for improvements to existing
administrative procedures of the St. Mary and Milk
Rivers apportionment to ensure more beneficial use
and optimal receipt by each country of its apportioned
waters” – within the terms of the 1921 Order.

The Task Force released its report in April 2006.
The following is a summary of Alberta’s comments
on the Task Force’s report.

The 1909 Boundary Water Treaty is fair and
reasonable. For the past 85 years, the 1921 Order,
and its application by the Accredited Officers of the
IJC, have formed the basis for capital investment in
water management infrastructure required to store,
convey and deliver water to farms, industry and
power generation on both sides of the border. 

It is Alberta’s perspective the intent of the 1921
Order as laid out by Montana’s member on the Task
Force is fundamentally incorrect and inconsistent
with the fair and balanced terms and conditions
agreed to in 1909. Balancing water purely on a
seasonal or annual basis will not accomplish timely
delivery, rather, it will lead to a reduction in the
rights of the downstream jurisdiction since it could
receive most of its entitlements in the form of
unusable winter and flood flows. Montana’s
interpretation fails to consider the realities and
necessities of delivering water to consumptive uses
such as livestock, irrigated crops, municipalities 
and industry in a timely and efficient manner. 

The economic and operational importance of
certainty and stability to the apportionment and
administration of water in the St. Mary and Milk
Rivers cannot be overstated. The Task Force report
upsets the confidence of the landowners, investors
and the Province since it did not specifically state 
the 1921 Order should form the framework of any
future cooperative arrangements. Confidence in the
stability and certainty of entitlements is necessary 
for the state and both provinces to commit to 
capital investments that are the key to efficient and
beneficial water use.



Alberta’s Comments on the International St. Mary-Milk Rivers Administrative Measures Task Force Report 5

The treaty was based on each country being able take
and make beneficial use of their respective share of
available water, and the failure of one country to fully
utilize its entitlements should not add to or diminish
the rights of the other country. Further, Canada’s
infrastructure was designed to capture Canada’s
entitlements and to support the anticipated
development during two consecutive drought 
years; with due consideration to the historical
apportionment of water under the Treaty and the
Accredited Officers’ application of the 1921 Order
for the past 85 years. 

As such, while Alberta is prepared to continue to
investigate potential modifications to the balancing
period and surplus/deficit accounting, any such
modifications must be based on the concept of
mutual benefits. Where storage is provided for the
direct or indirect benefit of the other country, due
consideration should be given to the cost of building
and maintaining the infrastructure. 

Alberta supports the implementation of the following
Task Force recommendations:  

• Monitoring and reporting improvements, 
to ensure reliability, credibility and transparency 
in the computation and reporting of natural flows
and entitlements.

• The use of formal agreements, such as the Letter 
of Intent, to implement potential improvements
that are of mutual benefit, while maintaining the
integrity of the 1921 Order

• The need to conduct more detailed evaluations for
a broader range of alternatives to assess potential
implications to both the upstream and downstream
country before implementing changes

• Exploring novel and innovative approaches in
sustainable water resource and environmental
management to optimize beneficial use in both
countries, provided it is within the context of the
1921 Order.

The request by Montana to open the 1921 Order
seems to have been left on the table, without a
conclusive response from either the Task Force 
or the International Joint Commission. Alberta
would prefer a firm statement that the 1921 Order
will form the framework of any collaborative future
discussions on improving the operations of the 
St. Mary and Milk Rivers. 

Alberta expresses its sincere appreciation to the 
Task Force for its dedication and extensive review of
issues relating to sharing the waters of the St. Mary
and Milk Rivers. The Task Force fostered a spirit of
cooperation and mutual understanding of issues,
concerns and challenges in both countries and that
their report offers a solid foundation both countries
can build on as they continue to work together to
find solutions that are of mutual benefit. 

Solutions can best be achieved by creating 
a bi-national working group made up of local
stakeholders, communities and industry, with access
to government and other experts. This working
group could examine the net benefits to both
upstream and downstream jurisdictions on each 
of these rivers using alternative administrative
arrangements and infrastructure development. 
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1.0: BACKGROUND

In 1909, Canada and the United States signed the
Boundary Waters Treaty to provide the principles 
and mechanism for preventing and resolving disputes
concerning water quantity and quality along the
border. The Treaty also established an International
Joint Commission (IJC), to help resolve disputes.
Article VI of the Treaty outlines how waters of the 
St. Mary and Milk Rivers are to be shared between
Canada and the United States.

Following the signing of the Treaty, the two countries
could not agree on the exact meaning of several
terms in Article VI regarding how the St. Mary and
Milk Rivers were to be measured and apportioned.
Because the two countries could not agree, the IJC
held hearings across Canada and the U.S. from 1915
to 1921 to gather recommendations and suggestions
on how to measure and apportion these waters. 
Each year during this period the IJC issued a
provisional order outlining how the waters of these
rivers were to be shared during the coming year. 
The last provisional order was issued in March 1921.

On October 4, 1921, following many hours of
hearings across Canada and the U.S., and a detailed
reconstruction of the intent of the Treaty, the IJC
issued an Order which clarified the Terms of the
Treaty by establishing a set of rules under which 
the measurement and apportionment of water from
the St. Mary and Milk Rivers would be made by
Accredited Officers, one from each country. For the
past 85 years the October 4, 1921 Order, commonly
referred to as the “1921 Order of the IJC”, has been
used by the Accredited Officers appointed by each
country to share the waters of the St. Mary and the
Milk River.  

In 2003, the Governor of Montana requested the IJC
review the 1921 Order to determine whether or not
it is meeting the intent of the Treaty. Montana
contended that:

i. The 1921 Order did not provide for equal
apportionment;

ii. Circumstances are different today than they were
in 1921; and

iii. There are problems with the administrative
procedures that implements the Order.

In July 2004, the IJC conducted a series of public
meetings within the St. Mary River and Milk River
basins, to gather information on issues surrounding
the sharing of the Milk and St. Mary Rivers between
Canada and the United States. In December 2004,
the IJC established the International St. Mary - 
Milk Rivers Administrative Measures Task Force
(Task Force) to: “... examine and report ...on measures
for improvements to existing administrative procedures
of the St. Mary and Milk Rivers apportionment to
ensure more beneficial use and optimal receipt by each
country of its apportioned waters” – within the terms
of the 1921 Order.

The Task Force released its report in April 2006 and
requested that comments on the report be submitted
by June 30, 2006.

Alberta wishes to express its sincere appreciation 
to the Task Force for its dedication and extensive
review of issues relating to sharing the waters of the
St. Mary and Milk Rivers. It is Alberta’s belief that
the Task Force has fostered a spirit of cooperation
and mutual understanding of issues, concerns and
challenges in both countries and that the Task Force
report offers a solid foundation both countries can
build on as they continue to work together to find
solutions that are of mutual benefit. 

This document provides Alberta’s comments
respecting the Task Force report. The comments,
which include Alberta’s perspective on Task Force
recommendations and clarification on certain
technical discussions, are offered in the spirit 
of cooperation and to enhance our common
understanding of issues and concerns as we explore
potential opportunities that are of mutual benefit.
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2.0: COMMENTS 
ON EXISTING
ADMINISTRATIVE
MEASURES

2.1: IJC Order of 1921 

As indicated on page 12 of the Task Force report, 
“in 1899 the Alberta Irrigation Company applied 
for and received the right to divert the entire low flow
and up to 2,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) of the high
flow of the St. Mary River to irrigate up to 500,000
acres. By 1900, Canada had completed a 115-mile
(185 kilometer) diversion canal with a capacity of 
500 cfs, which conveyed St. Mary River water from 
a point near the crossing of the international boundary
to present day Magrath.” In 1902 the Northwest
Irrigation Co. applied for and received the right 
to divert 500 cfs from the Milk River during low
water and 1,500 cfs during high water stages. 
In comparison, in 1908 the United States had
allocated 450 cfs for irrigation of which 359 cfs 
were allocated directly from the Milk River.1

In negotiations leading up to the treaty, Canada, 
in recognition of these vested interests and as
compensation for the U.S. using the Canadian
portion of the Milk River to convey U.S. St. Mary
River diversions across Alberta, requested
substantially more than half of the combined 
flow of the St. Mary and Milk Rivers. The U.S., 
whose territory was the source of most of the flow,
requested that the flow be shared equally, with the
U.S. receiving a greater portion of its equal share
from the Milk River. 

While the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty and its
reconstruction, the 1921 Order, result in Canada 
and the U.S. being entitled to about 55 and 45
percent, respectively2, of the combined flow of |the
St. Mary River, Milk River and Eastern Tributaries, 
it represents a negotiated agreement that both parties
considered to be fair and reasonable at the time.

However, the Treaty and Order are fair and
reasonable not only because the two parties were 
able to agree on a set of terms, but also because 
of the balance it achieved in meeting the interests 
of the two countries. These being:

i. Granting the U.S. a prior appropriation on the
Milk River and Canada a prior appropriation on
the St. Mary River during the irrigation season to
ensure the ongoing viability of vested interests in
each of the two countries

ii. Limiting the prior appropriation to each country
to a maximum of 75 percent of the flow so as to
ensure both countries always had some access to the
flow within each of the two streams; and

iii. Ensuring each country is entitled to an equal share
of all flows above the prior appropriations and
during the winter months.

1 “Hearing and Argument in the Matter of the Measurement and
Apportionment of the Water of the St. Mary and Milk River and 
Their Tributaries – St. Paul Minn., May 24-28, 1915”,  International 
Joint Commission
2 “International St. Mary – Milk River Administrative Procedures Task
Force Report”, April 2006
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2.2: Fundamental Differences Between
Alberta and Montana

During the May 1917 hearings in Detroit, 
Michigan; and the May 1920 hearings in Ottawa,
Ontario; Montana’s eminent Senator and Lawyer, 
the Honorable Thomas R Walsh, successfully 
argued that: 

i. While a “vast amount of matter has come in ...
the very matter before us [the commission] is to
direct the question to the proper construction of
this treaty.”

ii. That drafts of the treaty can and should be used
in the construction; “... to get at what the
authorities were thinking about, what they had in
their minds [in the wording of the Treaty]”; and

iii. That although not specifically mentioned in the
treaty, the drafts indicated that apportionment
was to be carried out at the international
Boundary rather than at the mouth as was 
being argued by Canada.

It is noted that the same drafts referenced by the
Honorable Thomas R. Walsh in his arguments list
two other principles that were to be used in the
sharing of the waters of these streams. These are: 

i. “... that the water available for irrigation from
these two river systems shall be apportioned from
day to day...”, and

ii. that “...the failure of either country to fully utilize
the right hereby agreed upon ...of the available
water during the period specified in item 1 shall
not be regarded as adding to or diminishing the
rights of the other country.”

For the past 85 years, the Accredited Officers have
administered the 1921 Order using the above noted
two principles to ensure that the agreed to balance
between the right to prior appropriations, the right
to access some water from each stream at all times,

and the right to an equal share of all flows above 
the prior allocations are maintained. For the past 
85 years the 1921 Order and its application by the
Accredited Officers, based on the above principles,
has formed the basis for capital investment in water
management infrastructure required to store, convey
and deliver water to farms, industry and power
generation. 

It is Alberta’s perspective that the intent of the 
1921 Order as laid out by Montana’s member 
on the Task Force is fundamentally incorrect and
inconsistent with the fair and balanced terms and
conditions agreed to in 1909. Alberta believes that
Montana’s interpretation would result in uncertainty
as to the quantity and timing of the delivery of the
downstream country’s entitlements. It is Alberta’s
perspective that this interpretation is fundamentally
incorrect for the following reasons: 

• It is inconsistent with the principle of prior
appropriation used in both Alberta and Montana,
in that it would permit Canada on the Milk River
and the U.S. on the St. Mary River to deprive the
other country of its prior appropriations.

• It is inconsistent with the term in the Treaty 
that limits prior appropriations to a maximum 
of 75 per cent of the flow to ensure each country
always receives a share of the flow, since it would
permit the upstream country to take all or none 
of the water at its discretion.

• It is inconsistent with the Treaty’s principle of
maximizing beneficial use by each country of its
allocated share, because it implies the upstream
country (Canada on the Milk River and Eastern
Tributaries and the U.S. on the St. Mary River)
can take all of the flow for most of the year 
and deliver the downstream jurisdiction’s
entitlements in the form of unusable winter 
flows and flood flows. 
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Montana’s interpretation fails to consider the realities
and necessities of delivering water to consumptive
uses such as livestock, irrigated crops, municipalities
and industry in a timely and efficient manner.
Balancing water purely on a seasonal or annual basis
will not accomplish timely delivery. Annual balancing
would require the downstream jurisdiction (Montana
on the Milk River and Eastern Tributaries and
Alberta on the St. Mary River) to build additional
infrastructure at the International Boundary to
capture and store surplus flows in order for water 
to be delivered continuously, while the upstream
country could take all of the most desirable water
with little or no infrastructure, thereby diminishing
the right of the downstream jurisdiction. 

2.3: Historical Apportionment

One of the reasons Montana states that there 
are problems with the administrative procedures 
is that Canada on average receives more water 
than its entitlements. While the Task Force tries 
to examine this issue, it is felt that the limited
assessment provided in the report does not indicate
“whether or not the apportionment, as defined 
by the 1921 Order, was being met” and that it is
potentially misleading.  In view of these limitations,
the following discussion on “Historical Utilization” 
is offered for consideration by the Task Force and the
International Joint Commission.

2.3.1: Historical Utilization by Canada 
and the U.S. of St. Mary River Entitlements

Figure 1, summarizes the percent of U.S. St. Mary
River entitlements that the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation has diverted during the period of
1950 to 2001. 

Figure 1 

Annual U.S. St. Mary River Diversions as a Percent of Entitlement
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Figure 1 shows that the U.S. diversions have averaged
approximately 62% during the 1950 to 2001 period,
as per the task force report. However, during the
most recent 10-year period U.S. diversions have
averaged approximately 76% of their entitlements,
while in the 1950-60 period they averaged 49%.
Figure 1 also shows that during the eight driest years,
the U.S. on average diverted 92% of its entitlements,
while during the eight wettest years it only averaged
42%.  As such, figure 1 this indicates the following.

i. The 1950 to 2004 average is not representative
of current conditions.

ii. Since a substantial improvement in U.S.
diversions was achieved over this time period
without any modifications in the administrative
procedures and with the U.S. St. Mary Canal
significantly below its design capacity, the focus
should be on improving U.S. operations and
infrastructure rather than modifying the
administrative procedures.

iii. Since the U.S. has diverted about 92% of
entitlements during dry years versus 42% in wet
years, most of the surplus flow being delivered 
to Canada is likely in the form of flood flows,
which neither country is able to utilize. As a
result, modifications in the administrative
procedures may provide little if any improvement
in the U.S. ability to take a greater share of its 
St. Mary River entitlements.

In view of the above results, a second assessment 
was carried to determine the percentage of the flow
of the St. Mary River Canada is actually able to
utilize and what percentage may be in the form 
of winter or flood flows that neither country can
capture and put to beneficial use without the
development of additional infrastructure. 

Figure 2 summarizes the 1980 to 2004 flows for 
the St. Mary River at the International Boundary 
in terms of the percent utilized (diverted) by the 
U. S., the percentage utilized (diverted or stored) 
by Canada, and the percentage that was spilled or
released from the Canadian St. Mary Reservoir that
could not be beneficially used by either country.

Figure 2 

Percent of St. Mary River Flow Utilized by Canada versus Percent Utilized by U.S. versus Spills/Releases3
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Figure 2 shows that during the 1980 to 2004 period,
the U.S. utilized approximately 29.9% of the total
flow of the St. Mary River at the International
boundary (about 71% of its entitlements), while
Canada utilized 35.5% of the total flow (about
59.9% of its entitlement). The remaining 35.5%
were either spilled or released to meet in stream flow
requirements. While the analysis cannot be used to
indicate whether or not apportionment was being
met, the analysis clearly illustrates the following.

i. Most of the surplus waters being delivered to
Canada are in the form of winter and flood flows
which neither country is able to utilize. As a
result, the focus should be on the development 
of infrastructure that may permit both countries
to utilize a greater percent of their entitlement
rather than a review of the 1921 Order or the
administrative procedures.

ii. Since Alberta is able to take and utilize only
59.9% of Canada’s St. Mary River entitlements
compared to Montana taking 71% of U.S.
entitlements, Montana’s contention that 
Canada is receiving a greater percentage of the
flow because “ there are problems with the
administrative procedures that implements the
Order” is unfounded. 

In view of the above results, it is Alberta’s perspective
that energies should be directed towards working
cooperatively to ensure both countries are able to
utilize a greater share of their respective entitlements,
rather than introducing uncertainties through the
questioning of the 1921 Order and the administrative
procedures.

2.4: Letters of Intent

It is Alberta’s view that the 1909 Boundary Water
Treaty is fair and reasonable and that, for the past 
85 years, the 1921 Order and its application by the
Accredited Officers of the IJC have provided the
stability and security of supplies required for long
term planning and investment in both countries.

Alberta agrees with the Task Force report that formal
agreements, such as the Letter of Intent which has
been used successfully in the past, provide a viable
option for implementing potential improvements
that are of mutual benefit to both countries, while
maintaining the integrity of the 1921 Order.

3 U.S. utilization is based on U.S. diversions, Canadian utilization 
is estimated based on flows for the St. Mary River at the International
Boundary minus spills and releases from the St. Mary reservoir. Spills 
and releases from the St. Mary Reservoir are available from Alberta
Environment, Water Management Division
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3.0: COMMENTS 
ON OPTIONS 
FOR IMPROVING
ADMINISTRATIVE
MEASURES

3.1: Natural Flow Calculations 

The implementation of recommendations on
monitoring and reporting improvements is strongly
supported by Alberta to ensure reliability, credibility
and transparency in the computation and reporting
of natural flows and each country’s entitlements. 

To implement these recommendations, Alberta 
is working with the Eastern Tributaries Technical
Working Group and the Milk River Technical
Working Group, which include representation 
from Montana, Saskatchewan, Water Survey 
of Canada, the U.S Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the U.S. Geological Survey; to revise the
computational procedures. 

As indicated in the Task Force report, Alberta has
also initiated a process to collect actual water use
information from water users on the Milk River 
for inclusion in the natural flow computations.
Alberta is also investigating the feasibility of 
real-time monitoring and reporting of water use
within Alberta.

3.2: Balancing Periods, Surpluses 
and Deficits

Over the past 85 years the Accredited Officers of the
IJC have apportioned the waters of the St. Mary 
and Milk River on a daily basis. Recognizing the
impracticality of measuring the flow, and setting 
gate openings for diversion and storage on a daily
basis, the Accredited Officers developed a working
arrangement in which minor daily deviations in
the taking or delivery of daily entitlements were

permitted and were to be balanced by the end of the
15/16-day balancing period. Similarly, to ensure that
the failure of either country to fully utilize their right
to the water granted under the Treaty did not add 
to or diminish the rights of the other country, the
Accredited Officers developed an accounting
procedure in which residual surplus deliveries
accumulated during the 15/16 day period are
forfeited, while residual deficits are to be made up
during the following balancing period.

The balancing period and surplus/deficit
modifications being considered in the Task Force
report represent a significant departure from these
principles that have been applied for the past 85
years. The modifications being considered would
permit significant departures in the daily delivery of
the downstream jurisdiction entitlements, as well as
the carryover of surpluses or deficits for an extended
period of time. It is therefore imperative that detailed
evaluations of the potential implications to both the
upstream and downstream jurisdiction are carried
out prior to the implementation of any potential
modifications.  
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Should an arrangement be found that is beneficial 
to both countries, it should be implemented through
a Letter of Intent or similar instrument, within 
the context of the 1921 Order, to ensure the
modification does not add to or diminish the rights 
of either country.

It is noted that the modeling and analysis conducted
by the Task Force to assess the potential benefits of
changes in the balancing period and surplus/deficit
accounting focused solely on examining the additional
water which could potentially be withdrawn by the
upstream jurisdiction (Montana on the St. Mary
River and Alberta on the Milk River) without
consideration to:

i. The potential implications to the downstream
country (Montana on the Milk River and
Eastern Tributaries and Alberta on the St. Mary
River) of receiving a greater proportion of its
entitlement in the form of unusable winter and
flood flows;

ii. The beneficial use that may be derived from
potential additional diversions; and

iii. Minimum flow requirements as described in
Alberta’s Water Conservation Objectives.   

It is further noted that the assessment of potential
additional U.S. diversion from the St. Mary River
under longer balancing periods and alternative
surplus/deficit accounting assumed:

i. That the U.S. would receive full credit for, and
could draw against, all unused U.S. entitlements
flowing across the International Boundary into
Canada; and 

ii. That if adequate flow was available, the U.S. 
St Mary Canal would continue to divert at
maximum capacity without any consideration 
to limiting flow conditions (such as floods) 
in the St. Mary or Milk River or to the storage
conditions (full and spilling) in Fresno Reservoir.

As such, the results identified in the Task Force
report represent very optimistic projections of
potential additional diversions with no consideration
to the potential benefits or disbenefits that would
accrue to either country. Furthermore, the surplus/
deficit accounting procedures being considered  
are effectively implementing a system whereby 
the downstream country is capturing and storing
flows for the benefit of the upstream country 
with no discussion regarding compensation for the
infrastructure investment or future operation and
maintenance costs.  

It is Alberta’s perspective that the treaty was based on
each country being able take and make beneficial use
of their respective share of available water. It is also
Alberta’s perspective that the infrastructure in Canada
was designed to capture Canada’s entitlements and 
to be able to support the anticipated development
during two consecutive drought years. The Canadian
infrastructure was developed with due consideration
to the historical apportionment of water created by
the Treaty and the Accredited Officers’ application,
for the past 85 years, of the 1921 Order. As such,
while Alberta is prepared to continue to investigate
any modifications to the balancing period and
surplus/deficit accounting, any such modifications
must be based on the concept of mutual benefits.

The Task Force report conducted a limited
examination of potential benefits to the upstream
country (Canada on the Milk River and the 
United States on the St. Mary River) of alternative
apportionment arrangements. While it is Alberta’s
perspective that modifications to the administrative
procedures are not necessary, if such modifications
are considered Alberta believes that before
implementing changes in the balancing period 
or the surplus/deficit accounting procedures, a more
detailed evaluation is required to assess a broader
range of alternatives and potential implications to
both the upstream and downstream jurisdictions. 
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3.3: Other Potential Options

Water is a finite resource. The limit of water has 
been reached in a number of watersheds in Alberta
and is being approached in others. Consequently, 
the Government of Alberta has created and
implemented a provincial water strategy called 
Water for Life: Alberta’s Strategy for Sustainability.

Water For Life, which outlines actions to be taken by
all Albertans and sectors of the provincial economy
towards ensuring sustainability, centers on three areas
of focus; Knowledge and Research, Partnerships, and
Water Conservation.

Within the above context, Alberta is supportive 
of exploring novel and innovative approaches in
sustainable water resource and environmental
management that optimize the beneficial use in 
both countries of their agreed to share, provided 
it is within the context of the 1921 Order.

4.0: STABILITY AND

CERTAINTY ARE REQUIRED

FOR LONG TERM PLANNING

AND DEVELOPMENT

The economic and operational importance of
certainty and stability to the apportionment and
administration of water in the St. Mary and Milk
Rivers cannot be overstated. The Task Force report
upsets the confidence of the landowners, investors
and the Province since it did not specifically state 
the 1921 Order should form the framework of any
future cooperative arrangements. Confidence in the
stability and certainty of entitlements is necessary for
Montana, Alberta and Saskatchewan to commit to
capital investments, which are the key to efficient
and beneficial water use.

The request by Montana to open the 1921 Order
seems to have been left on the table without a
conclusive response from either the Task Force 
or the International Joint Commission. Alberta
would prefer a firm statement that the 1921 Order
will form the framework of any collaborative future
discussions on improving the operations of the 
St. Mary and Milk Rivers. 
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5.0: LET’S MOVE FORWARD

FOR MUTUAL BENEFIT

The Task Force fostered a spirit of co-operation 
and mutual understanding of the issues and concerns
in both countries. Both countries can continue to
build on that by working together and directing 
our energies towards finding solutions that are of
mutual benefit.

It is Alberta’s belief that solutions can best be
achieved by creating a bi-national working group
made up of local stakeholders, communities and
industry, with access to government and other
experts. This working group could examine 
the net benefits to both upstream and downstream
jurisdictions on each of these rivers using alternative
administrative arrangements and infrastructure
development. 
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