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This report of the International Joint Commission responds toan August 1986
Reference from the Governments of Canada and the United States under theBoundary
Waters Treaty of 1909. It draws upon the work of the Commission's Great Lakes Water
Levels Task Force that examined potential crisis measures, the Project Management
Team that assisted the Commission during the first phase of the study, the Levels
Reference Study Board that carried out the investigations during the final phase of work
under the Reference and the Citizens Advisory Committee that also assisted both the
Study Board and the Commission during the final phase. Several hundreds of individuals
devoted thousands of hours to thisoverall effort, many on a volunteer basis. The
Commission greatly appreciates the contributions made by all study participants.
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INTRODUCTION
On August 1, 1986, followinga period of record high water levels throughout
much of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin, the Governments of the United
States and Canada(Federal Governments) gave the International Joint
Commission (Commission) a Reference pursuant to Article IX of the Boundary Waters
Treaty of 1909. This Reference, the full text of which appears in Appendix A, requested
the Commission to examineand report upon methods of alleviating the adverse
consequences of fluctuating water levels in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence RiverBasin. It
provided an extremely broad context for this task andspecifically requested the
Commission to:
a.

b.
C.
d.
e.
f.

propose and evaluate measuresthat governments could take during
periods of extreme high or low water levels;
review and revise its earlier studies on lake level regulation;
examine evolving land use and management practices throughout the
basin;
compare, to the maximum extent practicable, the costs and benefits of
alternative land use and shoreline management practices with the costs
and benefits of lake regulation schemes;
investigate feasible methods of improving the outflow capacities of
connecting channels and the Si;. Lawrence River;
develop an information program to be carried out by responsible
governmental agencies to better inform the public about lake level
fluctuations.

The Reference requested that the Commission examine the effects of
measures it considered on a broad range of interests, both within and outside the basin.
Where water control works or other measures appeared to be economically and
environmentally practicable, the Commission was asked to determine the full costs and
benefits, and indicate how the various interests on either side of the boundary would be
affected. The Commission was also asked to determine the need for, and costs of, remedial
or compensatory works or measures to offset costs tothe interests that may be adversely
affected by any proposed regulatory measure. In addition, the Reference requested the
Commission to submit an interim report focusing on measures to alleviate the high water
crisis that existed in 1986.
The Commission’s initial formal response to the Reference was a letter
report dated November 14, 1986, which outlinedactions the Commission had taken
within its areas of responsibility to address the high water situation andwhich described
measures that were available for considerationby the Federal Governments (see
Appendix B). In addition, the Commission established a Great Lakes Water Levels
Task Force (Task Force) to considerthese latter measures in greater detail. The work of
the Task Force served as the basis for the Commission’s report entitled Interim Report on
1985-86 High Water Levelsin the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin, which was
submitted to the Federal Governments in late 1988 (see Appendix B). No formal response
to the report was received from the Federal Governments.
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'Studies of measures to address the adverse effects of fluctuating water levels
over the longer term were undertaken in two phases. In the first phase, studies began in
fall 1987 under the leadership of a Project Management Team composed of experts in
several disciplines from bothcountries. The Commission sent the Project Management
Team's final report entitled Living With the Lakes: Challenges and Opportunities to the
Federal Governments with a cover letter on August 25, 1989. AppendixC contains the
conclusions and recommendations of that report. The first phase established the base for
the final phase by defining the issues and outlining many of the potential solutions. The
final phase studies began in Spring 1990 under the Levels ReferenceStudy Board
(Study Board). By letter dated August 12, 1993, the Commission formally sent the Study
Board's final report entitled Levels Reference Study, Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River
Basin to the Federal Governments. The Study Board's recommendations are found in
Appendix D.
The invest,igations carried out under the Reference onthe Commission's
behalf were extremely complex and lengthy. In preparing this report, the Commission has
drawn principally upon the work of the first phase Project Management Team and the
final phase Study Board, as well as written and oral comments received from the
interested public throughout the study. A great deal of time and energy was contributed
by hundreds of dedicated individuals, many of whom were volunteers. The Commission
greatly appreciates their contributions.
Notwithstanding the work that hasbeen done, several issues could not be
resolved definitively as will be discussedlater in thisreport. Nevertheless, the
Commission considers that sufficient information
is available to enable it to
submit this final report under the August
1,1986 Reference. The many findings
and conclusions of the Great Lakes Water Levels Task Force, Project Management Team
and Levels Reference Study Board are available in thereports of those groups and are
not repeated here. In this report, the Commission suggests how governments, the public
and, in some cases, the Commission itself might best make use of the considerable
material developed under the Reference.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The conclusions and recommendations of the International Joint Commission
on the various areas of study under the Reference are presented below.

The Ecosystem Approach
Governments andcitizens are learningto recognize that everything
contained by the GreatLakes-St. Lawrence River Basin, including water, land, air and
human and other life, comprise a single ecosystem. Because the component processes and
structures of this ecosystem are integrated in acomplex web of interdependent
relationships, the Commission is convinced of the need to plan and act with these
relationships in mind at all times.
In itsstudies under the Reference, the Commission has explicitly attempted
to organize an inquiry into water levels and flows that, for the first time on this scale,
takes into account the full range of component processes and structures of the basin.
These components include its environmental, hydrological and political features as well
as other socioeconomic factors. Under the Reference, the Commission has studied not only
changes in water levels and theimpacts of water’s action on the shoreline, but also to a
limited degree, how humans respond and adaptto changes in their environment.
The Commission is keenly aware of the difficulties in attemptingto apply
the ecosystem approach to issues as broad and complex as those raised in the Reference.
Nevertheless, the Commission considered it essential that this studybe carried out in a
manner that used inclusive ecological criteria for observation rather than thetraditional
approaches used by the Commission and others inprevious studies. Traditional
reductionist or even multidisciplinary approaches are no longer capable of providing the
full range of information needed by decision makers. Indeed, as all aspects of life are
interconnected, ways of integrating the many social, ethical and economic values related
to water level issues are required. Many of these ideas were addressed by the Project
Management Team duringthe first phase (see Appendix C).

The International Joint Commission recommends that governments
continue to use, and promotethe use of, the ecosystem approach in
managing waterlevels and flows in theGreat Lakes-St. Lawrence River
Basin.
The Commission believes that the work under this Reference has been
largely successful and represents amajor step forward in approaching water quantity
issues in an ecosystemic way. In particular, the Commission endeavoured to integrate
individuals reflecting many disparate but relevant points of view into the decision-making
process of the study. This objective was met to a significant extent.
As the studyproceeded, it became clear that not all of the Commission’s
goals for an ecosystemic approach could be achieved within a reasonable time-frame and
that, asa result, there would be less than complete information in some areas. For
example, as will be discussed later in this report, serious gaps remain in the dataneeded
to estimate damages thathave occurred to shore property in the pastor might be
expected to occur in the future. In addition, little useful environmental or social impact
information is available to assist with the assessment of potential measures to alleviate
the adverse effects of fluctuating water levels.
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'These inadequacies have led the Commission to conclude that itcannot, at
this time, accept some ofthe recommendations of the final phase Study Board. While the
Commission recognizesthat additional studies could provide an improved understanding
of the potential benefits and adverse effects of possible measures, such studies would be
both costly and time consuming, and still might not provide a significantly sounder basis
for action. Accordingly, the Commission decidedthat there is no merit in requesting
further funding underthe Reference and in delaying its final report.

Guiding Principles
The Study Board devoted a great deal of time and resources to develop
guiding principles for managing the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System.The
principles are meant to be broad guidelines to enhance coordinated, systemwide
management of future waterlevels and flows issues.
The principles differ in some fundamental respects from those found in
existing international agreements such as Article VI11 of the Boundary Waters Treaty of
1909 (see Appendix F). Furthermore, it isnot clear how these general principles would fit
with others that have been or are being developed for the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River
System in other institutions.
As the StudyBoard noted, it did not recommendchanges to the Boundary
Waters Treaty of 1909, but proposed that theguiding principles be usedwithin the limits
of the treaty.The StudyBoard intended that governments take these principles into
account in dealing with matters related to management of the system, and accordingly
the guiding principles are appended to this report (see AppendixD) for use by the
governments as they deem fit.

Public Involvement and Response
It becaqeclear during the first phase of the Reference studies that years of
communication effort%and the release of several reports by the International Joint
Commission and others hadnot eliminated widespread public misunderstandings about
water level fluctuations and the ability of humans to affect lake levels. The most
outspoken of the riparians voiced the long-standing belief that governments were not
being fully openabout the objectives of lake regulation and activities that affect water
levels as well as the actions that governments could take to help them. In addition,
despite the provisions that have been made for shoreline interests in existing regulation
plans, many riparians appeared convinced that levels and flows were being controlled
almost exclusively for the benefit of the hydropower and shipping interests. As a result,
many riparians and riparianorganizations demanded that they be listened to and
involved in shaping policies to deal with the fluctuating water levels problem.
The Commission recognized that progress in addressingthe water levels
issue depended in large part on publicunderstanding of the causes of water level
problems, and the recognition that most proposed solutions could have consequences for
others. To help accomplish these ends, the Commission involved the major interests and
the relevant public directly in thefinal phase studies underthe Reference.

The scope of citizen involvementin the final phase was
Of
unprecedented foran International Joint Commission reference study.
particular note, individuals drawn from the relevant publics were included onthe Study
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Board and the Study Board’s working level subgroups. A Citizens Advisory Committee
(Advisory Committee)was also appointed.
The Study Board itself included four nongovernmental members: two
appointed by the Commission and two selected by the Advisory Committee from among
its members.
In addition, the Commission asked the Study Board to carry out a
comprehensive public outreach program giving the general public ample opportunities
throughout the study to help shape the results. That program consisted of a series of
eight bilingual newsletters and 17 public workshops, progress reviewmeetings and
forums, as well as ongoing networking among the interest groups by Advisory Committee
and Study Board members. The Study Board’s public participation and information
program is described in greater detail in Annex 1of the Study Board’s final report. This
important program enabled the Study Board to reach the public at large and allowed the
public’s views to be heard in a timely fashion.
The Advisory Committee had a significant influence on the direction and
outcome of the study. The views of its members are included in theAdvisory Committee’s
report to the Study Board, which is Annex 5 of the Study Board’s final report to the
Commission. Although not every memberagreed with all of the Study Board‘s conclusions
and recommendations, the Advisory Committee as a whole supported the Study Board’s
recommendations. In addition, the Advisory Committee providedseveral
recommendations of its own pertaining to the Commission’s responsibilitiesand activities,
which are included in Appendix E of this report. Several members also provided minority
reports which are appended to the Advisory Committee’sreport to the Study Board.
The Commission considers that thepublic involvement experiencewas an
overall success. It allowed individuals with diverse interests to find common ground on
many aspects of the fluctuating water levels issue.

The International Joint Commission recommends that the Federal
Governments review the Commission’s public involvement experience
under the Reference and use this experience
as a model for future largescale studiesof natural resource matters.
The Commission itself intends to address the many considerations and
recommendations contained in thefinal reports of the Study Board and Advisory
Committee that pertain directly to the Commission’s areas of responsibility. Some of
these recommendations will require a review of existing Commission Orders of Approval
in accordance with provisions of the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 and the
Commission’s Rules of Procedure. Others call for widespread consultation within and
among Commissionboards, discussions with officials from the Governments of the United
States and Canadaor receipt of new references from the Federal Governments.
The Study Board held four publicmeetings in November and December 1992
to present the findings of the final phase studies, receive public input on options for
action and discuss the Study Board’s preliminary recommendations. The Study Board
held a second set of four public meetings in February 1993 topresent and solicit views on
its draftfinal report. These meetings took place in various communities around the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin. Reports on the meetings are contained in Annex 1of the
Study Board’s final report.
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The commission held a public hearing on the final report of the Study Board
in Windsor, Ontario on Saturday, September 11, 1993. The purpose of this hearing was to
provide another opportunity for all interested partiesto present to the Commission their
views on the work of the Study Board. Simultaneous interpretation for official languages
was provided at thathearing.
Much of the testimony received at thepublic hearing came from riparians
who stated that theinformation base and analysis used by the Study Board were not, in
their view, adequate to reject the option of building control structures in the Niagara
River and instituting athree-lake regulation plan. They called foran independent
assessment of the Study Board’s economic analysis and reconsideration of three-lake
regulation. In addition, speakers raised objections to land use measures and pointed out
that thepersonal suffering of losing one’s property to shore erosion was not reflectedin
the study’s analysis.
Representatives from organizations representing the GreatLakes states and
environmental interests voiced support for the Study Board’s recommendations and for an
ecosystemic management approach to the issue of water levels fluctuation in the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence River System.
The names of all those who appeared at thepublic hearing arelisted in
Appendix G. A verbatim transcript of the hearing andall written comments provided
during andsubsequent to the hearing areon file and available for examination at the
offices of the Commission in Ottawa andWashington.

Environmental Assessment
The Reference requested the Commission to examine the effects of any
measures it proposed on fish, wildlife and other environmental aspects. To keep the task
of the initial environmental assessment manageable, the Study Board selected wetlands
as theprimary indicator of how changes in water level conditionsmight impact the
health of the GreatLakes-St. Lawrence River Ecosystem.This decision was takenwith
the understanding that,should any measure affecting the natural system be found
feasible, a full environmental assessment would be required to determine its desirability.
Nevertheless, the Commission considered it important andhelpful to obtain an early
indication of possible adverse environmental effects.
Studies under the Reference found that thewetlands of the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence River Basin and the habitatsthey support are, to a large degree, dependent on
water level fluctuations. Water levels, which are strongly related to weather and climate,
have a significant impact on the abundance and productivity of wetland acreage.
While each wetland is unique, narrowing the range of water level
fluctuations generally results in less wetland acreage and less diverse plant communities,
and often results in dominance by some plant species. For example,the Study Board
concluded that thereduction in therange of water level fluctuations resulting from
regulation has adversely affected the extent anddiversity of Lake Ontario’s wetlands.
The Study Board also concluded that altering natural water level conditions on Lake
Ontario resulted in the appearance of many undesirable plant species in its wetland
habitats. In addition, the Study Board concluded that regulation of Lake Ontario has
caused losses of floodplain forests along the St. Lawrence River through flooding and
erosion.
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The Commission notes that the Study Board relied heavily onqualitative
assessments of environmental impacts and recognizes the value of the considered
judgments rendered by the wide range of experts. However, because of the importance of
environmental considerations in decision making, the Commission suggests that
governments take steps to improve the body of quantitative information on the
environmental impacts of water level fluctuations on wetlands. A comprehensive
inventory of Great Lakes coastal wetlands was not required for purposes of this
Reference, but would be an asset in establishing more definitively the impacts that
changes in water level conditions have on Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Riverwetlands. The
beginnings of such an inventory were identified by the Study Board.

The International Joint Commission recommends that the inventory of
the location, extent and quality
of existing wetlandsbe completed and
that long-term monitoring and evaluation
of the effectsof water level
fluctuations on wetlandsbe carried out.
This will support the work the two Federal Governments have agreed to
undertake pursuant to the revised 1978 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.

Shore Damage Estimates
For many years economic efficiencyhas been central to decisions onthe
desirability of public water and relatedland-based projects and programs. The most
critical components are estimates of potential economic benefits and costs of the
proposals. The level of detail and degree of confidence in these estimates mustbe suitable
to the magnitude and context of projects under evaluation. Over a half century of
experience with comprehensive river basin and regionwide water and related land
resource studies has shown that the taskof estimating benefits and costs increases
greatly, and theprecision of the estimates decreases, as thestudy area increases in size
and the problems, needs and users multiply in number and complexity. This difficulty can
become so great that itis impractical to seek estimates of some of the economic impacts.
Estimating past and possible future shore damages throughout the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence River Basin may be such a case.
The damage data available to the Study Board were developedin the 1970s
and used in earlier Commission studies. The Commission has, however, raised serious
questions regarding both the data and themethodology used to develop previous damage
estimates. Since those earlier studies, there have been no significant improvements in the
data gathering process. For example, little information was gathered in either country on
damage to shore propertythat occurred following storm events. The Study Board
considered the following three ways to obtain improvedestimates of damages and benefits:
(1) employing a new, systemwide mathematical model linking hydrologic
and topographic data with damage evaluation formulae;
(2) undertaking a series of detailed site studies, the results of which would
be extrapolated to estimate impacts over larger areas;
(3) improving the shore damage database and the damage estimating
methodology.

Adequate topographic data were not available to develop a new systemwide
model and site studieswere not practicable giventhe data and other resources available.

Accordingly, the Study :Board chose toupdate the existing database and damage
estimating method and to conduct a limited number of site-specific studies.
However, in spite of concerted effort, the Study Board was not ableto
significantly improve the database and estimatingmethodology as required to produce a
more definitive analysis of shore damages. It was determined that significant additional
time and money would 'likely berequired t o reach more definitive conclusions on
measures having basinwide effects. The Commission concluded
that such an effort was
not practical for the studies under the Reference. However,it is theCommission's view
that a long-term effort to gather shore-property damage data is required to provide an
appropriate context for future analyses of lake levels issues.

The International Joint Commission recommendsthat governments
undertake a sample potential-damage survey
to improve flood damage
estimates.
The International Joint Commission further recommends that thefirst
priority for the sample potential-damage survey be Lake Ontario
and the
St. Lawrence River.
The International Joint Commission recommendsthat governments
undertake storm and flood damage assessmentsduring or immediately
following such events.
The International Joint Commission recommendsthat governments
undertake long-term monitoringof shoreline erosionand bluff recession
and that the
information and methodologies developedunder this study
be usedto improve erosion damage assessment capabilities.
The International Joint Commission recommendsthat governments
undertake without delay programs
to build improved information bases
in thefollowing additional areas:
a.
b.
c.

comprehensivelanduseinventory;
identification of shoreline areas that are particularly vulnerable to
storm surge activity;
inventory of shore and near-shore installations at risk, particularly
high risk installations.

The International Joint Commission recommendsthat governments
undertake studies to improve forecastsof the frequency of extreme water
level events, including
the joint probability of combined static and storm
induced water levels.
Structural Measures to Reduce Erosionand Flooding Damage
New Water Levels Regulation Works
A large portion of the study effort was devotedto trying to find technically
feasible plans to regulate all five of the Great Lakes (five-lake regulation) or,
alternatively, Lakes Superior, Erie and Ontario (three-lake regulation).
From the results of its studies, the Study Board concluded that, although it
may be technically possible to buildthe additional engineering works required to regulate
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all five of the Great Lakes,it would not be economically orenvironmentally feasible to do
so. To accomplish five-lake regulation, massive concrete dams and control gates would
Rivers downstream from Lakes Michigan and
need to be built in the St. Clair and Detroit
Huron, and in the NiagaraRiver at theoutlet of Lake Erie. Major deepening of portions
of the St. Clair, Detroit and Niagara
Rivers, as well as further major enlargements of the
channels in theSt. Lawrence River, would also be required to compensate for the
additional flows these rivers would have to pass during periods of high water. In addition,
downstream interests would need to be protected against damage and loss from higher
and lower levels and flows resulting from regulation of the upstream lakes.
All of these regulation andprotection works would cost billionsof dollars to
install and hundredsof millions of dollars annuallyto operate and maintain.Yet for all
their cost, these works would not permit full control of lake levels. The best that could be
expected is to reduce the range of levels fluctuation by moderately reducing the peak
levels and raising thelow levels. Compressing the range of levels on one lake, however,
tends to increase the rangeof fluctuations of levels and flows on downstream lakes and
rivers, often in an exaggerated fashion.
An example of the limited abilityof humans to control water levels occurred
on Lake Ontario in the Spring of 1993 when the level of this “regulated” lakebegan to
rise dramatically. Thisoccurred because so much snow and rainfall was received in the
lake basin in a short
period of time that itwas impossible to drain the waterfrom the
lake fast enough without flooding and eroding interests downstream in the St. Lawrence
River. In response to the emergency situation, the Commission acted to ensure that the
interests of riparians were given priority consideration as regulatory decisions were
made. As a result, severeflooding on the lake was avoided by obtaining the cooperation of
the downstream intereststo maintain extraordinarily high flows in the river and the
decision of the shipping authorities to temporarily reschedule navigation in the seaway.

All of this was necessary because the control structures in the St.Lawrence
River at Cornwall, Ontario and Massena, New York are not capable of full control of the
levels and flows in the system. They are capable only of moderating the fluctuations in
the levels and flows and keeping them within certainbounds when water suppliesto the
lake are within the range for which the project was designed. Further, there isno
effective control of levels and flows in the river below Cornwall and Massena. Riparian
communities and other interests inthat part of the river are completely vulnerable to
level and flow variations from upstream regulation as well as to inflows fromthe Ottawa
River.
The futility of human aspirations to control levels and flows in a major
watercourse was also demonstrated tragically by events on the Mississippi River in
summer 1993. The flood that occurred on that system breached hundreds of levees,
flooded thousands of acres of farmland, demolished countless homes and devastated
whole towns, some of which may never be rebuilt. The extensive channeling, diking and
control structures throughout that system could not stop the extraordinary damage that
occurred. The Commission encourages all governments to review recent events inthe
Mississippi River basin to see whether there are useful lessons that can be learned about
how to deal withthe effects of fluctuating waterlevels.
The Study Board determined that thefive-lake regulation planthat would
provide the greatest compression in the levels of Lakes Michigan, Huron and Erie would
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reduce the range of fluctuations of those lakes to 30 centimetres (approximately one foot)
above and below the long-term average level. The usual range of fluctuation of these
lakes is about one metre (approximately three feet) above and below the long-term
average. This plan, if implemented, would result in benefits to shore property owners on
the middle three lakes in the form of reduced flooding and erosion damages and reduced
shore protection costs. However,the plan would increase the flooding and erosion
damages to riparians on Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River, evenwith major
mitigation works. There would also be benefits and losses to other interests throughout
the system. The Study Board was not able to find a regulation plan that would distribute
the impacts evenly among regionsor among interests. While some regions and interests
would benefit, others would have increased damages.
Five-lake regulation would permanently alter all of the remaining natural
cycles of levels and flows in the lakes and rivers of the GreatLakes-St. Lawrence River
System. The environmental implications of this arestill largely unknown. From its
assessments, however, the Study Board estimated that the potential environmental
impacts would be highly adverse on Lakes Michigan, Huron and Erie,as well as on the
St. Lawrence River. Environmental impacts on Lake Ontario would also be adverse,
although not as severe. The Study Board advised that major environmental assessments
would be required if such a plan were ever to be considered further.
The Study Board concluded that, although five-lake regulation is feasible
from an engineering standpoint, it is neither economically efficient nor environmentally
acceptable. In the Study Board’s judgment, the economic evaluation of five-lake
regulation demonstrated that itsdollar costs would exceedany potential benefit. It also
concluded that it is unlikely that such a plan would be acceptable from a public policy
perspective. Based on its own review, the Commission concurs with the Study Board’s
conclusions.

The International Joint Commission recommends that no further
consideration be givento five-lake regulation.
For some of the same reasons, the Study Board also concluded that
regulation of Lake Erie in combination with Lakes Superior and Ontario (i.e., three-lake
regulation) would not be economically feasible or environmentally acceptable. The Study
Board’s analysis shows economic losses forthe plans it examined and adverse
environmental impacts in all areas except Lake Superior. Because of the serious concerns
about the quality of the available shoreline damage data discussed earlier in this report,
the Study Board took steps to ensure that itwas not understating the potential benefits
of further regulation. The Study Board developed what it termed a “maximum plausible
estimate” based on a risk analysis technique for estimating flood damage reduction and a
tripling of the erosion benefits based on the results of limited site specific studies. Using
this alternative approach did not alter the Study Board’s conclusion about the economic
feasibility of three-lake regulation.
Both of the Study Board‘s approaches included the cost of extensive
engineering works to mitigate impacts of modified levels and flows in the St. Lawrence
River caused by changes in upstreamregulation. Most of the mitigation works occur in
the portion of the river between Montreal and Trois RiviBres, QuBbec. The preliminary
cost estimates for these works greatly overshadow the estimated benefits derived from
the additional regulation.
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The Commission notes that members of the riparian community have
questioned the benefit and cost analyses of the Study Board and the dataupon which
those analyses are based. Those questions will remain at least until the quality of the
database is improved. The Commission’s concerns about the quality of the database were
discussed in an earlier section and additional comments appear later in thisreport. At
the same time, the Commission does not wish to encourage unrealistic expectations
regarding the viability of three-lake regulation. Further, theCommission wishes to
reiterate that the StudyBoard, despite a determined effort, was unable to identify a
scenario for three-lake regulation that was sufficiently feasible economically and
environmentally to warrant further detailed analysis. Nevertheless, while the
Commission agrees that no further analysis is warranted at this time, the Commission
notes the many uncertainties concerning both future water levels and the complex
relationships between water levels and potential impacts.

In light of the above considerations, the International Joint Commission
does not believe that the case has been made for three-lake regulation.
Furthermore, the Commission does notbelieve that such a case could
be
made in the near term.

Changes to Existing Regulation
The Study Board also examined the existing regulation plans for Lakes
Superior and Ontario to determine whether they could be made more responsive to the
needs and desires of the users without jeopardizing the benefits and protection already
provided under the Orders of Approval issued by the Commission over the past years. The
Study Board also examined possible changes that would call foroperations outside of the
requirements of the Orders. The results appear as recommendations numbered four
through eight of the Study Board‘s final report and are summarizedin Appendix D of this
report.

The International Joint Commission will review the Study Board’s
recommendations on changes to existing regulation.In carrying outthis
review the Commission wishesto emphasize that itis bound by the “rules
or principles”set forth in ArticleVI11 of the Boundary Waters Treaty of
1909.

Other HydraulicMeasures
The effect of artificial infilling on the discharge capacity of the Niagara River
was also examined. Initial recommendations on this issue were made to the Federal
Governments inthe Commission’s 1988 Interim Report on the 1985-86 High Water Levels
in the Great Lakes-&. Lawrence River Basin. Further evaluations during thefinal phase
studies support the initial conclusion that a number of obstructions placed in the river
have had a significant effect on the flow capacity of the river and thelevel of Lake Erie.
In addition, there is along-outstanding concern about two small fills on the Canadian
side upstream of the Peace Bridge whichhave contributed slightly to raising the lake
level. The Commission has suggested in the past thatremoval or modification of some of
the existing obstructions, particularly those in the vicinity of the Peace Bridge, shouldbe
considered.
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The hternational Joint Commission recommends that governments take
appropriate steps to ensure that effective controls are in place concerning
actions onone side of the boundary that affect water
levels and flowson
the other side, particularly with respect activities
to
that constrict the
capacity of the connecting channels.
Shore Protection
Another key objective of the studies carried out under the Reference was to
evaluate landuse and shoreline management measures as an alternative or, in
appropriate cases, a companion measure to water level regulation. Studies in the final
phase indicate that, regardless of whether there is any further
regulation of lake levels,
high levels of damage to shore properties and shore installations will continue to occur
unless preventive action is taken. In its investigations, the Study Board found two types
of measures that have been used successfully at various locations in the basin to prevent
high water from eroding or flooding shore property, namely structural or nonstructural
shoreline protection and raising the elevation of the landitself.
Shore protection is only one component of a comprehensive approach to
shoreline management. Other possible measures involving restrictions on the use of and
construction on shoreline property are discussed below under “Measures to Ensure that
Human Presence and Behaviour in the Coastal Zone are Appropriate.”
Structural varieties of shore protection that theStudy Board found to be
successful in the GreatLakes-St. Lawrence River System include:
a.
b.

dikes and levees to protect against flooding;
various types of stone, concrete, timber and steel walls installed along
the shoreline or protruding into the water to protect against erosion
from wind and wave action, currents and fluctuating levels.

Nonstructural varieties of shore protection that theStudy Board found to be
effective include:
a.
b.
c.

building up beaches;
vegetation to stabilize shorelines, particularly steep shorelines;
protective sand dunes.

The Study Board concluded that structuralshore protection may be the only
appropriate land-based alternative for intensely developed shoreline areas such as major
towns and cities where there is little likelihood of land acquisition by governments or
relocation of structures. However, the Study Board reported that themajority of privately
constructed shore protection structures fail within ten years of construction. Any
government incentive programs, such as loans, grants and tax incentives, that encourage
the construction or upgrading of shore protection structures should include provisions for
technical inspection, approval of plans and enforcement.
The Commission notes that some shore protection works may have the
potential not only to transfer damages among riparians but also to adversely affect the
environment and natural habitats. This potential should be considered when such works
are proposed. If shore property owners undertake shore protection work, it isalso
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important thatthey take a long-term view and recognize that the problems these works
are designed to address will likely return in the future.
Many riparians have not been exposed to the variety of shoreline
management options available. It is the Commission’s viewthat riparians should be
required to consider the feasibility of the alternatives to shore protection discussed in the
following two sections when applying for assistance to protect their properties.

The International Joint Commission recommends that, as partof a
comprehensive shoreline management program, governments consider
shore protection measures only where other alternatives alone are not
appropriate.
Measures to Ensure that Human Presence and Behaviour in the Coastal Zone
Are Appropriate
The Study Board also investigated a variety of land use and management
measures to help adapt shoreline activities to large fluctuations in water levels. All of the
measures recommended by the Study Board have been used successfullyat various times
and places around the basin. The measures examined include:
a. erosiodrecession setback requirements;
b.relocation
of dwellings;
c.flood
elevation and protection requirements;
d. shoreline alteration requirements;
e. real estate disclosure requirements;
f. acquisition of high-risk undeveloped land, developed land and habitat
areas;
g. hazard insurance (used in the United States only).
Although none of these measures would completely eliminate shoreline
damage, they do offer practical and effective solutions to specific shoreline problems if
undertaken in harmonywith conditions unique to the site. It is likely that these
measures would provide effective solutions to erosion and flooding problems at many
locations.
The Commission notes the hesitancy of riparian property owners to accept
further government intervention in whatthey see as theirright to unencumbered
ownership, use and enjoyment of the shoreline. However, given the present high degree of
shoreline development, particularly in the United States, and theanticipation that
development will continue in the future, any solution to fluctuating water levels problems
will be costly, in either financial or social terms or both. It would be unrealistic and
unfair to expect the generalpublic to pay a disproportionately high price to protect those
who live on the shoreline.

It was not possible within the current studiesto examine the water-level
related problems of all the sites around the basin and assess the relative applicability and
effectiveness of various measures at each site so that alternative use and management
programs could be developed. Only if such an assessment were completed would it be
possible to estimate thecosts and benefits of such programs.
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The International JointCommission strongly recommends that
governments aggressively promotethe use of shoreline land use and
management measures, including those described
in this report, as the
principal component of a strategy toalleviate the adverse consequences
of fluctuating water levels. “he Commission further suggests that
flexibility in the choice and management of shoreline land use and
management measureson the part of the responsible jurisdictions may be
a key element in the success of such programs.
Measures to Help Ensure that Public Expectationsand Attitudes Concerning
Living on the Shoreline are Realistic

Information Center
Over the past several years there have been a number of proposals, some
now implemented, for public information centers on a number of Great Lakes topics,
including a pollution prevention center, a clearinghouse on acid rain and crisis water
levels information centers. It is probable that others will be proposed for emerging issues
such as climate change. The Commission is convinced that there is merit in establishing
one information center and/or network that would provide all agencies and the public
with “one-stop” access toinformation on Great Lakes issues. An ongoing information
center involving a network of affiliated organizations would be a useful way to
disseminate coordinated information in a targeted manner, and to address the difficulty
experienced by many in obtaining consistent information, especially during crisis periods.
The information center should dedicate staff resources to the levels issue on an ongoing
basis so that it becomes established as a useful point of contact and has thecapability to
communicate proactively during noncrisis as well as crisis periods.

The International JointCommission recommends that theFederal
Governments establish an information center asa binational effort, and
that theinformation center be assigned the responsibilities of
communicating withthe public and facilitating communication between
the public and governments on a wide range of issues related to the
Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence River Ecosystem.
The International JointCommission further recommends that this
information center be linked to larger units
within the government
agencies, which would provide information resources
and staff support,
particularly during water level crisis periods.

Visibility, Transparencyand Accessibility of the Regulation Process
Over the pastfew years, the Commission has been considering waysto
ensure that its boards of control are more accessibleto the public. The three Great Lakes
boards of control are theInternational St. Lawrence River Boardof Control, the
International Niagara Board of Control and theInternational Lake Superior Board of
Control. At present, each board is asked tohold one public meeting each year at a
location within the region directly affectedby its actions. The meetings are organized to
inform the public of the Board’s responsibilities and actions and to receive public views
and comments. In addition, board members and associates have appeared at public
hearings at the request of elected officials, usually during periods of crisis.
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The International Joint Commission will examine several proposals to
improve the visibility, transparency and accessibility of the regulation
process.
Development of Improved Operationaland Management Tools
Studies under the Reference identified a number of other areas in which
data gatheringefforts, information storage, interpretation and communication could be
improved to aid in the ongoing management of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River
System. These include procedures for calculating, forecasting and regulating levels and
flows as well as improving the quality of water level information provided to the public.

The International Joint Commission recommends that governments take
action to improve information bases
and analytical techniquesin the
following ways:
a. remedy deficienciesin the precipitation and snowpack network;
b. undertake efforts to improve long-rangeprecipitation and
temperature forecasts;
C.
develop new technologies, suchas satellite, airborne and groundbased radar tomonitor lake evaporation, over-lakeprecipitation and
basinwide snow conditions;
and
d. continue work toupgrade models used for simulation, forecasting
regulation in order to formulatea comprehensive water supply and
routing model that includes the whole basin through Trois Rivihres,
Quhbec;
e. continue efforts toimprove the forecasting and statistical information
available to all users throughout the system to make decisionsand
couple these efforts withan upgraded systemwide supplyand routing
model;
f. implement the efforts referencedin Chapter 8 of the Study Board’s
final report toimprove the quality and communication of information
to the public;
initiate
efforts tostandardize hazard mapping methodologies across
B.
the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River region
and develop procedures
for allowing broad access to such maps general
for
use.
The Commission will itself be considering those proposals which have
implications for its own areas of responsibility.
In addition, the Commission has been developing risk analysis techniques
and geographic information system technology for application in itswork under the Great
Lakes WaterQuality Agreement; the Commission supports the development of these
technologies forapplication in managementof water levels issues.

The International Joint Commission recommends that cooperative
binational coordination and planning of geographic information system
development and use be considered to
increase the usability of
information stored in geographic information systems
related to theGreat
Lakes-St. Lawrence River System,
and that national and international
standards for data transfer be established.
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The hternational JointCommission further recommends that the
following data elements beincorporated into geographic information
system databases:
a.
b.
c.

all land use information forthe entire shoreline;
all hazard areas along the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System;
all coastalwetlands.

In view of all of the dataand information needsand gaps identified
during the study, the Commission recommends that a binational
mechanism or mechanisms be established toacquire and maintain
improved data and information bases forthe various hydraulic,
hydrometeorologic, socioeconomicand environmental data and
information.
A useful first step would be for the Federal Governments to consider
formalizing the functions of the Coordinating Committee on Great Lakes Basic
Hydraulic and Hydrologic Data(Coordinating Committee). Historically, the
Coordinating Committee has served an importantfunction in coordinating the binational
collection and use of water level and flow data. As a result of the Coordinating
Committee’s work, internationally coordinated data areavailable for all the Great Lakes.
The Coordinating Committee has also provided coordinated data on diversions and other
important technical issues.
The Commission also wishes to point out that climate change over the next
50 or so years could have a significant effect on water supplies and therefore levels and
flows in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System. The Commission encourages the
Federal Governments to continue their efforts to identify and understand global climate
change as it relates to water supplies, levels and flows in the GreatLakes-St. Lawrence
River Basin.

The International Joint Commission recommends that efforts continue to
develop abinational assessment of the potential impacts of climate
change on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System.
Measures to Plan for and Manage Water Levels Crises
The Commission recommended several crisis actions in its initial letter
reports to the Federal Governments on November 14, 1986 and December 10,1986 (see
Appendix B). Additional technical information on possible crisis measures that could be
implemented within approximately one year was contained in the Commission’s 1988
report to the Federal Governments entitled Interim Report on1985-86 High Water Levels
in the Great Lakes-&. Lawrence RiverBasin (see Appendix B). Significant physical effects
were identified and direct project costs were estimated where possible. The Commission
directed the Study Board to further evaluate and propose possible crisis measures.
The Study Board attempted to formulate a systemwide crisis action plan
consisting of coordinated manipulations of the diversions at Long Lac and Ogoki on Lake
Superior, Lake Michigan at Chicago and the Welland Canal between Lakes Erie and
Ontario, as well as deviations from the regulation plans for Lakes Superior and Ontario,
an ice boom at thehead of the St.Clair River and additional flow through the Black Rock
Lock in the Niagara River. Because available information was inadequate inseveral
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important areas, the StudyBoard had difficulty assessing the socioeconomic and
environmental effects of many of the potential measures inside and outside
of the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin. Despite this shortcoming, the Study Board concluded
that theredistribution of benefits and impacts resultingfrom the measures might notbe
acceptable to all interests andit recommended that furtherevaluation be made of the
potential impactsof using the diversions and other hydraulic measuresdiscussed above.

The International Joint Commission recommends that before definitive
conclusions are reached regarding the use of the diversions at Long Lac,
Ogoki, Lake Michiganat Chicago, the Welland Canal and the Black Rock
Lock in theNiagara Riveras crisis relief measures,the potential impacts
within and outside of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin be
determined.
The Study Board also recommended emergency actions that the Commission
might take withinits existing areas of responsibility. These measuresinclude deviations
from the existing regulation plansfor Lakes Superior and Ontario.

The International Joint Commission will review the Study Board's
recommendations on possible deviations from
the regulation plans for
Lakes Superior and Ontario. In considering whataction is appropriate for
it to take, the Commission will observe the "rules or principles" set forth
in Article MI1of the Boundary Waters Treatyof 1909.
Work done by the Study Board also confirms the appropriateness and
viability of a number of possible emergencyplanning and land-basedcrisis measures.
These measures include storm and waterlevel forecasting and warning systems,
temporary sandbagging and other
forms of shore protection, and temporary land and
water use restrictions.Many Great Lakes communities currently practice some of these
measures.
The most critical land-based crisisresponse is preparedness.The
extraordinarily high waterlevels that occurred on Lake Ontario in spring1993,as
well as the record floods that occurred on the Mississippi River at about the same time,
serve as timely reminders of the need for contingencyplanning to reduce the impacts of
extreme fluctuations in waterlevels caused by the unpredictable vagariesof nature.
These events demonstrate once again that there will be high levels in the future,possibly
higher than have been experienced before; low levels will also continue to occur, possibly
lower than have been experienced before. Theyalso demonstrate that a significant
improvement in managing crisis situationswould be obtained by the continued
acquisition and improvement of the information bases discussed in earliersections of this
report.

The International Joint Commission recommends that theFederal
Governments, in cooperation withstate, provincial and local governments
initiate comprehensive, coordinated emergencypreparedness planning
for water level crises, using
the following measures:
a.

intensified storm and water-level forecasting, warning, monitoring
and public informatiodupdating mechanisms;
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b.

clear delineation of responsibilities and lines of communication
between federal, state, provincial and local governments,and other
involved agenciesand groups;
c. temporary emergency sandbaggingand other temporary shore
protection alternatives;
d. temporary land and water use restrictions;
e. assessment of environmental impacts of proposed actions.

The International Joint Commission further recommends that post-crisis
action reports be prepared that include comprehensive assessmentsof the
impacts of the measures taken in order to
evaluate the effectiveness of
emergency preparedness plans and to recommend areas for improvement.
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Signed this 15th day of December 1993 as the International JointCommission’s
report to the Governments of Canada and the United States inresponse to the
August 1, 1986 Reference onmethods of alleviating the adverse consequences of
fluctuating water levels in the Great Lakes-St.Lawrence River Basin.
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Commissioner
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APPENDMA
Text of the August1,1986 Reference to the International Joint Commission
I have the honour to inform you that theGovernments of Canada and the
United States of America, pursuant toArticle IX of the Boundary Waters Treatyof 1909,
have agreed to request the Commission to examineand report upon methods of
alleviating the adverse consequences of fluctuating water levels in theGreat LakesSt. Lawrence River Basin. In doing so, the Governments acknowledge previous
Commission reports on regulation of Great Lakes levels, which have encouraged
appropriate jurisdictions to institute improved shoreline management practices.
The Governments note that theprevious reports were based upon recorded
water supplies which have subsequently been exceeded, that economic conditions have
changed, and that improved analytical techniques may now be available. The
Governments conclude, therefore, that further investigation is now required to revise
previous reports and develop appropriate methods to alleviate the adverse consequences
of fluctuating waterlevels.
Accordingly, the Commission, building upon previousstudies, should:
1. propose and evaluate measureswhich governments couldtake, under

2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

7.

crisis conditions, to alleviate problems created by high and low lake
levels;
review its previous lake regulation studies and revise their engineering,
economic and environmental evaluations;
examine past, present and potential future changes in land use and
management practices along the shorelines of the Great Lakes, their
connecting channels and the St. Lawrence River;
determine, to the maximum extent practicable, the socio-economic costs
and benefits of alternative land use andshoreline management practices
and compare these with the revised costs and benefits of lake regulation
schemes;
investigate any feasible methods of improving the outflow capacityof
connecting channels and the St. Lawrence River;
develop an information program which could be carried out by
responsible governmental agencies to better inform the public on lake
level fluctuations; and
consider any other mattersthat theCommission deemsrelevant to the
purpose of this study.

The Commission is requested to examine the effects both within and outside
the basin of the measures it considers on:
(1) domestic water supply and sanitation;
(2) navigation;
(3) water supply for power generation, industrial and commercial purposes;
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agriculture;
shore property, both public and private;
(6) flood control;
(7) fish, wildlife and other environmental aspects;
(8) recreation and tourism; and
(9) such other effects and implications which the Commission may deem
appropriate and relevant.
(4)
(5)

Whenever appropriate, the Commission is encouraged to use improved
analytical techniques which would best represent the changing conditions and socioeconomic values in the GreatLakes region. In order to assess the viability of lake level
regulation, the Commission should take into account changes in land use practices
induced by actions which previously have affected levels in the GreatLakes basin.
In the event that theCommission’s investigations show that new or altered
works or other regulatory measures appear to be economically and environmentally
practicable, it shall determine the full costs and benefits of such works or measures and
indicate how the various interests on either side of the boundary would be affected
thereby. In addition, the Commission shall determine the need for and costs of remedial
or compensatory worksor measures to offset costs to the interestswhich may be
adversely affected by any proposed regulatory measures.
In conducting its investigations and in preparing its report the Commission
shall use data which is available now or which is developed during thecourse of its study.
In addition, the Commission shall seek the assistance, as required, of specially qualified
personnel in Canada and theUnited States. The Governments, subject to their applicable
laws and regulations, shall make available, or as necessary, seek the authorization and
appropriation of funds required to provide promptly to the Commission the resources
needed to discharge its reference obligations within the specified time period. The
Commission shall develop, as soon as practicable, study cost projections forthe
information of Governments.
The Commission, subject to the availability of adequate appropriations,
should proceed with the studies as expeditiously as practicable and present its final
report to Governments no later than May 1, 1989. The Governments also request that an
interim report, focusing on measures to alleviate the present crisis, be submitted no later
than one year from the date theCommission’s study board actively begins its work.
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APPENDIX B
Previous International Joint CommissionReports under the Reference

1. Text of letter of November 14, 1986
to Federal Governments
2. Text of letter of December 10,1986 to Federal Governments
3.

Summary of conclusions and recommendations from Interim Report on

1985-86 High Water Levels in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin,

October 1988
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1. Text of letter of November 14,1986 to Federal Governments

As Governments are well aware Great Lakes water levels continue to be
extremely high. As the fall storm season approaches, there isgeneral agreement that
with the current levels on the lakes, the potential for a possible emergency and extensive
damage is high. In addition, it is expected that high water levels will be with us for an
extended period of time. As a result of this serious and worsening situation, the
Commission has decided to respond with this initial report under the Governmental
Reference dated August 1, 1986.
To the Commission’s knowledge there is at present no comprehensive effort
to identify Great Lakes shoreline areas which are particularly vulnerable to storm surge
activity. The Commission believes there is aneed to improve advanced tracking and
warning systems, and the forecasting and communication of information regarding the
predicted impact of storm-related wave action. Existing programs such as the hurricane
watch directed by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and the
forecasting services of the Atmospheric Environment Service, might well be used as
models to expand upon.
In summary, the Commission believes there is an urgentneed to improve
both existing information about areas atrisk and existing storm related predictive
capacity in the Great Lakes Basin; and there is aneed to communicate this information
effectively to shoreline interests. The Commission also believes that evaluations of
existing emergency and information dissemination programs may well show that
additional resources need to be devoted to the problem. Accordingly:
1. The Commission recommends that Governments immediately act to
2.

improve, early storm and storm surge forecasting and warning programs
for the GreatLakes Basin. Further;
The Commission recommends that Governments act immediately to
ensure that pre and
post-storm emergency relief measures currently
available through agencies of the respective federal governments, Great
Lakes jurisdictions and others are adequate for dealing with the current
state of emergency.

In 1985 the Commission recognized the impending danger of the high lake
levels and organized and participated in public meetings and briefings whenever possible.
Representatives of various federal agencies and GreatLakes jurisdictions were often
members of briefing teams. These initiatives, in conjunction with a Commission
sponsored information exchange between the Great Lakes Basin States and theProvince
of Ontario in April 1986, were usefulin the necessary process of information exchange.
Further, Environment Canada has been the focus of a Canadian federal effort to
coordinate current actions with respect to the high water level problem and to
disseminate information to the general public. These are welcome initiatives, but the
Commission concludes that the extentof the currentcrisis necessitates increased
coordination at all levels of Government, especially with regard to planning, coordinating,
and implementing pre and post-storm emergency relief measures. Accordingly:
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3.

The Commission recommends that Governments formally designate a
federal lead agency in each country to facilitate coordination between
and among federal agencies and thelarge number of affected agencies
and groups within the Provinces of Ontario and Quebec and the eight
Great Lakes Basin States. The Commission believes the designation of
federal lead agencies would facilitate binational cooperation in the
important areas of information dissemination and program development.

The Commission notes that a process has begun to remove the barge stuck
on the International Peace Bridge in the Niagara River. Nevertheless the barge is still in
place and continues to raise the level of Lake Erie. Accordingly:
4.

The Commission urges Governments to continue to expedite removal of
the barge.

In addition to the above measures, in itsDiversions and Consumptive Uses
report the Commission recommended that steps be taken to improve coastal zone
management practices as a way to reduce Great Lakes flood and erosion damage.
Accordingly, the possibility of implementing emergency measures to inhibit or prevent
further shoreline development in areas likely to be affected by water levels and storm
surges could be calledto the attention of relevant jurisdictions.
The Commission, with the assistance of its Boards, itself has initiated
certain actions. Specifically:
1. The Commission has directed its International Lake Superior Board of
Control to retain the remaining one inch of emergency storage on Lake
Superior as a result of Commission actions during 1985,and to follow
Plan 1977 until further notice. As a result of this storage, Lakes
Michigan-Huron, St. Clair and Erie are approximately .04 ft, .04 ft and
-03ft lower than they otherwise would be at this time.
2. To date, Commission directed criterion (k) operations and other
deviations from Plan 1958-D have resulted in an overdischarge from
Lake Ontario corresponding to an approximate 2 l/2 foot reduction in
the level of Lake Ontario as compared to what itotherwise would be.
The Commission continues to review St. Lawrence River flow
limitations.
3. The Commission's Great Lakes Water Quality Board has alerted
agencies of Great Lakes jurisdictions to the potential dangers posed by
the current unprecedented high water level situation for dredge and
other waste disposal sites which are situated near or on the shorelines of
the lakes. It warned of the possibility of erosion or storm damage to the
sites releasing pollutants to the Great Lakes. Further, theBoard has
advised responsible agencies to ensure that all potentially vulnerable
dredge and waste disposal sites are identified and, if necessary, that
contingency plans for their protection are developed.
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In addition to the above recommendations, the Commission is reviewing
measures that aretechnically feasible, utilizing existing facilities, some of which could
lower levels on somelakes or, taken all together, could lower levels onall the lakes. The
reduction in levels would besmall initially although further reductions would occur over
the next few years. Most of these measures carrywith them the potential for a
redistribution of benefits and costs, some of which were addressed in previous
Commission reports but which the Commission has not had an opportunity to revise in
light of any changed conditions or improved analytical techniques. They are being reexamined as a matter of priority but a complete analysis of all these measures will not be
available within a year.
1. The Ogoki and Long Lac diversions could beshut down. Past experience
with these measures was reviewed in the Commission’s Great Lakes
Diversions and Consumptive Uses report.
2. The Chicago Diversion could beincreased to the maximum extent. In its
Great Lakes Diversions and Consumptive Uses report the Commission
noted that theLake Michigan Diversion at Chicago (Chicago Diversion)
could at times be increased by a change in operation of existing
facilities.
3. Welland Canal flows could be maximized.
4. Timely closingand opening of navigation in the St. Lawrence River
could be undertaken to maximize outflowsthrough the river. While Lake
Ontario levels have not to date been setting record monthly levels,under
certain supply conditions Lake Ontario could begin setting monthly
record levels as early as January, 1987. Flows can be increased following
the end of navigation, but prior to ice formation. The Commission notes
the importance of forming a solid ice cover onthe St. Lawrence River
during the winter so that maximum winter outflows from LakeOntario
can be achieved. Retention of an undisturbed ice cover on the St.
Lawrence River and theconnecting channels, until natural spring
break-up, facilitates increased outflows.
Since April of 1986 the Commission and its International St. Lawrence
River Board of Control have been discussing with the Seaway Entities
scenarios which could assist in maximizing Lakes Ontario outflows.
These discussions continue.
5 . The Commission notes that consideration of interests in theSt.
Lawrence River can result in constraintson outflows from LakeOntario.
Consideration could be givento an examination of measures that could
be undertaken, in appropriate situations, to make possible increased St.
Lawrence River flows,taking into account all interests concerned.
6. Recently the Commission inquired of the U.S.Army Corpsof Engineers
as to the feasibility of employing existing valves on the miter gates of
the Black Rock Lock to flow additional water. The Corps has responded
that these valves could be employedto discharge an additional 1,000 cfs
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7.

through the Black Rock Canal facility. Also, the Corps reported that the
lock filling mechanism could beoperated on a test basis to increase Lake
Erie outflows by an additional 300 cfs. Both of these measures could be
taken.
The Commission notes that ice jams can and have taken place in the
connecting channels with consequent flooding. Under certain conditions
winter navigation can contribute to such problems. Accordingly, given
current high levels in theconnecting channels, winter navigation in the
connecting channels could be curtailed or eliminated, thereby reducing
the potential for icejams which can cause flow retardation with
consequent shoreline flooding.

The Commission willsubmit further reportsas appropriate.
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2. Text of letter of December 10,1986 to Federal Governments
In itsinitial report of November 14, 1986, the Commission recommended
certain measures which could be initiated immediately to improve the ability of
Governments to foresee oncoming crises and prepare to deal with them, and outlined
actions which have been initiated by the Commission itself. The Commission then went
on to enumerate certainmeasures that are technically feasible, utilizing existing
facilities, and which might be implemented immediately to deal with the present crisis.
Before setting out the specific list, the Commission pointed out that we have not yet had
an opportunity to review and revise the benefit and cost implications of these measures,
as was requested in the August 1, 1986 Reference,and went on to say:
"They are being re-examined as a matterof priority but a complete analysis
of all these measures will not be available within a year."
The Commission did not intend by this statement to suggest or imply that
action by Governments with respect to these measures should be precluded until the full
evaluation process is ultimately finalized.
The Commission believes it is its duty, given the extentof the current crisis,
and consistent with its responsibility under the Reference, to report to Governments on
measures to alleviate the present crisis, and that themeasures in the letter warrant the
consideration of Governments even in advance of completion of the full evaluation
process.
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3. Summary of conclusions and recommendations from Interim Report on
1985-86 High WaterLevels in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin,
October,
1988

1. Governments should initiate immediately broad but systematic
discussions on their use of Great Lakes water, as called for in the
Commission’s January 1985 report on Great Lakes Diversions and
Consumptive Uses.
2. As part of their consultations on this report, Governments should
develop coordinated, emergencymanagement plans for both high and
low water conditions, beginning with the information provided in our
initial report (letters of November 14 and December 10, 1986)
and the
findings of the Task Force.
3. All levels of government in Canada and the United States act to further
discourage the construction of new, damage-prone buildings or facilities
on the Great Lakes shoreline pending completion of the comprehensive
study.
4. Governments enact measures necessary to insure that further
encroachment does not occurin the connecting channels of the Great
Lakes.
5 . Governments continue the public information and technical activities
emphasized during the recent high water crisis pending completion of
the comprehensive study.
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APPENDIX C
Text of Conclusions and Recommendations from the First Phase Project
Management Team report “Living Withthe Lakes: Challenges and
Opportunities”, July 1989
[Note: Theterm “Phase11” used in the Project Management Team’s final report refers to
the final phase of the study1
The call to deal with the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin from the
perspective of a total system has been voiced for more than a decade. This study hasfor
the first time explicitly attempted to organize an inquiry into water levels and flows
which takes into account the full range of components of both the natural and human
phenomena of the Basin. These include hydrological and ecological as well as political and
economic aspects. Not only have the changes in water levels been studied and the impacts
of the action of water on the shoreline, but how humans respond to and adaptto changes
in the environment and what system of governance is needed in theBasin.
This system approach is a conceptual reorientation from the problem-specific
analyses of the past. Even though it has been recognized in previous studies that the
issues associated with fluctuating water levels cannot be adequately addressed as single
or discrete problems and even though the term ecosystem and holistic approach have
become a part of the vocabulary for discussing Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin
issues, it is far from easy to conceive of and carry out a systems analysis of the issue of
fluctuating water levels and flows in the Basin. The very attempt to channel into the
inquiry the thinking of specialists from widely different disciplines and non-governmental
agencies, and a range of involved groups has emphasized the difficulty of developing a
comprehensive approach. Phase I of the Study evidences the various degrees of success in
this attempt; thelessons learned will direct the work of Phase 11.

Not only do the water levels and flows themselves constantly change, but
human positions, values and institutions are also in a continuous process of adaptation,
sometimes to the water levels and flows, sometimes to stimuli outside the Basin,
sometimes to their own varying needs and circumstances. So, too, in this Study,we have
had to take as a startingpoint the assumptions of the participants and allow the
discussions to move as freely as possible toward the comprehensive level of a systems
analysis. Change and adaptationwere as much part of our process as they are basic to
the system we were studying. For, there is no simple, enduring solution for dealing with
what hasbeen called “adverse consequences” in the Reference. The systems approach
requires that complexity and change be wedded to the need for an organized process of
decision-making and implementation over the long-term.
Water levels issues take place in the context of many other natural, political,
social, economic and technological factors and possible solutions and courses of action
must be sensitive to and consistent with these factors. Political concerns, such as national
sovereignty and economic well-being, ecological concerns,such as waterquality, natural
issues, such as climate change and wildlife habitat protection, and large-scale economic
and social changes are interwoven into the fabric of the development of the region. Any
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measure or set of measures designed to deal with Basin issues has to anticipate a range
of considerations (hydrological, geomorphological, ecological, economic,land use,
demographic, political and legal) or they may actually increase the problem they are
meant to resolve. Awareness of the total geographical area is necessary in discussing any
course of action for the Basin. What seems adesirable action in one part of the system
may have negative results on another. The systems approach emphasized that the
wholeness of the system has to be foremost in our minds.
Not only space but consciousness of time is essential to systems analysis.
Solutions must be designed to answer not only the problems of today but also future
contingencies, no matter how uncertain our predictions of the futuremay be.
At this juncture in the Study, we are convinced that for purposes of
managing the waterlevels issues over a long time frame, it is necessary that a broad
planning approach be developed, which will include:
the development of bi-national agreement on principlesdesigned to provide
broad guidelines for future decisions in regard to water levels issues.
the development of an overall strategy fordeploying measures. It is
important thatboth the needs of the entire Basin as well as the
circumstances of specific locales be encompassed.
the development of a framework for an effective governance system,
including considerations for the appropriate role of interests and thepublic.
We intend to carry out these three tasksin Phase I1 of the Study. One of the
tools we shall develop for these purposes will be a setof policy models, relating to issues
of hydrology, the effectiveness of measures, and theactivities and sensitivities of
interests. These models will be designed foruse by policy makers or interests themselves
in exploring the impacts of various positions and possible actions.
Since state and provincial governments have direct shoreline authority and
their participation is vital to the management of the waterlevels issues, these
jurisdictions should be involved in the process of arriving at agreement on goals and
objectives and in developing an overall strategy for the region regarding water levels
issues.
Whatever decisions are made in the futureconcerning the water levels and
flows in the GreatLakes-&. Lawrence River Basin, they will have to take into account,
work around, and build on decisions that have been made in the past and which affect the
day-to-day life of the Basin. Moreover, natural changes will continue to be major factors
in the future asthey have in the past and mustbe taken into account. Even without
significant changes in regional water supply or lake outlet conditions, lake levels are
going to continue to vary, and it is possible that they will vary beyond the recordings in
the 20th century. The probability or possibility of these occurrences of extreme levels
cannot be quantified precisely; they have to be taken into account when projecting
impacts of various courses of action.
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Similarly, climate change especially if it causes persistent trends in water
supply to the lakes over a period of several years, can have a considerable effect onlake
levels. It is not possible to tell from existing recorded data, however, whether a long-term
change is establishingitself or not; we will only be able to see whether a new pattern is
being established by looking back at therecords. We will, therefore, have to continue to
deal with uncertainty as part andparcel of the process of decision-making. Prediction will
always be based on incomplete, perhaps even inaccurate knowledge. Climate change, like
prediction of extreme levels, is a factor which has to be noted, but which cannot be
assigned an exact importance. Furthermore, in theissues of the Basin as a whole, the
climate change phenomena may have much more impact in social, technological, political
and economic areas than in the issues associated directly with the fluctuations of water
levels and flows.
A great deal of discussion in PhaseI of the studycentred on the two issues
which attract themost attention in controversies regarding water levels: full control and
regulation of the lakes andprotection and restoration of the environment. At the extreme,
advocates of full control and advocates of environmental integrity have often found
themselves diametrically opposed on what courses of action should be taken in the Basin
in regard to water levels. The two positions may be simply
stated asmaximum human
involvement as opposed to minimum human involvement. They are often seen, however,
as anolder way of thinking, characterized by faith in technology and engineering and the
human ability to solve any problems, and a newer emphasis on the necessity for human
activities to accommodate themselves to natural processes.

The mandate of the study wasto examine ways of alleviating the adverse
consequences of the fluctuating water levels and both of these extreme positions as well
as a spectrum of variations had to be examined. The possible positions or coursesof
actions between the extremes engender less ardent support, but they may well be the
ones which yield practical and acceptable ways of dealing with the fluctuating water
levels issue. In thisphase of the studythese various courses of action (measures) were
looked at and given a preliminary testing, but in outlining these courses of action certain,
what may be called cautionary considerations had to be made. At first reading, these
considerations seem to be almost too obvious to mention, but theirimportance for finding
a way of dealing with the issue of water levels and flows cannot be over-emphasized.
The first of these considerations is thatany course of action taken to resolve
issues in regard to fluctuating water levels and flows leads to disagreements over how the
system is to be used and managed andhow costs, benefits and access are to be allocated.
These conflicts centre on the different perceptions and needs of interests, on impacts on
the naturalecology and on concerns for health and productivity. We are, therefore, not
talking about a solution or a course of action, with which everyone will agree, but about a
set of measures managed over a long time, which satisfies the most critical concerns.
Those concerns will be looked
at from the point of view of the entire Basin, but they will
encompass the needs of individual communities and localized situations. The message is
clear, however, for those holding extreme positions, prepare to compromise.
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The second obvious, but often overlooked consideration is thatfull regulation
designed to reduce the range of historic fluctuations on all of the lakes would further
exacerbate the extreme flow variations in the connecting rivers and in the St. Lawrence
river, unless provisions were made for the diversion of large quantities of water into or
out of the Basin at thecritical time. In effect, this exigency places a practical limitation
on the extentof possible control, even if full regulation were implemented.
The third point that needs to be emphasized is that at thisstage in the
present study there seemsno reason to modify the conclusions presented in previous
studies in regard to the likelihood of full regulation being implemented. The current
understanding of the technical merit, socio-economic rationale and government policy
support for full regulation all make the implementation of such a proposal unlikely in the
foreseeable future. The conclusion, that full regulation is not the preferred course of
action at thistime, does not arise because of the realities of the present economic and
political situation. Historically, efforts to deal with the problems of water levels tended to
focus on structural measures; in fact, few resources have been directed toward the vast
array of potential, alternate measures. Engineering solutions alone are applicable to
relatively few of the gamutof problems and a restricted number of local conditions. The
adoption of combinations of measures is seen, therefore, as achieving better overall
results when focused on specific, localizedareas. Beyond consideration of historic
approaches and technological factors, the present economic and political situation has to
be taken into account. Cost estimates for full regulation and itsassociated
accommodations for the rest of the system are extremely high, and the net economic
benefits of water level regulation are not clear. And, not least, in both countries increased
awareness and concern for the environment has meant thatno mega-projects can go
forward without passing through strict environmental assessment procedures which can
take years to complete.
On the environmental side, a great deal of attention has been given over the
past years to the function and importance of the wetlands in the Basin. Fluctuating water
levels are a naturalprocess which are importantfor the maintenance and replenishment
of wetlands. Although the exact impact of fluctuating water levels on wetlands is not
known, it is clear that the alternatingseasonal and periodic extreme fluctuations are
basic to the productivity of the naturalhabitats. The wetlands, in turn, provide a rich and
varied habitat for fish, plant, and wildlife species and play an important role in
modulating flows and cycling matter andenergy throughout the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence River Basin. They also play a role as a buffer of fluctuations and storms. With
the loss of over one-half of the wetlands in the Basin, mostly in this century, there is
concern about any plan which might compromise the remaining wetlands in the Basin.
And, lastly, there are major changes in socio-economic structures, which
reflect much larger changes in values, technology, organizational behaviour and world
markets and demographics. Here too, our knowledge is not sufficient to give definitive
answers to all questions, but the growing demands for a better understandingof the
interrelatedness of these changes will have to be met before the impacts of possible
courses of action can be thoroughly evaluated.
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We have to deal with uncertainty as anunavoidable condition for decisionmaking, always recognizing that asfull a range of considerations and asmuch reliable
information as possible have to be brought to bear on the issue. For example, it ispossible
that a measure or set of measures, if all conditions are not taken into account, may
actually increase the very problem they were intended to resolve. It is, therefore, critical
that any measure or set of measures designed to address the issue of fluctuating water
levels in the Basin be examined inthe light of a full range of considerations. At the same
time, it is important thatlong-term strategies for dealing with significant deviations in
levels, such as those that may be caused by the “greenhouse effect”, be developedalong
with an improved capability for estimating theprobabilities of certain levels.
All these cautionary considerations are based on incomplete knowledge,and,
perhaps, itis partially because of the incompleteness of our understanding that thereis
resistance to proceeding with measures which may have unforeseen impacts and which
may not be reversible. It is certain that these considerations are, however, not to be
disregarded in trying to weigh the meritsof the various courses of action available to
governments.
Even though there is a perception among certain interests that structural
works are necessary and appropriate, the Study to this point does not support such a
conclusion. Based on our findings, we feel strongly that full regulation should be
recognized as unlikely to be implemented by governments in the near futureand that
combinations of measures of all types should be vigorously pursued in study and
implementation.

RECOMMENDATION It is recommended that the federal governments

not undertake commitments toward planning, funding, or constructing
major public works to controllevels and flows in the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence River Basin watersheduntil there is more consultation with
interests and a more comprehensive evaluation of the impacts of such
works on the environment.
In surveying opinion in the Basin, members of the studygroups discovered
that therewere misperceptions, inaccurate information and lack of clarity concerning
both the naturalprocesses and theimpacts of human activities. These shortcomings make
discussion of possible measures difficult if not impossible. As we move into Phase I1 of
this study, there are anumber of points which need to be cleared up.
First, land use, consumptive water uses, and other human interventions
have a minimal influence on fluctuation of lake andflow levels. For example,current
regulation of levels has very little effect on much of the system, except for Lake Ontario
and the Upper St. Lawrence River system and to lesser extent for Lake Superior. The
greatest impact of regulation is in thetrade-offs between levelsand flows. Water held
back in sustained dry periods to maintain lakelevels results in lower river flows and,
conversely, excessivedischarges made to lower lake levels during sustainedwet periods
result in higher river flows. Present, limited regulation criteria have historically been
designed to provide benefits for commercial navigation and power. However, the socioeconomic structure and landuse patterns andvalues have changed significantly in the
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past 10-15 years, and settingnew objectives, even for the limited regulation of levels now
in effect, is difficult. Knowledge of the present objectives is very limited among interests
and this engenders many suspicions and unrealistic expectations toward the
International Joint Commission. This situation makes present operationmore difficult
and does not serve as a useful guide in developing future plans. It is clear, however, that
present objectives of regulation are in need of thorough review.
The causes of shoreline erosion are also widely misunderstood. Although
water level fluctuation canbe important for some shore types,for many other types
fluctuations have littleinfluence over the long-termrate of recession (erosion).Much
more important to shoreline dynamics are storms. Shorelineerosion and flood damages
can be further exacerbated inlocal areas by the presence of high water levels and
geological characteristics of the shoreline. Thiscan be seen most clearly on Lake Erie,
which, as a resultof its shallow depth and orientationto westerly storms, has the most
extreme short-term, lakelevel variation due to storm conditions and the highest shore
erosion rates of any of the Great Lakes because of its shoreline characteristics.Although
much work has already been done and there iswide consensus on various processes, we
need more knowledgeabout erosion in specific locations, as well as about wetland
rejuvenation and the creation and alterationof near-shore depositional features as a
function of water levels fluctuations.

A third occasion for misunderstanding identified by some participants in the
study involved the very idea of an “adverse consequence”. Adverse forwhom? If what is
adverse for one interest is beneficial for another, is it still adverse? It hasbeen argued
that human activity inthe Basin represents investments, inwhich a decision is made to
benefit from locating there.Benefits vary, but all canbe weighed against the costs and
the level of risk that is comfortable. These investment decisions are made on the basis of
information available. The issue, then, may not be whether or by how much an interest
“suffers adverse consequences”,but how does the interest benefit from lake services, how
are thecosts factored in and why does the interest petitiongovernments for action. All
investments are based on expectations of probable future benefits andcosts, and, these in
turn arebased on information the interest hason what he or she may expect from
government. Many interests, for example, believe that they have the rightto expect
certain levels and flows and certain actionsby government. These beliefs are often
erroneous and it is incumbentupon government to articulate, perhaps even to review, the
current statusof those rights. However, when an interest petitionsgovernments for
assistance, it is usually a resultof the interest eithernot having expected the magnitude
of water level changes or not havingthe resilience to respond to the changes. Apart from
the question of the reliability of and responsibility for information, the central issue in
this approach is who bears the costs of the consequences of changing waterlevels - the
investor, the customer, the general taxpayer, the environment? Managing levels,
therefore, means managingthe process of allocating costs, benefits, and risksacross
groups. Not only were past planning processes of government often more appropriate for
designing and evaluating individualprojects than for managing the ecosystem, they also
were poorly conceivedin regard to informing investment decisions, informing the political
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positions of interests andinforming governments about interests’ positions. In the light of
this problem, we think action can be taken in this areaimmediately.
One of the areas,in which participants of this studyfound a need for the
articulation of specific information, was in the operational objectives regarding lake level
control. The knowledgeof most interests regarding the existing operational objectives for
Lake Ontario and Lake Superior levels is very limited and therefore engenders suspicion
and unrealistic expectations toward the International Joint Commission. Clear
enunciation of these objectives would do a great deal to promote more reasonable
expectations among concerned interests. Along with articulation of objectives, the existing
hydrological and hydraulic models could be accommodatedto deal with scenarios ranging
from existing controls to total Basin regulation, including a review of existing regulation
plans for 1958-D and 1977 for Lake Ontario and Lake Superior respectively.

RECOMMENDATION: Itis recommended that the International Joint
Commission communicateits operational objective regarding Lake
Ontario and Lake Superiorlevels so as to promote reasonable
expectations among concerned interests.
In addition to misperceptions and misunderstandings on the one side, there
are real inadequacies in the performance of government in providing information to
interests in the Basin. This situation has been noted many times in previous reports and
steps have been taken to improve the situation. Information provided by governments,
however, is still inadequate andpoorly and unequally distributed. Some interests, such as
commercial and industrial enterprises, have access to reliable information; others may
not know what information is available or where to obtain it, and, in manycases, when
they do get information it is often not in a format useful to their decision-making.
Information related to water levels made available by government also seems to follow an
“issue-attention cycle”. The problemis compounded by the uncoordinated multitude of
governmental and non-governmental sources of information throughout the Basin, and by
the fact that there are apparentinconsistencies in policies, authority, programmes, and
implementation structures of federal and otherlevels of governmental departments and
agencies.
In addition to more accurate and available information, there is a perceived
need for different kinds of information presented in different formats. It is clear that the
ways by which information is made available must vary according to the user. Informed
risk-taking begins with reliable information. Information is in many instances a two-way
process, in which public response and involvement are critical to future decision-making.
Certain areas, in which more knowledge is needed, have already been
identified in this phase of the Study. For example, the geomorphological susceptibility of
different segments of the shoreline to short-term and longer-term water level
fluctuations, storm patterns, andwave and wind action need further analysis. This type
of information can be used to map vulnerability tiers using a geographic information
system covering the shoreline throughout the Basin. We also believe that our knowledge
of the basis of the relationship between water levels, interests, and environmental
processes needs improvement. By concentrating on the specific vulnerabilities (e.g.
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damage potential) and the benefits of fluctuations in relation to interests and wetlands
and environmental processes, knowledge can begained that will enhance and refine the
capabilities of the Geographic Information System being developed jointly by both
countries.
In therealm of human activities, there is arange of areas of analysis which
require our attention in Phase11. We do not know in enough depth many basic socioeconomic aspects of the Basin. Urbanization, the growth of leisure and recreational
activities, changes in theindustrial base of contemporary North American society,
changing demographics of population concentrations, investment patterns and
government policy development are areasof direct concern for a systems approach to the
problems of the Basin. Large as these areas of study are,they will have to be de-limited
and focused in order to be of use in the futuredecisions which will be madeby
governments in both countries.
During the course of this study, our preliminary investigation on
governmental decisions in regard to management of water related issues indicated that
Canada and theUnited States agree on a wide range of principles and goals, but have not
yet articulated them clearly. Until theseprinciples and goals are publicly stated by the
federal governments, it is difficult for other levels of government to develop plans and
programmes for the Basin and for interests to make informed decisions.

RECOMMENDATION It is recommended that the federal governments
issue a statementon federal policy goals regarding water issues.

One of the products of Phase I1 of this Study will be an improved public
information programme, which willassure interestsof equal access and ability to use
information. We also intend in PhaseI1 to carry out further in-depth surveys and
analyses of interests to understand better thelocation and economic investments of
interest sub-classes. It is hoped that these surveys and analyses will further help to
explain the different sensitivities of the intereststo fluctuating water levels, as well as
identify better the type and timing of information needs for responsible decision-making.
In some areas, Phase I of the Study has only begun to uncover the problems
which have to be dealt with in addressing the water levels issue. One of the areasis the
interconnection of water quality and water quantity.It is known, for example, that
fluctuations in levels and flows can affect the quality of water in localized areas, as seen
in the impact of low levels on the concentration of pollutants or of high levels on urban
sewer infrastructures or cottage septic units. It is not clear, however, what the
importance of this relationship is or the degree of impact water levels have on water
quality basin-wide.
If we are to carry out a successful systems analysis of the GreatLakes-St.
Lawrence River Basin, we have to understand better the nature and interrelatedness
of
human activities. Population changes, new investment decisions, industrial reconfigurations and developments and governmentpolicy are interrelated with the natural
environment. We feel that thefirst,steps have been taken in thisphase of the Study, but
much remains to be done.

The attempt to adopt a systems perspective on the issue of water level
fluctuations had in many ways raised as many questions as it hasanswered. A wide
range of exploration and inquiry has been encouraged in this first phase of the Study; it
remains for Phase I1 to pull these investigations together. Some parts of the inquiry will
prove fruitful; some will end in a cul-de-sac.
Appropriate as these new and modified systems investigations were for the
formation of the coherent overall approach, it was felt there had to be an ongoing process
of distilling basic premises and criteria from the investigations in order to test, in a
practical way, their relevance for the process of decision-making. During the latter partof
Phase I, an attemptwas made to summarize and categorize the possible courses of action
(measures) which could be entertained by governments, and to develop a method of
evaluating those measures by assessing their impacts throughout the system as awhole.
For the first time in studies on the water levels issue, a list of possible measures related
to this issue was drawn up and,if we set aside emergency measures and combinations of
measures, four basic categories or types of measures were identified - Public Investment
in Control and Diversion Works, PublicInvestment to Direct Land and Water Use to
Adapt to Fluctuating Levels, Direct Public Regulation of Land and Water Use, and Public
Programmes to Influence Indirectly Land and Water Use or the Effects of Fluctuating
Levels. These include over a hundred specific measures. This first attempt to bring
together a wide array of measures will have to be tested in the context of government and
public acceptability.
Phase I of the Study produced a process in preliminary form for evaluating
the relative acceptability of the measures and combinations of measures by subjecting
them to an assessment based on certain core criteria. Evaluative criteria were exercised
in a structuredframework to assess the impacts of measures on interests and on the
natural environment and to establish the range and combinations of measures and the
goals and values which will shape and determine future evaluative processes. The
evaluation was carried out to test it as ananalytical tool for governments, but it has the
potential to be used as a mechanism for engaging public participation and involvement.
In Phase I1 of this Study, the comprehensiveness of the list of measures and
the process of evaluation will have to be reviewed and developed. The first run-through is,
however, completed and it is now possible to see the strengths and weaknesses of the
present approach and some of the implications for the development of future evaluative
methods. These investigations will have to be explicitly related to the development of an
overall strategy. There will always be a need for specific attention to local situations, but
these must be assessed in the context of an overall strategy for the Basin. The challenge
will be to give full consideration to basin-wide issues while focusing on local exigencies.

At the completion of Phase Iof this study, our understanding of the extentof
the problem is now much clearer, but the magnitude of the task hasnot been reduced.
Even at thisearly stage inour investigations, we can see clearly that there arecertain
actions which should be taken immediately. These include a moratorium on all major
public works related to control of levels and flows, the clear articulation of the operational
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objectives for LakeOntario and Lake Superior, and the articulation of federal policy goals
regarding water levels issues.
The work carried out in Phase I1 will have to be more closely directed to
yield specific results, and projects which are ongoing will have to be brought to
completion. The major challenges have, however, been identified and there seems every
reason to believe that thefinal product will be instrumental in reshaping ina major way
future thinking and actions concerning the water level fluctuations in theGreat Lakes-St.
Lawrence River Basin.
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APPENDIX D
Summary of Levels Reference Study Board Recommendations

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
1. The Board recommends that federal, state and provincial governments
adopt the eleven Guiding Principles (below) and that these principles be used as
guidelines for the management of issues related to water levels and flows within the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System.
The Board is not recommending changes in theBoundary Waters Treaty of
1909 but is suggesting that theInternational Joint Commission use these guiding
principles within the limits of the Treaty.

a.

Existing and futurebeneficial uses will be considered, and the
fundamental character of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence RiverSystem
will not be adversely affected.
b. Actions approved or taken will be environmentally sustainable and
respect the integrity of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System
ecosystem.
Actions approved or takenwill be beneficial tothe Great Lakes-St.
C.
Lawrence River System and not result in undue hardship to any
particular group.
d. Coordinated management of the System needs to respect and
accommodate the dynamic nature of the entireGreat Lakes-St.
Lawrence River System.
e. Reduction of damage to existing development fromfluctuating water
levels in theGreat Lakes-St. Lawrence River System will be based on
the use of both non-structural and structural measuresat various
locations throughout the Basin.
f. Prevention of damage to future development fromfluctuating water
levels in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System will include the
implementation of land use measuresto discourage constructionin
areas subject to damage from fluctuating water levels and storms.
g. Management of the GreatLakes-St. Lawrence River System will be done
in full awareness of the potential for reduced water supply as a result of
climate change.
h. Decision-making with respect to the management of the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence River System will be open, respecting the full range of
interests affected by any decisions and facilitating wide participation in
the policy process.
Management of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System will be
1.
based on coordination of actions relating to levels and flows.
j. Management of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System will be
based on continued improvement in thecollection of data and the
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understanding of the processes and impactsof fluctuating waterlevels
and flows.
k. Management of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System requires
ongoing communications and public awareness.

MEASURES - LAKE LEVEL IWEGULATION
2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

8.
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The Board recommends that Governments give no further consideration
to five-lake regulation.
The Board recommends that Governments give no further consideration
to three-lake regulation.
The Board recommends that the regulation plans of Lakes Superior and
Ontario be modified to achieve water levels and flows similar to those
described in Measure 1.21 (in the FinalReport).
The Board recommends that the Orders of Approval for the Regulation
of Lake Superior be reviewed to determine if the current criteria are
consistent withthe current uses andneeds of the users and interestsof
the System.
The Board recommends that the International Lake Superior Board of
Control be authorized to use its discretion in regulating the outflows
from Lake Superior subject to conditions similar to those which
authorize discretionaryaction by the International St.Lawrence River
Board of Control.
The Board recommends that the criteria of the Orders of Approval
for the Regulation of Lake Ontario be revised to better reflect the
current needs of the users and interestsof the System. In particular,
the Board recommends that Criterion (d)of these orders be amended
as follows:
Criterion (d):The regulated outflow from Lake Ontario during the
annual flood discharge from the Ottawa River shall not be greater than
would have occurred assuming suppliesfrom the past as adjusted.When
Lake Ontario levels and supply allow, consideration should
be given to
reducing outflows from Lake Ontario during the annual flood discharge
from the Ottawa River.
The Board recommends that the Orders of Approval for the Regulation
of Lake Ontario be modified by adding the following criteria:
Criterion ( ): Consistent with other requirements, the
outflow of Lake
Ontario shallbe regulated to minimize the occurrence of low water
levels on Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence downstream as far asTrois
Rivihres during the recreational boating season.
Criteria should be added that consider the environmental interest on
Lake Ontario and the St.Lawrence River downstream as far asTrois
Rivihres.

9. The Board recommends initiating negotiations for the purpose of
removing fills upstream of the International Railway Bridge on the
Niagara River and lowering the mean level of Lake Erie by 0.03 to 0.06
metre (0.1 to 0.2foot).
10. The Board further recommends that Nicholl's Marine be the first
priority for fill removal.

MEASURES - LAND USE AND SHORELINE MANAGEMENT

11. The Board recommendsthat any comprehensive approach to managing
adverse impacts of fluctuating water levels be multi-objectivein focus
and coordinated in application.
12. The Board recommends that consideration be givento establishing
multi-level government funding of $10 to $20 million per year for
planning and implementing land use and shoreline management
projects. A possible funding cost-sharing formula might be 1/3 federal,
1/3 provincialhtate, and 1/3 local.
13. The Board recommends that areas requiring land use and shoreline
management measures be prioritized through a comprehensive
shoreline management program in developed and undeveloped areas.
14. The Board recommends that consideration be givento implementing
remedial measures when appropriate to the local conditions. The
following measures are recommended for implementation, as
appropriate:
Relocation of structures from hazard areas.
Flood proofing of existing structures.
Non-structural shore protection.
Structural shore protection, where other alternatives are not
appropriate, only if well-designed and engineered, and only if
impacts are not shifted to adjacent areas.
15. The Board recommendsthat the following preventiveland use and
shoreline management measures be implemented and applied
consistently and uniformly around the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence
River:
Erosion setbacks that include minimum requirements for a 30 year
erosion zone for movablestructures and a 60 to 100 year erosion
zone for permanent structures plus an adequate distance to assure
a stable slope. A provision for variance should be included for areas
where the slope has been, or is proposed to be, stabilized by a wellengineered structure.
Flood setbacks and elevation requirements that include minimum
requirements for a 1%flood risk line plus allowance for wave
uprush and freeboard.
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Shoreline alteration requirements established in the context of a
comprehensive plan. The environmental, updrift and downdrift
impacts of shoreline alterations must be considered, along with
hydraulic impacts on the connecting channels.
Regulations in Canada to control fills and other obstructions in
connecting channels. The most effective means of achieving this
would be through amendment of the International Rivers
Improvement Act.
Real estate disclosure requirements where the seller should be
required to disclose to prospective buyers that the property is
within a mapped or knownflood or erosion hazard area. The buyer
should sign an acknowledgment that he or she has been informed of
the risk.
16. The Board recommends that acquisition of undeveloped and developed
land and habitat protection areas be considered in areas where it is
appropriate.
17. The Board recommends that where hazard insurance exists or is
implemented in the future that thefollowing elements be included.

A hazard insurance program should use historic shoreline change
methods coupled with recession rate studies to identify and map
long-term erosion hazards on flood insurance rate maps.
A hazard insurance program should encourage community-based
erosion management by establishing setbacks for new construction.
The program should deny subsidized flood insurance for new or
substantially improved construction within the erosion hazard zone
and should require that any structure substantially damaged
during a storm be reconstructed landward of the hazard zone. The
program should also deny subsidizedinsurance for recurring
claims.
A hazard insurance program should provide eligibility for
mitigation assistance when the aggregate of damage claims exceed
50% of the fair market value of the insured property and provide
mitigation assistance for structures imminently threatened by
erosion with an emphasis on relocation of structures out of the
hazard area, not demolition.
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
18. The Board recommends that the two federal governments, in

cooperation with provincial and stategovernments, begin preparation of
a joint and cooperative Emergency Operations Plan for the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence River as soon as possible.
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19. The Board recommends as a priority that investigations continue into
methods of alleviating high or low water crises on the lower St.
Lawrence River and thatinvestigations continue into avoiding
increased damage as a result of crisis actions taken upstream.
20. The Board further recommends that the following be implemented in
the near future:
The authority necessary for deviation from the Lake Superior
Regulation Plan during an emergency, similar to the authority to
deviate that exists for Lake Ontario.
The installation of an ice boom at thehead of the St. Clair River to
reduce the risk of ice jams and flooding.
An increase in the flow capacity of the Black Rock Lock, so the flow
through the lock may be increased in emergency situations by an
additional 340 cms (12,000 cfs).
The manipulation of the four major Great Lakes diversions; Long
Lac, Ogoki, Lake Michigan at Chicago, and the Welland Canal
during crisis situations when conditions permit.
21.

The Board recommends that prior to implementing the manipulations
of diversions, the potential impacts within and outside the Great LakesSt. Lawrence River System of changes to the Long Lac, Ogokiand Lake
Michigan at Chicago diversions bedetermined.
22. The Board recommends post-crises action reports be done to evaluate
the effectiveness of emergency preparedness plans and to recommend
areas for improvement.
23. The Board recommends that comprehensive emergency preparedness
planning be undertaken immediately at the provincial, state and local
government levels. The preparations should include public information
programs, stockpiling of emergency materials, active monitoring of
water levels and flows, and identifying areas where community-based
shore protection can be implemented immediately.
INSTITUTIONS
24.

25.

26.

The Board recommends that the membership of the Lake Superior
Board of Control be expanded to include representation from citizens,
the statesand provinces.
The Board recommends that the membership of the International St.
Lawrence River Boardof Control be expanded to include citizen
representation from Lake Ontario, the upper St. Lawrence River and
the lower St. Lawrence River.
The Board recommends that the functions of the Coordinating
Committee on Great Lakes Basic Hydraulic and Hydrologic Data be
formalized and that the Committee report to the Commission.
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27.

The Board recommends that a Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River
Advisory Board be created to coordinate, review, and provide assistance
to the Commission onissues relating to the water levels and flows of
the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River.

COMMUNICATIONS
28.

29.

30.

The Board recommendsthat a Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Water
Level
Communications Clearinghousebe established as a bi-national effortby
the United States and Canadian Governments, withthe responsibility to
communicate withthe public, to facilitate communication betweenthe
public and governments, and to facilitate coordinationof agency
communication activities relatedto the water levels and flowsof the Great
Lakes and St. Lawrence River.
The Board recommendsthat the Clearinghouse be established under major
federal agencies suchas Environment Canada andthe United States Army
in this
Corps of Engineers,which already have significant responsibilities
area, and that it be linked to larger units within these agenciesto act as
information resourcesand provide staff support in water level crisis periods.
The Board recommendsthat the Clearinghouse establish and coordinatea
network of agencies and groups that communicate about water level issues.

MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS

31. The Board recommends that action be taken to improve the information
base used to manage the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River resourcein
the following ways:
That the identified deficiencies in the precipitation and snowpack
network be remedied.
That a risk analysis model be developed that takes into account
uncertainties of water supply to Lake Ontario, storm surge on Lake
Ontario, variations of tributary inflows to the St. Lawrence River
downstream of Cornwall and updated stage-damage data in the
Lake Ontario-St. Lawrence River system to assist in equitably
managing outflows during high- and low-water supply periods. If
discretionary authority is provided to the Lake Superior Board of
Control, as recommended elsewhere in this report, this model
should be implemented for LakeSuperior as well.
That efforts be made to improve long-range precipitation and
temperature forecasts.
That new technologies such as satellite, airborne and ground-based
radar be developed foruse in themonitoring of lake evaporation,
overlake precipitation and basin-wide snow conditions.
That work continue on upgrading models used for simulation,
forecasting and regulation to formulate a comprehensive water
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32.

33.
34.

35.
36.
37.
38.

39.
40.

41.

supply and routing model that includes the whole basin through
Trois RiviBres, Quebec.
That efforts continue to improve forecasting and statistical
information be continued, so that all usersthroughout the system
can make better decisions and that thisbe coupled with an
upgraded system-wide supply and routing model.
That the efforts referenced in Chapter 8 to improve communication
be implemented.
The Board recommends that efforts be initiated to standardize hazard
mapping methodologies across the Great Lakes -St. Lawrence River
region and thatefforts continue to identify and map all flood and
erosion hazard areas in thesystem.
The Board further recommends that procedures be developed for
allowing broad accessto such maps for general use.
The Board recommends that long-term monitoring of shoreline
erosion and bluf'f recession be undertaken and that future
erosion
damage assessments consider, or be based on, information and
methodologies developed under this studyto improve these
approaches.
The Board recommendsthat the United States and Canadian land
use mapping systems be updated on a periodic basis and thatthey be
designed and developed cooperativelyto promote uniformity.
The Board recommendsthat a potential damage sample survey be
undertaken in the futureto improve flood damage estimates.
The Board further recommends that thefirst priority for the potential
damage sample survey be Lake Ontario and the St.Lawrence River.
The Board recommends that a comprehensive wetlands inventory be
completed and thatlong-term assessments of the effects on wetlands of
variations in levels and flows be continued.
The Board recommends that refinement of Global Climate Models be
continued to improve their predictive capability and use as a planning
tool.
The Board further recommends that efforts continue to develop a binational assessment of the potential impacts of climate change on the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin System andto coordinate a
response to the expected climate changes.
The Board recommends that thefollowing data elements be
incorporated into Geographic Information System databases:
All land use information for the entire shoreline.
All hazard areas along the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River.
All coastal wetlands.
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42.

40

The Board further recommends that cooperative bi-national
coordination and planning of Geographic Information System
development and use be considered to increase the usability of the
information stored in Geographic Information Systems relating to the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System, and thatnational and
international standards for data transfer be established.
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APPENDIX E
Additional Citizens Advisory Committee Recommendations
In addition to supporting the above Study Board recommendations, the
Citizens Advisory Committee also recommends:

.

1. The Citizens Advisory Committee recommends examination of the
practice of adjusting releases in the St. Lawrence River to provide
adequate water toMontreal Harbour when large container ships are in
port, and to allow forequitable apportionment of water, both upstream
and downstream of Cornwall, forrecreational boating at other times
during the fall season. This would involve consultation among all
affected parties. The Citizens Advisory Committee believes that such a
practice may provide greater overall benefits to bothshipping and
recreational boating interests in theSt. Lawrence River.
2. The Citizens Advisory Committee recommends that the International
Joint Commission provide for continued citizen involvement
in theGreat
Lakes-St. Lawrence River water levels issue, by including citizen
representatives at the policy decision level(not day-to-day operation) of
the management of Great Lakes-St. Lawrence levelsand flows through
whatever structures and institutions areoperative.
3. The Citizens Advisory Committee recommends that the International
Joint Commission appoint citizen members to future StudyBoards on
other issues as well as fluctuating water levels, and direct those Study
Boards and committees to involvecitizens directly as full members of
workingcommittees and task groups as well.
4. The Citizens Advisory Committee recommends that the International
Joint Commission considercreating a single public involvement, citizens
advisory function which would encompassthe entire GreatLakes-St.
Lawrence River Basin Ecosystem, both water quality and water
quantity aspects.
5. The Citizens Advisory Committee recommends that, considering the
time requirements andthe responsibility associated with the type of
involvement which Citizens Advisory Committeemembers had in the
Levels Reference Study, future such efforts should make provisions for:
1)modest honoraria to partially compensate nongovernmental
representatives for time away from work and family; and 2) the
designation of an alternate to attend meetings when the member cannot
attend.
6. The Citizens Advisory Committee recommends that, with respect to
citizen involvement in the ongoing management of Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence River water levels and flows, individuals should be appointed
for three year terms,with a limit to one renewal, so as to ensure
turnover in committee membership.
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7.
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The Citizens Advisory Committee recommends that, following
completion of the Levels Reference Study, all Study papers and
documents be archived permanently at a location to be designated in
both the United States and Canada.

APPENDIX F
Text of Articles 111, IV,VI11 of Boundary Waters Treatyof 1909
ARTICLE I11
It is agreed that, in addition to the uses, obstructions, and diversions
heretofore permitted or hereafter provided for by special agreement between the Parties
hereto, no further or other uses or obstructions or diversions, whether temporary or
permanent, of boundary waters on either side of the line, affecting the naturallevel or
flow of boundary waters on the other side of the line shall be made except by authority of
the United States or the Dominion of Canada within their respective jurisdictions and
with the approval, as hereinafter provided, of a joint commission, to be known as the
International Joint Commission.
The foregoing provisions are not intended to limit or interfere with the
existing rights of the Government of the United States on the one side and the
Government of the Dominion of Canada on the other, to undertake andcarry on
governmental works in boundary waters for the deepening of channels, the construction
of breakwaters, the improvement of harbours, andother governmental works for the
benefit of commerce and navigation, provided that such works are wholly on its own side
of the line and do not materially affect the level or flow of the boundary waters on the
other, nor are such provisions intended to interfere with the ordinary use of such waters
for domestic and sanitarypurposes.
ARTICLE IV
The High Contracting Parties agree that, except in cases provided for by
special agreement between them, they will not permit the construction or maintename on
their respective sides of the boundary of any remedial or protective works or any damsor
other obstructions in waters flowing fromboundary waters or in waters at a lower level
than theboundary in rivers flowing across the boundary, the effect of which is to raise
the natural level of waters on the other side of the boundary unless the construction or
maintenance thereof is approved by the aforesaid International Joint Commission.
It is further agreed that thewaters hearin defined as boundary waters and
waters flowing across the boundary shall not be polluted on either side to the injury of
health or property on the other.
ARTICLE VI11
This International Joint Commission shall have jurisdiction over and shall
pass upon all cases involving the use or obstruction or diversion of the waterswith
respect to which under Article I11 and IV of this treaty theapproval of this Commission is
required, and in passing upon such cases the Commission shall be governed by the
following rules or principles which are adopted by the High Contracting Parties for this
purpose:
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The High Contracting Parties shall have each on its own side of the
boundary, equal and similar rights in the use of the waters hereinbefore defined as
boundary waters.
The following order of precedence shall be observed among the various uses
enumerated hereinafter for these waters, and no use shall be permitted which tends
materially to conflict with or restrain any other use which is given preference overit in
this order of precedence:
(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 irrigation purposes.

The foregoing provisions shall not apply to or disturb any existing uses of
boundary waters on either side of the boundary.
The requirement for an equal division may in the discretion of the
Commission be suspended in cases of temporary diversions along boundary waters at
points where such equal division can not be madeadvantageously on account of local
conditions, and where such diversion does not diminish elsewhere the amount available
for use on the other side.
The Commission in its discretion may make its approval in any case
conditional upon the construction of remedial or protective worksto compensate so far as
possible for the particular use or diversion proposed,and in such cases may require that
suitable and adequate provision, approved by the Commission, be made for the protection
and indemnity against injury of any interests on either side of the boundary.
In any cases involving the elevations of the naturallevel of waters on either
side of the line as a result of the construction or maintenance on the other side of
remedial or protective works ordams or other obstructions in boundary waters or in
waters flowing therefrom or in waters below the boundary in rivers flowing across the
boundary, the Commission shall require, as a condition of its approval thereof, that
suitable and adequateprovision, approved by it, be made for the protection and
indemnity of all interests on the other side of the line which may be injured thereby.
The majority of the Commissioners shall have power to render a decision. In
case the Commission is evenly divided upon any question or matter presented to it for
decision, separate reports shall be made by the Commissioners on eachside to their own
Government. The High Contracting Parties shall thereupon endeavour to agree upon an
adjustment of the question or matter of difference, and if an agreement is reached
between them, it shall be reduced to writing in the form of a protocol, and shall be
communicated to the Commissioners, who shall take such further proceedings as may be
necessary to carry out such agreement.

APPENDIX G
List of Persons W h o Appeared at the InternationalJoint Commission’s Public
Hearing on the Final Report of the Levels Reference Study Board Held
in
Windsor, Ontario, on Saturday, September11,1993

D. McCracken
B. Andresen
T. Yonker
M. Walker
J. Menegon
L. Lehmann
J.P. Nash
R. Ozanne
W.J. Somerville

J. Milauckas
A. Chase
J.K. Hoffman
N. Thurber
S. Hazen
T. Bojanowski
A. Bojanowski
F. Lenard
D. Thurber
C. Sasfy

International Great Lakes Coalition, Sarnia, Ontario
International Great Lakes Coalition, South Haven,
Michigan
Great Lakes United, Buffalo, New York
North Shore Coalition, Lowbanks, Ontario
North Shore Coalition, Hamilton, Ontario
International Great Lakes Coalition, Geneva, Ohio
East Shore Coalition, Amherstburg, Ontario
Citizen, Two Rivers, Wisconsin
International GreatLakes Coalition, Williamston,
Michigan
International GreatLakes Coalition, Saugatuck, Michigan
International GreatLakes Coalition, Oostburg, Wisconsin
Great Lakes Commission, Ann Arbor, Michigan
Citizen, Portage, Indiana
International GreatLakes Coalition, Port Rowan, Ontario
Citizen, Geneva-on-the-Lake,Ohio
Citizen, Geneva-on-the-Lake,Ohio
Citizen, Port Stanley, Ontario
Citizen, LaSalle, Michigan
Citizen, Maumee, Ohio
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