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In the summer of 2013, the IJC invited public comment and convened public hearings on the proposed Plan 2014. More than 5,500 comments 
were received, including 206 oral testimonies at the 12 hearings and public teleconferences, over 3,500 signatures on four different petitions, 
more than 700 post cards and form letters, and nearly 1,000 written website, email and unique letter responses. 

The full record, including hearing transcripts and all written submissions, regarding Plan 2014 is available at http://ijc.org/en_/losl. Every 
comment received was considered. This document groups IJC responses to public comments in common themes.  

 Boundary Waters Treaty, Process, and Plan development 

Comment Received IJC Response 
Plan 2014 violates Article VIII of the Boundary 
Waters Treaty of 1909, which articulates an 
order of precedence among three uses: 
1). Uses for domestic and sanitary purposes; 
2). Uses for navigation, including the service of 
canals for the purposes of navigation; 
3). Uses for power and for irrigation purposes. 

Treaty compliance is determined by the U.S. and Canadian governments, and they have 
concurred with the supplementary order and Plan 2014. 
Plan 2014 maintains the order of precedence among the uses named in the treaty. The 
plan will provide similar benefits as Plan 1958DD for drinking water, sanitation and 
navigation uses, and it increases hydropower production by a relatively small amount.  

The Great Lakes are held in public trust for all 
citizens of Canada and the United States. Plan 
1958DD violates the public trust by damaging 
the environment.  

The IJC finds that the coastal and riverine ecosystems are an interest that existed but was 
not considered when the 1956 Order and Plan 1958-D were developed. The IJC also finds 
that Plan 2014 provides the best response to the range of issues that must be 
considered, including ecosystem impacts.  

The IJC should present a balanced plan with no 
disproportionate damages to any interest. 

 The IJC evaluated alternatives for more than 14 years in order to find a plan that strikes 
an appropriate balance without imposing disproportionate loss on any interest or region. 
Addressing ecosystem impacts inevitably affects other interests. Plan 2014 helps restore 
coastal wetlands, while keeping the changes for other interests relatively small 
compared to the present plan.  

  

http://ijc.org/en_/losl
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Plan 2014 was developed without public 
involvement. 

Plan 2014 was derived from alternatives and evaluation models that were developed 
with extensive public involvement throughout the five-year Lake Ontario-St. Lawrence 
River Study. After the study was completed, the IJC consulted with the public on multiple 
occasions regarding the refinements of study options, worked to address the comments 
received and held public hearings on two separate proposals.  

The studies are incomplete and out of date. The 
damage assessments have not been updated 
since 2005.  
 

The impact assessments and performance indicators were developed by the Study Board 
in close collaboration with experts and stakeholders, and provide a reliable basis for 
selecting a regulation plan. The analysis captures the major economic impacts that will 
result from a change in plans for managing water levels and flows for the Lake Ontario-
St. Lawrence River system. The IJC is not aware of any economic developments since the 
International Lake Ontario-St. Lawrence River Study was completed that would change 
the evaluation used to select Plan 2014. 

The National Research Council and Royal 
Society of Canada stated that the study does 
not provide an adequate basis for making a 
decision. 

The environmental science that was on the cutting edge during the study has since been 
peer-reviewed, replicated and become widely accepted. In addition, many issues raised 
by the NRC/RSC review have been addressed, including the recommendation that an 
adaptive management strategy be developed to address future uncertainties.  

What is the approval process required to 
implement Plan 2014? 
 

The IJC provided its final conclusions to the Governments of Canada and the United 
States in 2014 and the governments provided their concurrence in December of 2016.    

Why did the decision process take so long? Plan 
2014 should be implemented without further 
delay. 

 The governments thoroughly reviewed all aspects of the IJC’s proposal with an 
interagency review in each country and then the two governments consulted with each 
other.  
 
The flows through the Moses- Saunders Dam will be set according to Plan 2014 beginning 
in January  (2017). 
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Plan 2014 triggers and deviations policy  

Triggered deviations constitute the essential difference between Plan Bv7 and Plan 2014. Response to the triggers was generally, but not 
universally positive. Some shoreline property owners said the triggers were too extreme to help – that the Lake would already be too high or too 
low at the trigger levels. Supporters thought 2014 triggers provided important environmental protection while balancing the concerns of all 
users, including those on the south shore of Lake Ontario, but testified that further reduction of the environmental benefits provided by Plan 
2014 would not be acceptable. 

Comment Received IJC Response 
The high trigger levels are too high, and the low 
trigger levels are too low, to prevent damages 
from occurring. 

Triggered deviations provide a measure of relief for shoreline property owners, 
commercial navigation, recreational boaters and others without causing unacceptable 
damages to the ecosystem. The U.S. and Canadian governments reviewed the  triggers 
that the IJC had proposed and directed that the low trigger levels be raised by a few 
inches (to those reached about 10% of the time from those reached about 5% of the 
time).  

Why can’t the Board take anticipatory action to 
prevent Lake Ontario from reaching the trigger 
levels? 

The triggers do anticipate potential future conditions. For example, the upper triggers 
are lower early and late in the year in order to help prevent extreme high water levels 
from occurring. Further deviations from plan rules before the triggers are reached would 
be the same as redefining the triggers. The IJC and governments considered different 
triggers and believes that the Plan 2014 triggers strike the best balance.  

The Board should not have to ask the IJC for 
permission to deviate from plan flows when 
Lake Ontario reaches the trigger levels. This 
causes unnecessary delay. 

The IJC agrees. After hearing this criticism during the 2013 Public Hearings, the IJC 
revised the proposed directive to the Board so that it has complete authority to deviate 
from plan flows, without seeking IJC approval, when Lake Ontario reaches the trigger 
levels. 

The Board should be required to deviate from 
plan flows if the triggers are hit.  

The Board is required to provide relief as soon as the trigger levels are reached, which 
will usually require a deviation from plan flows. When the high trigger levels are reached, 
the Board must provide all possible relief to the riparian owners upstream and 
downstream. When the low trigger levels are reached, the Board must provide all 
possible relief to municipal water intakes, navigation and power purposes, upstream and 
downstream. The IJC believes that the Board is best situated to determine whether 
deviations are needed based on the particular circumstances, and physical conditions in 
the watershed at that particular time. 
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Drinking Water and Sanitation 

Comment Received IJC Response 
The IJC’s analysis did not take impacts on 
infrastructure into account, particularly impacts 
on sewers and septic systems. 

The IJC’s analysis did gather data and use performance indicators to capture the impacts 
to infrastructure. This included potential flooding of drinking water and wastewater 
treatment facilities, impacts to shore protection structures associated with 
infrastructure, impacts on water intakes and outfalls, and additional costs to treat taste 
and odor problems at low water levels. Impacts to sewage conveyance and septic 
systems were also considered. Systems that are vulnerable to flooding and erosion under 
Plan 2014 were found to be vulnerable to such impacts under the current regulation plan 
1958DD and others that were considered. 

Why does the IJC’s economic analysis show no 
net impact in municipal and industrial 
category? 

The $0 impact from Plan 2014 in the municipal and industrial water category signifies the 
plan will produce no measurable change in the impacts to municipal and industrial 
operations compared to impacts under the current regulation plan. In all cases where 
concerns were raised about water supply and wastewater operations, the Study Board 
found that these facilities will experience the same problems under the existing 
regulation plan. For example, while drinking water treatment plants on the St. Lawrence 
River will incur additional treatment costs during prolonged droughts, these costs were 
the same under Plan 2014 and Plan 58DD. Any estimated flooding and storm impacts to 
buildings or shore protection used in water or wastewater were reported in the coastal 
damage categories. 

When water levels are at 247-feet (75.29 m) 
and above, sewer systems from the Niagara 
River to Greece, through Sodus Point and up to 
Watertown will be flooded and cease 
functioning, causing major health and 
environmental problems.  

Lake Ontario levels at elevation 247-feet (75.29 m) and above occur under the current 
regulation plan (Plan 1958DD) on a regular basis (the chance that the peak annual Lake 
Ontario stillwater level will be above 247-feet is 12.8 percent, and, the stillwater lake 
level is above 247 feet 2 percent of the time overall). While the IJC heard no evidence 
during the public hearings that major health and environmental problems have occurring 
in the past, systems that are prone to failure at elevation 247-feet (75.29 m) are, over 
time, almost certain to cause problems no matter how the lake is regulated. 
Communities cannot rely on the regulation plan to prevent such problems.  
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Plan 2014 would cause flooding and destruction 
of the Monroe County Water Authority potable 
water supply treatment plant. 

Plant operators have written that the plant has been sandbagged under the existing 
operating rules. Given the design of the existing facilities, such procedures will be 
needed under any regulation plan, though sandbagging will be expected to occur 
somewhat more often under Plan 2014.  

Higher water levels under Plan 2014 will likely 
increase Monroe County’s costs to stabilize the 
Irondequoit Lakeshore 36-inch wastewater 
interceptor, the foundations of which have 
been threatened by severe erosion. 

The revetments installed in 1999 to protect the foundation of the wastewater 
interceptor from further shoreline erosion will require maintenance under any regulation 
plan. These costs will not likely increase under Plan 2014 if the revetments are designed 
to withstand conditions that occur under the current regulation plan.  

Higher water levels under Plan 2014 will 
increase the risk of damage to the main sewer 
lift station in the Village of Sodus Point, which is 
at an elevation of 248 feet (75.59 m). 

Lake Ontario has risen above this elevation in the 1970s and 1990s under the current 
regulation plan, and will almost certainly exceed this elevation in the future under any 
regulation plan. The IJC acknowledges that the odds that Lake Ontario will exceed 248 
feet (75.59 m) are slightly greater under Plan 2014 (The stillwater lake level is expected 
to be above 248 feet 0.4 percent of the time with Plan 2014 compared to 0.2 percent 
with Plan 1958DD.), but believes that efforts are needed to reduce the risk of damage 
that will exist under any regulation plan. 

The water intakes at the Montreal drinking 
water treatment plant will be vulnerable under 
climate change scenarios. 

The potential for this impact was documented during the Lake Ontario-St. Lawrence 
River Study. Study findings on Montreal’s water system were discussed with the mayors 
of the region and they agreed to address the vulnerability of that system to very rare low 
levels. The risk to Montreal’s drinking water supply will not be increased by Plan 2014. 

 

Commercial Navigation 

Comment Received IJC Response 
Plan 2014 could dramatically impact 
commercial navigation because it increases the 
frequency of extreme low-water conditions.  

Overall, Plan 2014 will provide about the same benefits for commercial navigation as 
Plan 1958DD. In the historical supply series simulation, Plan 2014 Lake Ontario water 
levels are noticeably lower than 1958DD levels in the 1930s and again in the 1960s. Some 
ships that operate only on Lake Ontario will have to reduce their drafts (and loads) 
during rare low-water years.   These rare low water years are predicted to occur 2.5 
percent of the time, which is a slight increase from the 1.8 percent probability of the 
extreme low water occurring under Plan 1958DD.  However, because annual minimum 
Lake Ontario levels during the shipping season are a bit higher under Plan 2014 about 75 
percent of the time, these same ships may be able to carry larger loads in other years. 
For ships traveling across Lake Ontario to or from the Upper Lakes, the low Lake Ontario 
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levels may not make any difference in loading because the controlling clearance will 
often be on Lakes Michigan-Huron or Superior, which are below chart datum about five 
times more often than Lake Ontario. For the Montreal to Lake Ontario section of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway, the lower levels on Lake Ontario are more than compensated by less 
frequent low levels on Lake St. Louis which results in more consistent higher drafts on 
the entire route.  

Plan 2014 would increase the risk of 
commercial navigation delays in the Seaway 
because the frequency of Lake Ontario outflows 
above 9,900 cubic meters per second increases 
by 40 percent during the navigation season.  

The frequency of extremely high flows is very low under either plan. While Plan 2014 
increases the frequency of flows above 9,900 cubic meters per second in the historical 
scenario by 40 percent compared to Plan 1958DD, the frequency of such flows during the 
navigation season is less than one percent under either plan. 

 

 Hydropower 

Comment Received IJC Response 
By increasing hydropower production, Plan 
2014 reduces air pollution and carbon 
emissions. 

Hydropower is an emission-free, renewable energy source. The IJC acknowledges 
this but the Study Board did not calculate and the IJC does not claim a monetary 
value for this improvement.  

How does Plan 2014 provide protection against 
ice jams? 
 
 

Plan 2014 and Plan 1958DD include exactly the same procedures for preventing 
ice jams. When ice begins to form, releases are adjusted in both plans to 
promote the formation of a stable ice cover, and then releases are limited to 
avoid breaking that ice cover. 
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Coastal Flooding and Erosion  

Comment Received IJC Response 
Plan 58DD has caused a great deal of coastal 
damage. Plan 2014 will increase damage to 
coastal property. 

Plan 2014 retains most of the coastal-damage reduction benefits provided by Plan 58DD. 
Almost all the incremental coastal impacts of Plan 2014 relate to shore protection 
structures, not the flooding of buildings. Because there will be a small increase in the 
frequency of high water levels on Lake Ontario, costs to maintain shore protection 
structures, such as shore walls and revetments, will increase under Plan 2014. The same 
new shore protection structures will be required under either plan but the slightly higher 
Plan 2014 costs counted under “erosion to developed unprotected parcels” reflect the 
fact that protection will be needed sooner under Plan 2014.   
 
Plan 58DD has dramatically reduced coastal damages that would have occurred without 
regulation by reducing the severity and duration of extreme high-water level events. 
58DD eliminates about 98 percent of the first floor flooding damages that would have 
occurred without regulation along the Lake Ontario coast, 99 percent of the flood 
damage on the upper St. Lawrence River and 70 percent on the lower St. Lawrence River. 
Damages to shore protection structures on Lake Ontario under Plan 58DD are less than 
half what they would be without regulation. 
 
[The change in the low trigger levels has a negligible impact on coastal damages since the 
change only raises the lowest levels and coastal damages are not sensitive to the small 
rise in the lowest levels]   

Plan 2014 will cause devastating floods.  Structures at risk of flooding under Plan 2014 are also at risk of flooding under the 
current plan. Both Plan 2014 and Plan 1958DD prevent substantial property damage and 
perform similarly during extreme high-water events. During the most extreme high-
water events, Lake Ontario levels will be about two inches (6 cm) higher under Plan 2014 
than Plan 1958DD. Preliminary indications are that Plan 2014 will not change floodplain 
delineations.  

Plan 2014 will cause homes to be lost to 
erosion. 
 

The same homes that will be lost to erosion under Plan 2014 will be lost to erosion under 
the current plan, 1958DD. Property owners in erosion-prone areas will need to consider 
protective measures regardless of which plan is in place, but will likely need to take them 
sooner under Plan 2014. Because water levels are higher at times under Plan 2014, some 
increase in erosion rates will be expected. The difference will depend on the location and 
composition of the shoreline.   
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Homes have been built based on the 
expectation that the rules for regulating water 
levels would not change.  

Structures that were adequately designed and built to withstand conditions that occur 
under the existing regulation plan will see no significant increase in risk under Plan 2014.   

We were promised a four-foot range on Lake 
Ontario. 

The IJC’s 1956 Order does not promise a four-foot range. No regulation plan can restrict 
the levels of Lake Ontario to a four-foot range. Plan 1958DD compresses levels to within 
a four-foot range, as nearly as may be, when natural water supplies do not exceed those 
used to design the plan (those from 1860 to 1954). Lake Ontario levels can go outside of 
this range when natural water supplies are more extreme than the design range, which 
has occurred on a fairly frequent basis since 1960. The potential for levels outside the 
four-foot range was acknowledged in the 1956 Order, and is the basis for deviations 
under criterion (k) of the Order. In reality, Lake Ontario has experienced more than a six-
foot range since 1960 under Plan 1958DD. The range under either plan could be greater 
if future water supplies are more extreme than those experienced to date. Structures 
designed to withstand only a four foot range of water levels are likely to suffer significant 
damage under either plan over the span of a few decades. 

The IJC continues to provide ridiculously low 
cost estimates for shoreline property owners. 
The costs to counties, towns, and municipalities 
have been ignored. These costs will be 
astronomical for infrastructure, roads, water 
treatment plants, sewage treatment plants, and 
water and electric distribution systems. 

The analysis used by the IJC provides a reliable basis for selecting a regulation plan. The 
analysis focused on the most significant impacts that will result from a change in 
regulation plans. The decisions about which impacts to study and how to evaluate them 
were made carefully by the Study Board with the advice of independent economic 
advisors and basin stakeholders on the Public Interest Advisory Group. While not every 
effect could be accounted for, the IJC is confident that no major classes of impacts were 
ignored.   

The impacts to property on Lake Ontario’s 
embayments were not taken into account. 

The analysis of Plan 2014 does include potential flooding impacts to embayments on 
Lake Ontario. Shore protection impacts were not estimated, because they are driven to a 
great extent by wave damage that is a more significant factor on the open lake than in 
the embayments. 
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Beaches have disappeared under Plan 1958DD. 
How will Plan 2014 affect our beaches?  

Beaches are a dynamic feature of the coastal zone. In natural systems, beaches are built 
and destroyed by natural forces. The Study Board drew no conclusions about the effects 
of different regulation plans on beaches. While the occasional lower water levels under 
Plan 2014 provide favorable conditions for rebuilding beaches in certain areas, it is not 
clear whether enough material is available due to the high percentage of Lake Ontario 
shoreline that has been hardened or developed. Shore protection structures reduce 
erosion, but with less erosion, there is less sand in the nearshore zone to build beaches 
nearby.  

Why doesn’t Plan 2014 contain a provision to 
help property owners mitigate the damage 
from higher levels? 

The authority to mitigate risk to property and infrastructure in the coastal zone through 
permitting, financial assistance or other means rests with governments, not the IJC. 

Plan 2014 is a “taking” without compensation 
because it increases erosion. 

Erosion occurs under any regulation plan and the IJC does not believe that the potential 
small increase in erosion rates under Plan 2014 constitutes a taking of property. The 
determination of when a taking occurs is a complex matter governed by domestic laws in 
the United States and Canada.  

Restoring the environment is important, but 
why have you not developed a plan that helps 
restore the environment that will not increase 
the risks to shoreline property owners? 

No plan can do both. Despite intensive efforts to explore every promising alternative 
over the last 14 years, no plan has been found that addresses the environmental damage 
caused by Plan 1958DD to a meaningful extent while fully preserving that plan’s 
protection of shoreline property owners. After testing and modifying numerous 
alternatives, the IJC finds that Plan 2014 reduces the impact to shoreline property 
owners the most while still allowing water level fluctuations to nourish wetlands and 
preserving benefits for other upstream and downstream interests.  
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Ecosystem Health  

The IJC concludes that Plan 2014 will provide the best balance between environmental concerns and other interests including navigation, 
hydropower, domestic and industrial use, recreational boating and coastal development. This conclusion is consistent with the opinions offered 
by the U.S. Department of Interior, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Conservation Ontario.  Most non-governmental environmental 
organizations in New York, Ontario and Quebec that responded during the 2013 hearings supported Plan 2014 because of its environmental 
benefits. Opponents of Plan 2014 argued that the environmental benefits were not as certain or important as suggested by IJC studies, and that 
negative environmental impacts of the plan were not adequately considered.  

Comment Received IJC Response 
Plan 2014 is central to the long-term success of 
the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative and 
overall restoration of this important ecosystem. 
It will set the stage for the restoration of 64,000 
acres (26,000 hectares) of wetlands, easily the 
largest Great Lakes restoration effort to date. 

The IJC agrees and notes that Plan 2014 appears to be consistent with the goals of the 
2012 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement to restore habitat and biodiversity.  

Plan 2014 will restore a diverse wetland 
community that provides critical ecosystem 
functions such as buffering storm water and 
filtering non-point source pollution. 
 

IJC agrees that Plan 2014 will restore the diversity of plant life and the health of tens of 
thousands of acres of coastal wetlands on Lake Ontario and the upper St. Lawrence 
River. This will improve the habitat for a wide range of native birds, fish, reptiles, 
amphibians and mammals. We also note that other efforts, such as sustaining programs 
to control and remove invasive plant species are important to realize the full potential 
provided by more natural hydrology. Healthy wetlands provide a variety of beneficial 
functions, but the IJC has not quantified differences in storm impacts or water quality 
improvement.   

Scientific research conducted during the LOSLR 
study clearly establishes the many 
environmental benefits from the plan, including 
improvements for key wetland habitats, 
muskrats, migrating and nesting wildfowl, and 
indicator species like the northern pike. It is 
important to note, each of these performance 
indicators is an indicator representing a much 
broader segment of the ecosystem.  

The IJC agrees and notes that the environmental performance indicators were selected, 
in part, because they had broader implications beyond the success of a single species. 
For example, Plan 2014 demonstrably increases muskrat house density in the upper St. 
Lawrence River. Muskrats help harvest cattails and in doing so, create micro habitat 
areas that support other species. The success of northern pike also indicates favorable 
conditions for other cool water fish that spawn in nearshore areas. 
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Plan 2014 gives the environment too high a 
priority. The infrastructure, commerce and tax 
base of our community should not be risked for 
the welfare of a few birds, muskrat and fish. 
 

The IJC is addressing the interest that people have in healthy ecosystems. This interest 
was not recognized when Plan 1958DD was developed but is clearly articulated in the 
laws, policies and decisions of Canada and the United States since then. Plan 2014 does 
not fully address the environmental damage caused by Plan 1958DD, but carefully 
balances environmental restoration with other societal needs.  

If it is important to save the muskrats, why is 
there no bag limit on hunting them in northern 
New York? 

The Muskrat is not a listed species; the goal here is to increase their numbers in coastal 
wetlands because they reduce the dominance of cattails and support Black Tern nesting, 
not to keep the general population from extinction. Field surveys indicated low house 
densities in wetlands of the Upper St. Lawrence River, which affects those wetlands 
negatively. The Black Tern is designated as vulnerable by Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forests (OMNRF) and Endangered by New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). The North American Bird Conservation Initiative 
considers the Lower Great Lakes/St. Lawrence plain critical to the natural cycle of the 
Black Tern.  Studies show that Plan 2014 could make a significant contribution to 
improving habitat for a variety of native species.  

The IJC’s environmental studies are flawed. 
Wetlands have been degraded by development, 
polluted runoff and a variety of other factors 
besides the regulation plan. 

The vast majority of, but not all, coastal wetlands will helped by more natural water level 
fluctuations.  The Study Board acknowledged that some wetlands are degraded by 
factors other than hydrology. The environmental studies for Plan 2014 are supported by 
extensive field data, on-site demonstrations, and peer-reviewed literature. The 
hypothesis is that the pattern of more natural water level fluctuations will favor certain 
plant species over others, depending on the plants’ water needs. The correlation 
between water-level fluctuations and plant diversity is backed up by extensive field work 
in 32 wetlands on Lake Ontario and the upper St. Lawrence River, which were selected to 
avoid those impacted by development or polluted runoff. Portions of the findings have 
been replicated in diked wetlands on Lake Ontario where water levels are artificially 
controlled. In addition, the study findings were published in peer-reviewed scientific 
journals and are supported by a body of literature on water-level regulation in other 
freshwater lakes. The IJC is confident that water-level regulation has led to large-scale 
degradation of coastal wetlands in Lake Ontario and the upper St. Lawrence River. 

Why not restore wetlands through other means 
such as harvesting cattails mechanically? 

Addressing the fundamental hydrologic requirements of coastal wetlands is critical.  
Resource managers in both countries report that engineering projects to restore 
wetlands are expensive, and their success is limited by the unnatural regulation of Lake 
Ontario water levels under Plan 1958DD.  

  



Plan 2014 Responsiveness Summary organized by major themes 

12 
 

Increased flooding from Plan 2014 will cause 
hundreds of septic-tank overflows and runoff of 
sediment and nutrient loadings. The IJC has not 
studied these environmental impacts on water 
quality.  

Septic systems that will be vulnerable to flooding under Plan 2014 are already vulnerable 
to flooding under Plan 1958DD .  

Increased erosion rates from Plan 2014 will 
impact conservation areas and the nests of 
species such as Bald Eagle, Cliff Swallows, and 
Piping Plover habitat. 

Plan 2014 might result in some habitat impacts, but they will be small compared to the 
impacts of erosion and flooding that will occur under any regulation plan. Some have 
suggested that the lower levels of Plan 2014 will help nourish beaches, improving the 
habitat for Piping Plover. The Study Board and the IJC note that the hardening of the 
shoreline may have reduced the potential for this sort of beach nourishment, but did not 
rule it out. 

Is there a risk that higher water levels on Four-
Mile and Six-Mile creeks would flood the 
Ordnance Works that was used to store 
radioactive waste?  

No; an increase in Lake Ontario levels will not influence creek levels that far from the 
lake. If there is a risk of flooding of radioactive waste, it is not affected by lake level 
regulation.  

 

Recreational Boating  

Comment Received IJC Response 
Will Plan 2014 increase costs to maintain slips 
and marinas?  
 

It will vary from marina to marina. For recreational boaters on Lake Ontario and the 
upper St. Lawrence River, summer water levels will be lower in some years, while fall 
water levels will be higher in most years under Plan 2014 compared to Plan 1958DD. 
During the occasional low-water level summers, some slips and marinas will either face 
higher dredging costs or less use. This is particularly true for facilities that experience 
some problems with depths when Lake Ontario is at average water levels.  

Why don’t you amend Plan 2014 to reduce the 
severity of extreme low-water conditions to 
resemble the current plan’s projected extreme 
low-water limits more closely? 

If Plan 2014 were modified to resemble the current plan’s projected extreme low-water 
limits more closely, the environmental benefits would largely be lost. These low levels 
have to occur only every 20 years or so in order to kill off cattails and allow other plants 
to germinate.  

Who will pay for additional dredging that will 
be needed because of lower water levels under 
Plan 2014? 

Dredging is generally the responsibility of the facility owner. In some instances, the 
federal government has provided funding for recreational harbors and entrances. 
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Does Plan 2014 extend the boating season on 
Lake Ontario?   
 

In most years, boaters on Lake Ontario and the upper river will find that Plan 2014 will 
provide greater water depths in the fall, extending the boating season and making it 
easier to pull boats out at the end of the season. 

 

Economy  

Comment Received IJC Response 
Plan 2014 will decrease property taxes in the 
four south shore counties in New York State, 
which are among the five highest county tax 
rates, due to reducing the value of waterfront 
property and shifting the tax burden to other 
taxpayers in Wayne County, many of whom 
cannot afford it. 

Studies have attempted to find correlations between coastal hazards and property 
values, but long-term trends are difficult to document. Damages from Plan 2014 are 
almost entirely to shore protection structures, not buildings. 

Plan 2014 will increase flood insurance rates in 
New York State and the number of properties in 
the flood zone. This will decrease property 
values and the tax base. 

The U.S. Great Lakes Coastal Flood Study, led by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, has developed a new methodology 
for coastal flood hazard analysis and mapping in the U.S. Great Lakes coastal zone.  IJC 
analysis does not indicate that the differences in high water levels between Plan 1958DD 
and Plan 2014 are large enough to affect floodplain delineation.  A draft of FEMA’s Great 
Lakes Coastal Guidelines, Appendix D.3 update is available online. 

Plan 2014 supports regional economic 
prosperity as communities along Lake Ontario 
and the St. Lawrence River depend on 
environmental health to support the flourishing 
outdoor recreation economy, birding, hunting, 
and angling activities.  

Plan 2014 will provide net economic improvements, however the IJC did not calculate 
the economic impact to these three recreational activities. The IJC believes that Plan 
2014 will help restore the diversity of wetlands to the benefit of birding, hunting and 
fishing. It will also extend the boating season in most years, which will bring economic 
benefits to the region. 

 

  

http://greatlakescoast.org/pubs/reports/FEMA_GL_CoastalGuidelines_AppendixD3_Update_DRAFT.pdf
http://greatlakescoast.org/pubs/reports/FEMA_GL_CoastalGuidelines_AppendixD3_Update_DRAFT.pdf
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Adaptive Management  

Adaptive management includes three key elements. First, there is a monitoring program to collect the data that should be considered in 
evaluating future plan changes. Second, is a program to maintain and update the models and databases used in the Lake Ontario-St. Lawrence 
River Study. These models were designed for extended use from the beginning, which means it is relatively easy and inexpensive to formulate 
and evaluate new regulation plans. Finally, there is an institutional process to review the monitoring and evaluation results, and consider when 
changes to the regulation plan and associated policies may be warranted. There was widespread support for the proposed adaptive 
management strategy, but some respondents had criticisms, suggestions or questions arose.  
 
In 2015 the IJC launched the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence River Adaptive Management Committee to support its three Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
boards of control in implementing adaptive management of the regulation plans for Lake Superior and Lake Ontario and the water regulation 
responsibilities on the Niagara River.  

 
Comment Received IJC Response 
Does adaptive management mean less 
consultation before changing the plan? 
 

No. Adaptive management is proposed as an effective means of analyzing and evaluating 
the effects of Plan 2014. Proposed changes to the regulation rules in Plan 2014 will be 
widely publicized and any significant changes will require a public review process, as is 
the case now. The IJC intends to maintain its extensive consultation with federal, state 
and provincial governments, and with industry, shoreline stakeholders, and the public at 
large.  Changes to Plan 2014 will continue to require the concurrence of the two federal 
governments.  

Adaptive Management sounds good, but more 
detail on methods and funding sources is 
needed.  

The IJC believes that adaptive management is a cost-effective approach and the Great 
Lakes – St. Lawrence River Adaptive Management Committee (GLAM) has already begun 
to carry out the Lake Ontario-St. Lawrence River portion of its adaptive management 
strategy.  Data-collection, model validation and stakeholder outreach activities have 
already been initiated using IJC resources but primarily by partnering with programs of 
other agencies.  The Committee’s first two annual work plans provide more detail on its 
initial work and are available on the IJC website.  Given that the adaptive management 
components are being funded and managed collaboratively with different governments 
and stakeholders, the list of components will gradually be built up and evolve over time.  

The IJC should work with local, state, provincial 
and federal interests to address climate change 
impacts. 

The IJC agrees and its GLAM Committee is already doing so. The most effective way to 
address future uncertainties, including climate change impacts, is through adaptive 
management, which requires collaboration. 
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Regulation of water levels and flows needs to 
be adaptable to changes in water supplies from 
climate change.  

The IJC agrees and has invested in climatological and hydrological studies to that end. To 
address future uncertainties, the IJC is pursuing an adaptive management strategy to 
monitor weather, water and climate data that could signal the need to review the 
regulation plan and related policies. New regulation rules will go through the same public 
vetting as always, but adaptive management may allow us to react earlier than we would 
otherwise. The IJC report on Plan 2014 has more details on climate change and adaptive 
management.   

 

Governance and Accountability  

Comment Received IJC Response 
The Board should have at least one member 
knowledgeable about commercial navigation.  
 
 
 
 

The Board will have an equal number of members from each country. Within this bi-
national balance, at least one Board member will be from each of the five jurisdictions – 
federal, provincial and state. Key considerations in the appointment of candidates to the 
Board will include the expertise of potential members, their ability to act impartially and 
effectively with good judgment, their commitment to work towards Board consensus, 
engage appropriately with the public and reach decisions quickly.   

A range of other stakeholders including First 
Nations, shipping, riparian property owners, 
conservation organizations and a reflection of 
the region’s diverse geography should also be 
represented. 

At least three Quebec representatives should 
be on the Board (provincial, municipalities and 
citizens) so that the representation is fairly split 
among the jurisdictions and so the Board 
benefits from their separate expertise. 
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The IJC should define and publish the role of 
the Operations Advisory Group. 

The Board will establish the Operations Advisory Group in consultation with the IJC. The 
role of the group is to provide information and advice on the operation of the 
hydropower and navigation facilities, ice management activities, emergency situations 
and other operational issues as they relate to the regulation of water levels and flows. 
The Board and the Regulation Representatives may consult with OAG members 
individually or collectively as the occasion requires.  The Directive on Board 
responsibilities sets out the duties of the Board and OAG. 

The Board should have both command and 
control and collaborative elements, such as the 
adaptive management responsibility. 
 

The Board is overseeing the GLAM Committee  in the implementation of the adaptive 
management strategy.  The GLAM will verify that the effects of the new regulation plan 
over time are as anticipated, react to the influence of changing conditions such as 
climate change, and propose ways to adapt or improve the implementation of the 
regulation plan as required. The Board may also use the information acquired through 
the adaptive management strategy to propose modifications to the plan. The Board 
might consider proposing plan changes to the IJC if monitoring data shows conditions 
(climatic, socio-economic or environmental) have changed enough such that the plan is 
no longer meeting its intended objectives or improvements to the plan could create 
increased benefits.   The IJC will consider whether recommended changes to Plan 2014 
are warranted and if so will seek the concurrence of the two federal governments before 
making those changes. 

The Board should have a clear communications 
strategy. 

The IJC agrees. The Board will keep the public informed and engaged through its website, 
hosting regular public meetings and/or teleconferences, and via social media.  

Hold public meetings every three years in order 
to maintain close contact with shoreline 
communities, notify the public of changes in 
the performance of the regulation plan, report 
on progress made towards achieving the 
objectives, and collect opinions and concerns 

The Board will have a communications committee to ensure that all stakeholders are 
informed and have opportunities to express their views regarding regulation. The 
communications committee will ensure that the Board is proactive in acquiring 
knowledge about stakeholder needs and perspectives on an ongoing basis and in 
providing them with regular information about Board decisions and the issues before the 
Board. The Commission will encourage the Board to take advantage of multiple means, 
including modern technology and alternative communications forums, to better inform 
and receive input from stakeholders and the public within the framework of the 
Commission’s communication strategy. 

 


