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Trondequoit Bay Coordinating Committee

Town of Irondequoit Town of Penfield Town of Webster County of Mouroe
New York New York New York New York __
July 21, 2006 o
&3
The Secretary, United States Section 5
International Joint Commission
1250 23rd Street NW, Suite 100 >
Washington, DC20440  —77 7 Hialaialaledaiod -2
Unitéd States ~ P
FILE:
Dear Secretary:

We are writing to express extreme disappointment with the recommendations recently
made by the International Lake Ontario-St. Lawrence River Study Board regarding the
management of water levels and flows for Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrénce River.
None of the recommended plans are acceptable as formulated and presented in the final
report.

Our communities have supported the Study and encouraged our elected representatives to
do likewise under the assumption that improvements would be provided for south shore
property owners, businesses and communities. If that was not possible, it was assumed
that bepefits to other inferests would only be provided to the extent that the existing
shoreline property owners, businesses and communities would be protected to at least the
extent they are under the existing Orders of Approval. The Orders currently state that:

“Consisient with other requirements, the levels of Lake Ontario shall be regulated
Jor the benefit of property owners on the shores of Lake Ontario in the United
States and Canada so as to reduce the exiremes of stage which have been
experienced.

rreeremseziresam -l 1 2Ad1HOR, fhe.current Orders of, ApprovaLprowdefor atarget four-foot range of level

on Lake Ontario, ‘which has been relied | upon for over forty years in the development and
protection of the shoreline, in the design and protection of navigation channels and
facilities, and in the design and operation of recreational boat docklng, Iaunching and
mooring facilities. Furthermore, considerable public infrastructure is in place that has
been designed in reliance upon the water level regime contained in the existing Orders of
Approval.

The Study recommendations would remove these basic protections assured by the
government through the existing Orders of Approval, disrupting the shoreline and
shoreline communities, with no compensation and no mitigation,

Implementation of the Study recommendations would, thus, violate the trust that
government will live up to its agreements and assurances to citizens and commumities.
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1t is now clear from the Study results that no serious attempt was made to improve the
situation for the Lake shore communities. It is also clear that the study was predicated on
the provision of benefits to other interests solely at the expense of the south shore and
downstream riparian communities.

All three of the recommended plans harm south shore property owners, businesses and
communities. (See Table 6, page 55) 'While the primary damage will be associated with
erosion and flooding of shoreline residential properties, considerable further damage will
oceur to the recreational boating industry in our area due to high and low water extremes.
This impact does not appear to have been adequately accounted for in the Study, which
relied npon telephone survey information to assess damages to the recreational boating
industry and did not account for the dirétt damages, need for dredging and loss of

. business that will result under extreme water level situations.

Comments from numerons public officials at the public hearings conducted during the
summer of2005 pointed out the substantial economic impact to communities due to a
los in property values along the shoteline and the subsequent loss of property tax
revenues:to the local government units. -Public officials also highlighted the considerable
public-infrastructure, ‘such as.parks, that-would be damaged or destroyed by the predicted
extreme water leévels. These impacts remain ignored, resulting in a serious bias in the
economic results presented in the study.

The primary+justification given for the creation of extreme high and low water levels is
environmenta] restoration. However, the primary environmental issne identified in the
Study was the Jack of periods of low water. This is due to the actions of the St. Lawrence
River Control Board, which never allows the lake level to drop into the lower portion of
the-fourtfoot target range set by the IJC; Tt isnoted that this has already resulted ina
ra.lsmg of the average Lake Ontario water level since 1960 compared to what occurred
prior to the construct(on of" the St. Lawrence systent and implementation of outflow
control ;

Itis mterestmg to note that exxsung, approved operating Plan 1958D, without deviations,
shows an environmental benefit that is over 100% better than the recommended

’ nvxrb‘ﬁfi@"entélﬁlan”"sl’laﬁ:ls i(See Table:s; page 60 and Table 'C-3, page 218) . If the
Justlﬁcatlon for ¢hiange is* ‘envitonmental restoration, why not utilize Plan 1958D and
merely avoid the deviations thiat harm the environment? Why-was this option not even
con51dered durmg the. Study and-not presented in the final report?

Under thc guise of envnonmental restorahon the Study recommends extreme water
levels, with increased high levels that are inconsistent with the natural water level regime
that oceurred prior to the construction of the Seaway and dam in the laté 1950°s. How
can a water level regime that bas never oceurred on the Lake be considered “more
natural™?

It is clear that an artificial water level regime is being recommended in the Study report
‘based solely on environmental response assumptions incorporated into the analysis.
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Cec: Congressman James Walsh
Congresswoman Louise Slaughter
Senator Charles E. Schumer
Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton
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