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Joe Comuzzi: Good afternoon ladies and gentlemen. My name is Joe Comuzzi and I’m the 

Chairman of the Canadian Section of the International Joint Commission. Today at the head 

table, I’m happy to introduce Commissioner Gordon Walker from Toronto, Benoît 

Bouchard, Commissioner from Quebec City; we welcomed them and they’ve been recently 

appointed. This is their first exposure and I hope they stick with us for a while. (Laughter) 

I’ve asked Mr. U.S. Chair Lana Pollack; so why don’t you introduce your folks. 

Lana Pollack: Well, I’m pleased to introduce my colleagues: Rich Moy from Montana, 

lifetime professional in water matters there and Dereth Glance from Syracuse New York. 

Joe Comuzzi: Thank you. Since we’re in Montreal today, I’m going to ask Commissioner 

Bouchard since this is his area of expertise to Chair the balance of the meeting. Would you 

do that for me Ben? 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you Joe. Thank you very much, merci beaucoup. I admit that I’m a 

little flattered, but mostly pleased, to have this opportunity, since this is my first real week 

of work with the Commission. And starting Sunday night, we’ve had a big week, from New 

York, until today in Montreal. This afternoon is definitely a meeting of experts; they will 

present their assessments and criticisms of Plan 2014. I think that it’s necessary for the 

Commission to come listen to the experts, and tonight we’ll have a more open meeting. 

What are the public’s perceptions? Is the proposal being met with approval or disapproval? 

It’s important for us to get this feedback because it allows us to go forward from here, and 

gather all the information and try to make the best recommendation possible. 

For those who are here to observe, this is a technical hearing. So, we will gather 

information from the experts about the proposed way to manage the water levels and flows 

of Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River. The people who are going to testify were 

invited to do so. They will have 10 minutes to explain the issues we sent them. Obviously, 

10 minutes can seem fairly short. Now, a certain number of people will have to speak 

without going into too much detail; we ask those participating to respect this timeframe as 

much as possible, as the commissioners are here to hear the experts. The commissioners 
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will ask the experts questions in order to be sure that we have all the information we need 

and hope to obtain. It would be greatly appreciated if you would respect that timeframe.  

It goes without saying, and we insist on this point, that in addition to the oral presentations, 

the documents—or the organizations rather—can provide the Commission with written 

observations, which has been done all week. It is very important that we have the written 

documents when we want to review the information after the meetings. I think it will be 

easier to organize all the information at that time and try to clarify things further.  

Tonight, the witnesses will also have the opportunity, if they want—this was done in 

Alexandria yesterday and elsewhere, where the experts from that day came that evening to 

reiterate their assessments, albeit in a more restrictive time period of three minutes.  

At today’s public hearing, the commissioners, as I said, or the Commission staff can ask the 

witnesses questions, especially to obtain additional information. Of course, with the 

exception of the commissioners and the experts, no discussions will be held with the 

assembly this afternoon, in order to keep on schedule and because the commissioners’ goal 

is to obtain as much information as possible from those appearing before us.  

Today, we will hear comments on the proposal and a lot of terminology that has been used; 

people have spoken about Plan Bv7, 1958 D and 1958 DD, and a summary of these plans 

will be provided, and today, we will talk about Plan 2014, which we hope will resolve the 

issues that people have been raising since 2000. It has been almost 15 years that the issue 

of managing the Lake Ontario and St. Lawrence River levels has been on the agenda. It is 

clear that most of these people hope that this can now be resolved.  

To provide a historical summary and give you some context, the International Joint 

Commission was established by the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 to help avoid and 

resolve disputes regarding the use of the waters shared by our two countries.  

I will now ask Ms. Dereth Glance to make a summary of all those years between 1950 and 

2012; exactly the way that the process evolved, where we are and how we have been here 

and where we are today.  

Dereth Glance: Thank you very much Commissioner Bouchard. My name is Dereth Glance. 

I’m one of the U.S. Commissioners and I live in Syracuse New York. It is my great pleasure 

to share a little bit of how we got from the 1950’s to today. In the 1950’s, the IJC approved 

the construction of the International Hydro Power Project at Cornwall and Massena. When 

it approved the project, the IJC ensures that the terms of the Treaty are fulfilled. There’s a 

specific order of priority uses as well as the obligation for the IJC to consider all interests. 

The specific priorities for water uses are domestic, navigation, hydro power, irrigation and 

agriculture.  



 

3 
 

There was a number of issues that have been identified with deficiencies in Plan 1958 D 

and then it was later amended to another D; that second D stands for “Deviations”. There 

have been a number of concerns along the Upper St. Lawrence River; we’ve heard concerns 

from Lake Ontario as well, not everybody has been happy. The water levels are primarily 

driven by precipitation. The IJC has a small control and there have been many experts that 

have worked on this for a number of years; hundreds of involved citizens that have 

participated as well.  

So in 2000, the governments of Canada and the Unites States authorized the IJC with 

funding to conduct a 5-year study, which we did from 2000 to 2006. The IJC came out with 

a proposed Plan called Plan 2007 in 2008 which did not receive very much support in any 

of the jurisdictions. So the IJC went back to the drawing board, wrote to the governments 

and said: “we’d like to work directly with the jurisdictions, the provinces of Ontario, 

Quebec, the State of New York as well as U.S. and Canadian federal governments to see 

what we can do with this issue of managing water levels and flows for the Lake Ontario and 

the St. Lawrence River system”.  

Last year, the IJC asked our staff to come out with the plan that the Working Group had 

been working on; it was called Bv7, which stands for the 7th version of the B Plan. That 

report that we came out with in 2006 considered a few plans; the only ones that were 

recommended were the D Plan which was similar to the status quo that we have now, a 

more environmental plan that recognize the needs of the coastal ecosystems health which 

is known as B+ and then A+ which maximizes economic benefits. So the Working Group 

had been working on something called Bv7. We received comments from all the 

communities that the IJC visited last year; we had been considering those and decided to 

make a few changes to that overall Plan and that’s what you have before you today that 

we’re accepting comments on, Plan 2014. So there have been a number of years, a lot of 

work, a lot of analysis and we really need to hear from you at this point in time.  

I’m going to turn it back to you Commissioner Bouchard.  

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you Dereth. So, the issue raised by the Commission is the 

following: how to fulfill our responsibilities under the Boundary Waters Treaty, given 

changing conditions and advances since the 1950s. Although the water levels and flows are 

primarily determined by precipitation and storms and sea accumulation, managing them 

has significantly benefited the region. These benefits include reduced flooding and erosion 

on the Lake Ontario shoreline as well as reduced downstream flooding and more 

favourable conditions for water intakes from the lake and the river and for recreational 

boating, commercial boating and hydro power. However, advanced research shows that the 

criteria developed in the 1950s have limited water levels to the point of degrading the 

wetlands along the lake and the river. This degradation affects the health of plants, birds, 
Comment [DR2]: The French says 
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fish and other indigenous animals. In light of this research, the Commission proposes that 

water levels be managed in such a way as to limit the environmental impacts on Lake 

Ontario and the Upper St. Lawrence. The proposed management approach would help 

continue to reduce extremely high or low water levels, re-establish more natural 

fluctuations in Lake Ontario and maintain benefits upstream. Although shoreline protection 

would decrease slightly, the health of the wetlands along Lake Ontario and the Upper 

St. Lawrence would improve significantly. All that the recovery measures seen here have 

yielded.  

After carefully reviewing all the feedback we receive, my fellow commissioners and I will 

submit recommendations to the Canadian and U.S. governments, which are both parties to 

the Treaty, and ask for their feedback before amending the Order of Approval and the 

current set of regulations. 

Let’s begin. One by one, groups of experts will be asked to provide their comments on the 

proposal in a 10-minute presentation. I would like to ask Michael Broad, Shipping 

Federation of Canada, Jean Aubry Morin, Great Lakes / St. Lawrence Seaway Management 

Corporation, Robert Lewis-Manning, Canadian Shipowners Association and Daniel 

Dagenais from Montreal... 

Joe Comuzzi: If I may Mr. Chair… 

Benoît Bouchard: Yes Mr. Comuzzi 

Joe Comuzzi: I should have done this in the introduction… We have two of our engineers 

with us today and if there’s any technical information anyone in the audience would like 

after the hearing, let me introduce to you David Fay; can you stand up David? And Jean-

François Cantin seating at the back... They’ll be available for discussion purposes. Thank 

you. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you Joe. So presentations can be made in either language of 

course and I’ll let you decide who’s going to start.  

Michael Broad: I’ll be short. Good afternoon and thanks. My name is Michael Broad I’m 

President of the Shipping Federation of Canada. The Shipping Federation of Canada was 

incorporated in 1903 by an Act of Parliament. We represent the interests of the ship 

owners, operators and agents of ocean going ships of trading at Canadian ports including 

those in the St. Lawrence River and Great Lakes. Our overall objective is to work towards a 

safe, efficient, competitive, environmentally sustainable and quality-oriented marine 

transportation system. Therefore we fully support the IJC’s effort though Plan 2014 to 

protect and enhance the environment.  
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Thanks for the opportunity today to appear before you. We appreciate the tremendous 

amount of time and energy that the Commission has expended since 2000, 13 years, and 

coming up with this Plan which we feel has addressed most of the main issues of all the 

stakeholders. We’ll be making a formal submission on Plan 2014 a little later this month 

which will outline any lingering concerns we may have and contain recommendations 

following further consultations with our members on the proposal. Today I want to make a 

few comments with respect to the importance of predictable water levels to the foreign flag 

fleet operating in and out of the Great Lakes and to and from ports oversees, and also with 

respect to the new Order and Regulation Plan.  

First to the Order and the Plan that – we see that the new Order of Approval criteria and 

conditions paragraph A says and I paraphrase “that all interests shall be given suitable and 

adequate protection in accordance with the requirements of article 8 of the Treaty”. Can we 

presume that this means priority uses per the Treaty, i.e. the domestic and sanitary 

purposes, commercial navigation and power and irrigation purposes remain priorities? I 

would assume that that Article 8 is there and protects those priorities…maintains those 

priorities. When we go to the Regulation Plan, the Plan states that one of the goals of the 

Plan in the last one is to maintain benefits as much as possible for municipal water intakes, 

commercial navigation, and hydro power interests while taking other interests into 

account. I realize that the Commission is trying to build some flexibility into the Plan but we 

have trouble squaring that with paragraph A with Article 8 and maybe prefer something 

like: “maintain the benefits of the 3 priorities and improve the environment and other issues”. 

But, maintain the benefits as much as possible sort of changes the game a bit; at least that’s 

our perception.  

Now our ships loading cargo in Asia and South America, Europe and any other oversees 

origin point book cargo up to a month in advance of loading. So if water levels are 

unpredictable the ship owner will have to build a safety margin, reducing the amount of 

cargo that the ship can carry. Now we know that water levels are difficult to predict at the 

best of times but at least if we know that there’s a maximum seaway draft that will be 

maintained, we can operate with less fear of leaving cargo behind.  

We’re concerned with the possibility of continued low water in the Great Lakes over 

prolonged periods which would result in the loss of efficiencies, which may in turn promote 

modal shift, in other words cargo shifting to rail or truck. And as you are no doubt aware, 

ships currently have the highest fuel efficiency ratio per ton of cargo carried and have the 

lowest rate of C02 emissions of all transportation modes. There are significant 

environmental benefits which depend on a predictable water level regime.  

And finally we’re concerned with the governance covering the Regulation Plan, primarily 

with respect to the issue of major deviations; the time and information required to make 
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decisions which could affect negatively the operation of our vessels. So therefore we will 

recommend in our formal submission that a representative associated with commercial 

navigation be included on the International Lake Ontario and St. Lawrence River Board, 

perhaps somebody from the St. Lawrence Seaway Management Corporations familiar with 

commercial navigation. So, we’ll make that recommendation. Other than that, I’m done.  

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you sir. Next one 

Jean Aubry Morin: Hello to the commissioners and the International Joint Commission. 

With your permission, I’d like to give my presentation in English to allow for questions to 

be asked and answered in English or French.  

I would like to take this opportunity to express to the Commission and the Commissioners 

our thank you for this fortunately to share the Seaway’s views on the proposal. Over the 

course of the last 13 years, the International Joint Commission has sought to devise a new 

water management plan under which new interests are added to those already established 

within their present Order of Approval of Regulation and Regulation Plan 1958 DD.  

The St. Lawrence Seaway Management Corporation known as RSMC or the Seaway is 

pleased to observe that the proposal Plan 2014 contains revised refined and limits which 

more closely mirror the Seaway managed vessel draft during lower water conditions. The 

inclusion of the low threshold for long so is also a very positive change to the Plan. 

However, 2 principal operations concerns exist regarding the Plan 2014.  

First, Plan 2014 objective to increase the viability in water level greatly amplifies the risk 

for draft reduction, for commercial navigation in the Upper St. Lawrence River and Lake 

Ontario. The result change to water depth in the navigation channel are not negligible. 

Generally, contrary to the Plan 1958 DD, a longer portion of the navigation season could be 

subject to a draft reduction during low supply situation; and should draft reduction be 

required, they will exceed the level currently required. For example, in a dry year, such 

experience in 2012, Plan 2014 would result in Lake Ontario dropping below the chart 

datum of 74.20 from the first half of October to almost the end of the year. Comparatively 

to the 1958 DD, Lake Ontario would have remained above 74.20 throughout this end 

period. Any incursion below the 74.20 on Lake Ontario will trigger an 8-centimetre 

reduction on the draft of the Welland Canal. And further, draft reduction of 8-centimetre on 

the Montreal/Lake Ontario section, totalling a 16-centimetre reduction for the 

Montreal/Lake Ontario section.  

Second, the ability of the Plan to perform adequately during the consecutive years of low 

water supply is worrisome. The analysis of the data show that in consecutive years of low 

water, the Plan 2014 would have resulted in Lake Ontario water level being significantly 

lower than those of the Plan 58 DD. Moreover, under the Plan 2014, Lake Ontario would 
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have require a much longer period of time to recover from the lower water level than 

through what it is currently under the 1958 DD Plan. Given the above concerns, the 

implementation of the Plan in its current state will have significant negative impacts to 

commercial navigation.  

Now, let’s look at the issue and proposed adjustment to the Plan; five of them would be 

unrelated to the Commission.  

First: Balancing and expanding range of interest. The RSMC is not opposed to the prospect 

of refining the water management plan such that the environmental interest can be 

received consideration. We are in full support of the environment in part of the interest. 

We do need insight on the practical application of the Plan. Presently we are not aware of 

how the proposed new interest figure into the established order of precedence as specified 

in Article 8 of the Boundary Water Treaty. Given the goal of improving the wetland 

ecosystem, we submit that a sensitivity analysis should be conducted to determine how far 

the lower and upper trigger limits can be expanded to allow increased variation of water 

level without harming the interest specified in the Article 8 under the Boundary Water 

Treaty.  

Second issue: Further future decision making. The notion of adaptive management set in 

place a mechanism that will grant the IJC more autonomy in the future to reshape the Plan 

2014. We are seeking insight from the IJC as to what type of input will spur the 

Commissioners. To consider change to the Plan, and how in any such change will be 

evaluated, specifically what will be constituted as a substantial change requiring 

stakeholder input? Also, should interest established under the Boundary Water Treaty find 

a proposed change to be worrisome, what avenue will such an interest have to address the 

change? Ultimately, will the IJC be able to implement any changes recommended by the 

Adaptive Management Committee?  

Third point: Decision making structure. Under the Plan 2014, the Board’s authority to 

manage water flow is limited to minor deviation and the cumulative effect from the minor 

deviation cannot resolve and make Ontario vary more than +2 or -2 centimetres from the 

course of the set Plan of 2014. If a major deviation is required, the Board’s role is reduced 

to simply making a recommendation to the IJC Commissioners which must grant its 

consent prior to implementation. Given the managing of water level flows requires a very 

nimble decision making structure with direct input from stakeholder experts, the IJC 

should preserve the Board’s ability to act as the Board of Control as per the past practice 

established over many years. The level of authority included in the ability to undertake 

major deviation within the bounds set of the Plan would ensure the practical and effective 

governing structure and implement the benefit of all interests including the environment.  
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The fourth: need a holistic approach to water management and adaptive management. 

Climate change and the risk imposed by any consecutive years of low water supply brings 

about the need for a holistic strategy for managing the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River. 

Any change in strategy affecting the Upper Great Lakes portion and the Lake Ontario/St. 

Lawrence River portion will impact the entire system. The amount of cargo that a ship can 

carry from port of origin to destination is limited by the maximum grasp available at any 

point during the voyage. Consequently, a lack of water in one of these sections will 

effectively limit the cargo capacity of the ship for the entire route. For example, a lack of 

draft for the St-Prairie River is limiting the amount of cargo the ship between the Thunder 

Bay and the Lower St. Lawrence River. 

Benoît Bouchard: Mr. Morin….. 

Jean Aubry Morin: I’m almost finished—I have only two pages. Thank you, Mr. Bouchard. 

To ensure a holistic approach to water management is present the interest should be 

present at every stage of the planning and decision making including adaptive 

management. We submit that the RSMC and the SLSDC, its U.S. counterpart, should be 

represented on the AOG and the Adaptive Management Committee given the complexity of 

managing the ship canal. Within the International Lake Ontario and St. Lawrence River 

Board, a representation with a firm grasp of commercial navigation issues should also be 

present to ensure that all interest are factored into the decision making of the Board.  

Last point as an issue: The SLSDC knows that in the Plan 2014, the defined season of 

navigation has extended from quarter month 13 to quarter month 47. In practice, the 

seaway navigation season extends from quarter month 12 to 48 and should in reality be 

recognized in the Plan 2014.  

In conclusion, the St. Lawrence Seaway Management Corporation is committed to enable 

ships to transit safe, reliably, effectively and in an environmental sustainable manner. The 

RSMC believe that improvement can be made to the management water level such that our 

wetland ecosystem can be enhanced. We stand ready to work with the IJC in reaching the 

goal in a sustainable manner. A more detailed write-in comment will be inputted in due 

time to the Commission and let me thank again the Commission for the opportunity to be 

able to present and consider our input. Thank you very much. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you.  

Robert Lewis-Manning: Good afternoon Commissioners and thank you for the 

opportunity. I can be rather brief; I think you’ll see some repetitive themes certainly from 

what we’ve heard from the 2 first stakeholders. My name is Robert Lewis-Manning and I 

am the President of the Canadian Shipowners Association. We represent Canadian shipping 
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companies, largely bulk commodities all the way through the Great Lakes and the St. 

Lawrence River in the Eastern Canada and into the Canadian Arctic. We appreciate the 

opportunity today and again I will try and not repeat what’s been said but maybe 

emphasize some of the points that both Mr. Broad and Mr. Aubry Morin have made.   

The protection of our shared waterway is a key principal of our membership and therefore 

the CSA recognizes and support the intent of Plan 2014 to provide further protection. 

Notwithstanding, we have several aspects of the Plan that remain somewhat vague and are 

concerns to us because we don’t completely understand the intent of them yet. We have 

recommendations to introduce today and we will be following it up with further written 

submissions later in August.  

As it’s been said before we know that the Plan has been a product of over a decade of 

research and regulatory development. Until June of this year we didn’t really have a lot of 

substance in which to analyse that impact on our marine industry so we’re playing catch up 

at this point. Consequently, much of our analysis is preliminary and we will develop it 

further over the next month. So this is an initial impression.  

First and foremost, we are strong advocates for a holistic approach to managing water 

levels in all of the Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence River. Accordingly we encourage the IJC 

to design its regulatory and governance framework with this in mind and not constrain the 

ability for a system-wide approach in the future. This will become increasingly important 

on the Upper Great Lakes where the impact of low water levels is already having a 

significant impact on the economy and the environment. And we can see that intent in the 

Adaptive Management Strategy although some of those details are still vague as someone 

has said already.  

While Plan 2014 aims to provide the benefit to the marine environment, we encourage it to 

be a holistic approach to the environment. We have an initial and potentially significant 

concern is that the positive efficiencies of short sea shipping will be affected by more 

frequent and longer periods of low water levels. The modelling that has been conducted in 

the development of this Plan while extremely thorough does not necessarily approach it 

from the perspective of the marine community or the marine industry. Looking at it from 

sort of a 100-year perspective may not provide the true impact of lower water levels.  

It’s evident from the IJC’s modelling that a frequency of extreme water levels and I speak 

specifically to the lower water levels, will likely double under the proposed Plan and there 

will be significantly longer periods of low water levels. So in the current Plan there are 

some mechanisms to prepare for such instances but we don’t see that so much in Plan 

2014.  
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We’re also concerned that the last 100 years is not necessarily indicative of our current 

climatic conditions and we would encourage the IJC to extend its modelling up until 2013. 

It’s our impression just from operating day to day in the Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence 

River that climate change is already impacting our water levels; then any modelling must 

account for this and the regulatory framework must be adaptive to it.  

During the period used to model Plan 2014, there were 2 instances of extreme low water 

levels. When these periods are isolated for the sake of examining impact on our part of the 

industry, we can see the potential for a loss of efficiency in marine transportation of up to 

20%, a level that much of the industry could not sustain for a long period in today’s 

economic climate. That’s not to invoke fear; it’s just to say that there is the potential for it. 

We estimate that this could see a shifting of transportation of bulk commodities to other 

modes of transport. In this type of scenario, you could see upwards of 700 voyages 

annually being constrained to operate efficiently in Lake Ontario and the Seaway. If one of 

these ships carries the equivalent amount of cargo of 301 rail cars or 963 trucks, one can 

imagine the environmental impact of that and can be very significant if there is a shift in 

mode.  

There remain many questions with respect to the governance framework and some of them 

have already been spoken to. The immediate one is the intended composition of the Board. 

And like a previous stakeholder, we think it’s important that there is representation from 

marine stakeholders on that Board and we would very happy if the sea were to provide 

that representation because they understand the industry and the climate and the 

environment very well. We’re also concerned that the authority placed in that governance 

framework at the IJC level may be excessive in order to control major deviations and we 

would support that being delegated down to the Board to work like a Control Board.  

In conclusion, we believe that Plan 2014 can be achieved and support both increased 

benefits to the environment and the economy through the efficient and predictable control 

of water levels but it still requires certain specific amendments. We recommend that the 

Commission establish a Working Group that includes some marine industry stakeholders 

with the goal of reviewing both the triggers and the governance mechanisms to invoke 

those triggers in extreme conditions before the Plan’s implementation.  

Furthermore, we recommend that the eventual Board include representation from our 

industry and that the Board be provided with greater authority that includes the 

management of major deviations. The Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Seaway system have 

enormous potential to provide sustainable transportation options and benefits to both the 

economy and the environment and are already providing $36 billion dollars of economic 

impact in Canada and the U.S. and are integral to a much larger supply chain. Thank you 

very much.  
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Benoît Bouchard: Thank you. 

Daniel Dagenais: Hello. Ladies and gentlemen, commissioners, thank you. The Montreal 

Port Authority is honoured—I am honoured to be among the panel of experts. Today, I will 

take the opportunity to introduce myself and comment on the proposals. My name is Daniel 

Dagenais, and I am the Montreal Port Authority’s director of operations. Today, I will focus 

on three major themes: First, I will talk about the port, our activities and why our work is 

so important to our clients and us. Second, I will briefly touch on our observations of the 

entire Plan 2014 proposal. Lastly, I will provide an overview of our action plan for extreme 

weather patterns and the variations in water levels. 

Although I’m biased, I would like to say that the proposal generally seems good to us and 

that we intend to use the rest of the period (until August 30) to explore the aspects of the 

proposal that are less clear.  

The Port of Montreal is a federal agency legally established under the 1999 Canada Marine 

Act. Its role is to manage port assets and infrastructure primarily located on the Island of 

Montreal and Contrecœur. Its mandate is to implement and maintain effective transport 

systems. Market proximity is the most relevant value proposition for our clients, as over 

70 million consumers are located within a 36-hour radius. The Port of Montreal has 

240 employees, and generates $1.5 billion in economic activity and 18,000 jobs that 

directly or indirectly depend on its activity. Only the Port needs to understand its 

importance on the river. The Port of Montreal, and its shipowners and tenants,  

use—handle—over 24 million tonnes of merchandise belonging to five different business 

segments, including containers, dry bulk, liquid bulk and containerized cargo. This year, 

55,000 passengers will pass through the Port.  

As the Port of Montreal is located in protected waters on the St. Lawrence River, and 

marine access is affected by flow variations owing to precipitation and the regulation plan, 

these variations affect shipowners’ and Port users’ ability to load ships. As a result, 

unfavourable variations affect the Port’s ability to bring in new merchandise and remain 

competitive and generate wealth for Montreal, Quebec and Canada as a whole. First, we 

would like to recognize the work of the technical and scientific teams that supported the 

International Joint Commission’s work and acknowledge that the proposals are the result 

of efforts to share the resource between the upstream and downstream parts of the Moses-

Saunders Dam. 

With reference to the proposed Order of Approval, we are delighted to see that the Port of 

Montreal’s interests are also protected by the criterion H1. Our understanding of the 

statistical approach replacing the original deterministic approach gives the IJC more 

flexibility in managing high and low water levels. Moreover, this method is easier for the 

Port of Montreal to understand. It also makes it possible to confirm whether this protection 
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is effective. And if I understand the commitment made to H1 correctly, the implementation 

of Plan 2014 will not cause incidences of extremely low water levels to increase in the Port 

of Montreal. But what about the seasonality of these variations? For example, will the 

unfavourable variations in Plan 2014 (versus Plan 1958 D) be more frequent in the fall 

when water levels are already lower? This remains to be seen.  

With regard to Plan 2014, the long list of objectives is merely an indication of the 

complexity and mechanics of the IJC’s management of these water resources. The water 

level graphs comparing the various plans seem to indicate that, overall, Plan 2014 will have 

neutral effects on the Port and its users and, in certain cases, no effect at all...we’re thrilled!  

With regard to adaptive management, the feedback mechanism that somewhat resembles 

continuous improvement, is very useful and provides opportunities for realigning the Plan 

over time. However, without a funding mechanism for research and studies, its success will 

depend directly on the voluntary participation of the community concerned. Moreover, the 

performance and regulation assessment must be expanded to more than two questions, as 

indicated in the text, to allow the adaptive management committee to receive third-party 

impact analyses and studies for consideration. As stipulated in the text explaining adaptive 

management, we share the same vision of sound management and use of the water column. 

These values are key elements in our strategy. In this sense, we support initiatives for 

greater predictability and medium- and long-term forecasting tools, as mentioned earlier. 

We will continue to analyze the entire proposal in order to clearly understand the issues, 

and we will consult our stakeholders. We intend to submit a brief at the end of the 

consultation period.  

I would like to conclude by reiterating our commitment. The Port of Montreal also wishes 

to reassure the Commission that it firmly believes that the burden of adapting to extreme 

weather patterns is not solely the responsibility of the IJC and its regulatory plan. In 

addition to these efforts, the marine industry is already prepared to adapt these 

commercial practices and operating procedures to the expected climate change, be it 

through electronic navigation, the arrival of Post-Panamax ships in Montreal, the use of 

high-resolution bathymetry or the development of more precise water level forecasting 

tools. Ladies and gentlemen and commissioners, let me assure you that the marine industry 

is determined to optimize the use of the available water column and will make the efforts 

necessary to do so. I would like to close by reminding you that our impressions of Plan 

2014 are generally good, and, as I said earlier, we intend to use the period to prepare a 

brief for submission in late August. Thank you. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you, Mr. Dagenais. Does anyone have any questions? 

Lana Pollack: I have one…. It has been mentioned that there is – if we’re to pursue 

adaptive management in an effective matter that there needs to be resources and I would 
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ask if your organizations are prepared to go to your governments and ask for support for 

that. As you know we’re not a taxing authority. We can’t raise revenue in either country. So 

we need important and influential partners that will express to the governments that this is 

a valuable way to move forward from your perspective.  

Michael Broad: Timing is everything; but we certainly will as an organization push our 

Canadian government to provide funding for sure. It’s important and we understand it. 

Robert Lewis-Manning: Just to echo Mr. Broad’s comment, I think that if it makes sense 

and the Plan is beneficial to stakeholders of course we will stand up and make it important 

to our government.  

Daniel Dagenais: Ms. Pollack, you can count on our support.  

Lana Pollack: Thank you. 

Jean Aubry Morin: I would like to extend to the Commission in two manners of 

commitment from the St. Lawrence Seaway and to a certain degree its stakeholders: that 

the direct involvement of the Seaway is well at hand to be able to go to the table and 

contribute in many ways with the resources we have available; secondly that we would do 

all the necessary representation for the benefit of all aspects of the Plan: the economic 

aspect, the environmental aspect, and the social impact also in a manner that we make the 

representation where it counts and how it counts to make sure that the funding could be 

influenced to make sure that we get the resources. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you. Yes, Chairman Comuzzi. 

Joe Comuzzi: Mr. Dagenais you’ve mentioned at the end of your presentation that there’s 

this threshold that has to be met with respect to the Port of Montreal; as such you’re the 

entry port for all ships coming into the Great Lakes. Am I correct on that? 

Daniel Dagenais: Well we’re certainly the first port as they come out of the lock system 

but the amount of trade that actually goes upstream from the Port of Montreal represents 

only a small portion of everything we do. For the most part, most of our ships are either 

foreign flag, some are domestic flag but they are typically going down bound down the 

River, towards the ocean. We are getting serials from the Great Lakes, there are also some 

minerals flowing through the Great Lakes into the Port of Montreal. We are also loading a 

lot of petroleum products that are flowing back up the River towards the Great Lakes as 

well: gasoline, jet fuel for instance just to name a few. So yes; we’re kind of at the door step 

of the system so to speak.  
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Joe Comuzzi: So the Port of Montreal influences a great deal performance… of all the other 

ports in the system; I’m thinking of Chicago and Detroit, Windsor, Toronto, Oshawa; you 

have an influence in all those ports.  

Daniel Dagenais: I think we do have some elements of trade with some of the other ports. 

There are indeed navigation going through the Great Lakes but in essence, what we’re 

looking at negative the impacts of low water levels of the Port of Montreal let’s say from a 

Plan that would unfavorably serve the Port and its users could definitely mean that ports 

would no longer call Montreal but rather call the other alternative ports and therefore lose 

all the environmental benefits of using water born transportation as opposed to let’s say 

rails or trucks and then -  

Joe Comuzzi: You’d mentioned that what you need – I think you’re talking about seaway 

here. What we need is some new technology, we need is some new thinking with respect to 

the operations of the Port as we go one from 2013 on. I think your exact words: “we can 

rely on what we did the last 100 years; we got to look forward to what we can do”. What I 

imply from that, and I’m asking whether this is your understanding, we can’t carry on as we 

did in the past and we’ve got to come to the realization of being operative and profitable 

with what we have available which may be less wanted.  

Daniel Dagenais: Yes; actually my exact comments were that in essence, I wanted to 

reassure the Commission that the burden of trying to keep the ports or the commercial 

navigation profitable and certainly sustainable over the next century is not a burden that is 

strictly on the Commission’s shoulders but rather a bared and shared with its users. If you 

read the press clippings, every year there’s always innovation that is coming up; we’ve 

changed our ways, we’ve changed the modes. We obviously integrate a lot of technology on 

how we do this, whether it’s the draft information system that you have seen in the last few 

years on the Seaway, electronic navigation, pilot’s boarding vessels with PPU’s and DGPS’s, 

we’re talking about dynamic Under Keel Clearance Management. We’re talking about 

technologies that were not present in the Seaway a decade ago that are slowly making their 

way into the Seaway. That being said, it will only go a long way to compensate let’s say for a 

higher variability or ultimately possibly lower water levels. So that’s why we need to work 

together. I think technology can help in some way and I think a great Plan does the rest.  

Joe Comuzzi: I don’t see any technology coming by way of research by your industry with 

respect to new vessels that maybe have to be operated on the seaway. Can you explain? I’d 

like to be wrong on that statement.  

Daniel Dagenais: Well just a year and a half ago, we conducted a risk assessment study for 

Post-Panamax vessels making their way up the River. Two or three years ago you would 

have not seen these vessels in Montreal. Last week we had a ship that was 42 metres in 

vessel coming up the channel on the way to Montreal. So in terms of innovation, the ships 
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are changing; they’re using more and more sophisticated computers. Naval architects are 

actually cutting ships, not in the terms of the size of the Panama canal, but how they’re 

more efficient and not burning fuel while they’re out on the ocean, how can they load more 

cargo with the same amount of water column. For instance in the Port of Montreal, we have 

ships calling at the Port right now that are calling our berths that can do 15% more cargo 

with that same water column. That’s adaptive management right there so to speak you 

know, in concrete terms. These ships would have not been able to sail to Montreal less than 

5 years ago. This has come about by virtue of discussing, doing risk assessments, 

simulations, training with the pilots, incorporating technology on board and on the bridge 

and there’s just more to come.   

Benoît Bouchard: Yes, go ahead. 

Robert Lewis-Manning: If I may add Commissioner Comuzzi to what Mr. Dagenais said. 

The industry is actually been innovating considerably in the last 5 years. If we talk about 

what’s upstream of Montreal, the industry has invested about a billion dollars in new ships 

over the last few years and those ships are currently being delivered. Very significant: the 

economic range classes from 2 Canadian carriers, there’s international carriers that are 

investing in seaway technology and new vessels. So it’s fairly significant. This is where 

environment and commercial interests align to have a positive impact for both. So that 

technology is significant. The seaway has been instrumental in assisting industry to 

implement a draft information system, initially to look at increasing cargo efficiency. Now it 

is certainly an adaptive management tool and it’s providing ships and the companies that 

manage the commercial aspect of the shipping the ability to see water levels real-time and 

adjust their cargos accordingly so that they can adapt to those changing conditions. So it’s a 

fairly significant amount of innovation that’s happened in a very short period of time 

through a recession.  

Daniel Dagenais: The example I was giving the Commission during my presentation was 

addressing exactly the application of the development of technology in the seaway did for 

the last 7 years to be able to utilize the water column. We were able to manage with less 

water than we would have in an average and oddly over the years, in fact last year 2012 

navigation to sustain without reducing drafts for the ships using the technology, the 3D 

navigation that we have developed together. To answer also the Commissioner and to the 

Commission our question, is as we go forward with the climate change is coming to us, the 

difficulty and the challenge facing the variation and the maintenance of that productivity is 

key, to which degree we are continuing to develop the technology in our mandate but we 

need also to work with the Commission to provide a model and a governance that can to 

help us to face the challenge in the future and we endeavour to do that cooperatively.  
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Joe Comuzzi: I see this as a – not only between the IJC and the ship owners both the lakers 

and the salties; this is got to be a very cooperative effort to change perhaps in some degree 

the mode of transportation that’s presently being used on the Great Lakes and take 

advantage of the water that is available there. You may not have 27 feet in the future. You 

may not have it and that’s a reality of life. And what are we doing about it? That’s basically 

what I’m asking.  

Daniel Dagenais: Hence the comment that I would love to share with the Commissioners, 

the activity of R&D and development with the Seaway in fact, it’s going close to 20 years 

now. The commercial aspect since October 1998, the Seaway was commercialised with the 

intent to be more productive and commercially intended to address commercial navigation 

and we have a section of our operation that do specifically I would call the R&D- new 

technology, we do that day in and day out. Even in a way, we pass ships safely. The mooring 

aspect is under development as we speak to increase the safety of our people. The draft 

information was to be able to increase the use of water column. So we are continuously 

devoting a good proportion of our resources to do R&D and we would love to share that 

with the Commissioners in detail.  

Joe Comuzzi: One last question if I may Mr. Chair. 

Benoît Bouchard: Yes Mr. Comuzzi 

Joe Comuzzi: Given the events of the last several weeks, it’s obvious that they’re going to 

be starting to try and ship products by way of ship after this point of time it’s been going to 

go through pipelines and trucks and the railways… It’s a general statement from you folks; 

what is the shipping industry doing in order to protect the safety of all the people who 

work and live on the Seaway from catastrophes from happening? What are you doing in a 

positive way to give the people that live on the Great Lakes? What are you doing to make 

sure that if you decide to start shipping products in abundance – what are you going to do 

to guarantee the safety?  

Daniel Dagenais: I would like to offer 3 examples rapidly: If we look at our safety record 

on the water on the Seaway, it’s probably the most available safety record that exists in 

North America in land water management that can exist. I would like to bring us back to the 

period of the Gulf when there was gushing oil in the Gulf and we happened to have an 

incident on the Seaway with a vessel. In the Gulf, we were witnessing things that happened 

in hours and so on so forth. In the centralized seaway we put in position all the 

development of our process to manage and contain such situation; and within minutes, we 

had contained the situation and had limited the impact to the minimum of a situation that 

could be in fact a catastrophe. So our procedures, our mentality, the attribute of process we 

have, our focus on that….  
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Benoît Bouchard: Robert? Would you like to answer the question? 

Robert Lewis-Manning: Yeah I’m happy to add to it. I think it’s a little bit beyond what 

we’re discussing today but I think it’s an important issue.  

The industry and I can probably say that across the board, takes safety as paramount 

because we understand the ecosystems that we operate in are some of the most sensitive 

ones in the world. I don’t want to speculate what might be increasing commercially in the 

near or far term. I think there’s a lot of different things at play. But generally, the concept of 

safety is the number one priority in our industry for everything that we do in it so and it’s 

our license to keep doing what we do. So a large part of that is on the people piece and 

training and providing mariners and the people that support the marine industry the right 

training. So I think incredible changes and increases in company level training, training 

that’s mandated by our own government through Transport Canada, we’ve seen significant 

amendments to major conventions in the last 5 years that have been applied across the 

board within the domestic operating of in-land waterways, and these are I think providing 

a track record that speaks for itself. And it’s certainly within the Great Lakes and the St. 

Lawrence River.  

I think we’ve touched upon technology and we’re learning from a lot of other examples that 

are happening currently that you have to keep searching for what your highest risks are in 

order to mitigate them.  

Joe Comuzzi: Thank you Mr. Manning 

Benoît Bouchard: Commissioner Walker 

Gordon Walker: My question is as follows: the Port of Montreal and the critical levels of 

the commuters above sea level; did I miss that in the presentation about where your 

moment of flood happens at 76. – Well I don’t know where it is but…and where the actual 

low water level is.  

Daniel Dagenais: Our elevation in comparison to the ocean is 5.5 metres so we’re nowhere 

close to the water elevation at the Great Lakes. I don’t think we’re concerned at this point 

with either the risk nor the threat of flooding.  

Gordon Walker: I appreciate that. I appreciate your not in flood at the moment, but that is 

one of the great concerns of course when high waters do return and we hear very loud 

voices from Montreal when flooding begins and I was looking at that magic moment where 

you cross the threshold into flood in terms of metres above sea level, similarly the low 

levels mark which is of course more pertinent at that moment. And that’s for the last 13 

years now.  
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Daniel Dagenais: Personally I wouldn’t know where that number is exactly, that critical 

number.   

Gordon Walker: I have a second question; just taking advantage of the fact that we have 

one of the shipping organizations in front of us and ask the question and have a little more 

elaborate update on invasive species, more particularly the flushing that happens before 

the ships get to - long before Montreal, I guess long before Quebec before you purge the 

latters that you have filled with ballast. Can anyone give a more thorough update on that? I 

would appreciate that.  

Michael Broad: The salt water flushing which was introduced a number of years ago… 

there hasn’t been a new invasive species introduced in the Lake in the last 6 years I think. 

In any case the flushing which was part of Canada’s Ballast Water Regulations for all ships 

coming in I think that has been tremendous in preventing any invasive species coming in 

and of course now we’re developing ballast water technology in addition to that. There are 

new rules and regulations coming out where ships are going to have to have, you know – 

flushing but also have technology on board to ensure that there is no further invasive 

species.  

Gordon Walker: It seems to me there used to be at the Eisenhower Locks some fellow 

wearing a peak cap and a dipstick checking the ballast. I’m not up to speed so is that still 

happening…? 

Michael Broad: Well in Montreal, every ship is checked before it goes up the Seaway. Yes. 

Daniel Dagenais: If I may Michael. The inspection regime is done between the cleaning in 

U.S. Coast Guards and also cleaning in U.S. Seaway and in Montreal and before the entry in 

the system. We conduct a complete 100% compliance regime verification of the ballast 

ports and tanks; 100% of the tanks are verified. And effectively we had the salinity and the 

effectiveness of the flushing poll, the salinity of tank that have been treated coming up St. 

Lawrence River to assure the compliance with a – I think the report for the 7th year in a 

row, in fact I think it’s more than 7 but the compliance is complete. 

In the case of the last 2 years we had a few stragglers but we manage to conceal and lock 

the tank to make sure that we verify them by the time we go on the system and make sure 

that they kept their ballast water intact.  

Gordon Walker: So I guess the SMC is doing that. 

Daniel Dagenais: Yes the SMC and in fact it’s Transport Canada with the inspector that 

does the inspection in Montreal, Pointe-aux-Trembles or it goes as far as Quebec City 

sometimes depending on the nature of the route plan basically. So it is effective and as 
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Michael mentioned, since 2006 report no new invasive species through that vector. It’s not 

the only vector of introduction unfortunately but -  

Gordon Walker: That’s impressive and commendable.  

Benoît Bouchard: Commissioner Glance. 

Dereth Glance: Thank you very much that was very helpful. I have a question about the 

governance; I heard you loud and clear that you’d like to have a seat on the Board for your 

interests. Some of the other recommendations that we’ve heard at some of the other 

hearings is to consider creating an Advisory Board to the Board. And I just wondered if 

perhaps you do not want to speak about this now but you want to include that in your 

formal submission but I would be interested in the shipping industry’s capacity and 

interest, guidance and insights on that potential recommendation that we’ve heard in other 

venues. 

Daniel Dagenais: The Commission can count on the defined suggestions on our part 

because we have a clear view of where and how the expertise can be brought to the table to 

be fruitful and keep the Commission’s good work that was not for so many years. 

Dereth Glance: Just to follow up on that, one of other key points is just the importance of 

education and having folks from different sectors being able to communicate to one 

another to understand the complexities and the realities of the industry in which you work 

in and other issues with the multi-uses and often conflicting interests around the Lake as 

that potential for them, so I just wanted to share that with you and I would like to hear 

more and really look forward to your formal submissions. Thank you. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you gentlemen. Now, I would ask Sylvain Robert from Hydro 

Québec to please take the floor. 

Sylvain Robert: Just to present myself I am Sylvain Robert. I’ve worked with the OAG since 

1982. So you know OAG is the Operation Advisory Group for the operation of the St. 

Lawrence system. I began with this Group in 1982 so it is my 31st year. So I have lots of 

experience in the operation of the systems. If you have some questions of what happen or 

may happen, I was the testimony of all the situations of all the emergencies since 30 years.  

My presentation, I bring some slides to show what is our system; just to inform you 

normally at the beginning of the meetings we never talk about Beauharnois, which is with 

our presentations at the Commissions in Ottawa or Washington. I think we never had any 

presentations on the Beauharnois Power System, Beauharnois-Cedars Complex.  

This is a map of the Beauharnois-Cedars Complex. It is between the Lake St. Francis which 

is downstream. The left side of the image is upstream and the right side is the downstream. 
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Upstream there is the Lake St. Francis and at the end of the Lake St. Francis there is the 

Moses-Saunders Power Plant. Downstream of the Centrale de Beauharnois this is the Lake 

St. Louis which is above Montreal. So as you can see in the system we have two large power 

plants: Beauharnois Power Plant and Cedars Power Plant. Beauharnois Power Plant is at 

the end of the long canal that you can see; it’s like a banana. This is one of the largest canals 

in the world in terms of volume. It’s 25 km long and 1 km wide and 10 metres deep and it 

was all manmade. It was dig completely, there were trees there before.  

On the other side this is the old St. Lawrence River before the Beauharnois Complex the 

water passed on the other side. So the main Power Plant is really Beauharnois Power Plant 

which takes most of the water. It generates about 12.5 terawatt hours per year which is 4.5 

million MW hour per year. This corresponds if you burn some gas or petrol to generate that 

it is about 12 million cubic metres of CO2 (carbon dioxide.) It’s very important as a 

generation has effect on the environment. The value of the power of Beauharnois per year 

is around half a million dollars with the low price we have now.  

So with such a large amount of value, you will understand that all these small things that 

make that we have to split or whatever, it is always question of millions. For example, at 

Beauharnois in the system, if the flow increase, if we can’t turbine the water for each 500 

cms that we can’t turbine for one week we spill $1 million dollar. So the Plan itself which 

was done I think correctly to prevent these events in average it should be not too bad but 

there are always special events which make that as we are involved in the operation we try 

as much as possible to prevent the spillage in the system.  

So I don’t know if you saw the Moses-Saunders Power Plant but as compared to ours, they 

have some equipment for above 9000cms and at Beauharnois we have only 7500cms 

capacity with all the units available at the best efficiency point. So when we have more 

water, we pass the water by the same but it’s at a lower efficiency.  

So, as the capacity’s relatively low and based on lots of maintenance to do in the power 

plant like that, there’s always some units stopped for repair, change this change that; 

there’s lots of equipment so there’s lots of maintenance to do. Since the very beginning of 

the study we had asked that the Plan has to be efficient for us; it has to be predictable, the 

flows must be predictable the most as possible and they must be stable. Because when we 

take units out for maintenance, normally we try to do that when there is less water but if 

the flows increase like that we can spill millions. So one of the really important demands 

which was done for the new Plan is to be predictable and to be stable. This means not 

increase one week, drop the week after, then increase, then drop; so this was done partly in 

the Plan but not necessarily as we would have like.  

This is the power plant operation. Another aspect is Beauharnois Canal that we share with 

the Seaway. The Seaway itself makes no problem except when the ice cover comes at the 
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same time that the Seaway is not completely stopped. If this happens, if they stop in 

January 1st and the ice cover begins at mid-December then there is a conflict. We must 

reduce the flow in the canal because when the ice cover is being formed in the canal, when 

the ships go in that it’s not very good; they break the ice and the ice jams and so on.  

In terms of the possible problems, there’s flexibility of the Plan to adjust the flows 

considering the conditions of the ice in the canal. Outside of the winter the canal itself 

makes no problem but during the winter the ice control in the canal is very important.  

On the other side, the natural river, there is also there some problems of ice control when 

we send too much water in the slide during the ice cover formation or even during the 

winter we may have flooding. So it’s possible that the capacity of water we can pass in the 

canal and on the other side, the combined capacity sometimes the flow requested maybe 

higher. So the capability to reduce the flow upstream will control the ice in this sector is 

very important. And I think in the present Plan they say it will be like what it is actually, so 

it should be okay in principle.  

So our contribution in the water management of this area is the ice control, the flood 

control. Sometimes we do support to the Montreal Harbour we send more water if possible 

to help the ship come in Montreal and we check the levels of Lake St. Francis or the Seaway 

and make demands on the flow increase, flow drop for… to support them. This is about our 

contribution. Our demands never changed from 2002. This was extracted from a 

presentation I made in Parliament 2002; I will insist on items 2, 3, 4 and 5 which is flow 

predictability, low stability and ice management. Just to repeat; the flow must be 

predictable and must be stable. One of the problem, you know that since about one year 

and half we receive each week the flow calculated by Plan Bv7. We receive it each week at 

what distance to note some problem with that Plan. For example at the fall 2011 the flow, 

it’s not a high flow to river, it’s a low flow to variable flow. This is related partly to the 

inflows in the lake but this is also the manner the flows are calculated. This is a problem 

with the Plan itself. It should be corrected before the Plan is implemented because we need 

stable flows. And when it makes no difference to the environment, when it’s just that the 

Plan generates large variation for essentially it could be avoided so this is the fault of the 

Plan independently to the environmental objective.  

Benoît Bouchard: So, we will have to end with Mr. Robert… 

Sylvain Robert: Ok….So this is essentially the message I wanted to say it that the present 

Plan is progressively good. The objective for improving the environment in Lake Ontario, 

we agree with that. But the Plan itself may be good or bad to achieve the same objective 

and this Plan should be improved before it is implemented for some points and in the long 

run with the adaptive management it should continue to be improved in terms of 

predictive flow forecast and things like that. So this is essentially what I mean.  
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Benoît Bouchard: Thank you. Are there any questions? Yes Ms. Glance. 

Dereth Glance: So most folks are really focused on levels; so you’re the first one that really 

focused on the flow, which is very helpful of course. So the question I have is you said: “fix 

the flows” and it’s a problem with the Plan. How could you fix the flows with the Plan? I 

wasn’t sure exactly what you were recommending.  

Sylvain Robert: The Plan recommends a flow but normally we take the Plan flow most of 

the time. But if the Plan, because of the manner the flow is calculated, it recommends 

something a little ridiculous, well we should repair the Plan before it is implemented in 

such a way that this is a good Plan rather than not very good Plan. This is what I mean.  

Dereth Glance: You mean like a dry run? Like a concurrent operation of the Plan while 

we’re under the current Plan?  

Sylvain Robert: The Plan Bv7 should be improved to prevent unnecessary flow variations 

which do not give nothing to the environment but have lots of negative impact on our 

activities. Is it clear?  

Lana Pollack: So I understand you want predictability, stability, if you can have that. The 

Plan as proposed now, is it better in that regard than what we have now, 1958 DD?  

Sylvain Robert: It is similar but it has some problems that 58 D didn’t have.  

Lana Pollack: Did not have? 

Sylvain Robert: I will not explain what happened in the calculation but the manner it 

targets a level at a given point and when we target a level the inflows increase, it drops like 

that. At a given moment you pass the level of Lake Ontario moves, it is almost stable and 

the flow gets out in reality is very near the inflows. But the Lake itself it should store some 

water when there is more water and un-store when there is less water. But when the level 

stays flatter and downstream we take the inflow equals near the outflow; the Lake doesn’t 

do the job. And this is a problem with the Plan itself. 

Lana Pollack: With Plan 2014? 

Sylvain Robert: The Plan 2014. But it could be repaired, but it should not be forgotten. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you. Ms. Glance 

Dereth Glance: I just have another question: there are several other tributaries that 

influence the flows downstream or where your operation is. Do you thing the Plan can 

address those other confluences? 
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Sylvain Robert: The Plan takes into account it is a match with the Ottawa River, with the 

Lake St. Louis level. By default, it takes these other influences into account. So the Plan is 

okay but it’s just that it should be improved a little bit before and in the future the need will 

always be there to have a better forecast. So in the other studies that are done it should be 

one of the objectives to maintain in the end.  

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you…Merci beaucoup. I would now like to call on Marc Hudon 

from Nature Québec and Louis Charest from Stratégies Saint-Laurent. 

Marc Hudon: Hello, everyone. I’m very happy to see that the International Joint 

Commission is a new family. All the seats are filled and I’m very proud of that. It was very 

important and there was much concern over the situation. My name is Marc Hudon. I’m 

here to represent Nature Québec. Nature Québec is a national environmental organization 

in Quebec that is heavily involved in water management and governance, in general, and 

many other issues.  

I handle transboundary water cases. I have worked in this area for 21 years now. I was the 

President of Stratégies Saint-Laurent for 10 years. I created the ZIP committees in Quebec. 

We hold multi-sectoral round tables; I chair the Saguenay ZIP committee. Today, as a 

volunteer, I’m no longer the director of Nature Québec’s St-Laurent Grands Lac program 

because there has been no funding for a few years now, but I agreed to chair the high 

commission in order to maintain the exchange of information on major issues concerning 

the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence basins. 

So, I work with the industry, I work with the cities, I work with citizens, I work with 

farmers, I work with your everyday Joes. I am a concerned citizen. In that sense, I probably 

have two doctorates on the St. Lawrence River and the Great Lakes under my belt. 

(Laughter) 

That being said, I’ll talk about Plan 2014 now. Nature Québec would like to thank the 

International Joint Commission for submitting all the relevant documents. In response to 

its Plan 2014 proposal for water regulation in Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River, I 

would like to take a moment to comment on the documents between the English text and 

the French text. Please—I would appreciate that they be of good quality in future, but it’s 

not a big deal.  

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you. That is important. 

Marc Hudon: The Lake Ontario and St. Lawrence system is extremely complex, given the 

uncertainty of the natural water inflows and the way in which the redistribution of this 

water is organized by the Board of Control at different times of the year. Essentially, only 

1% of this water was being used because that’s what the Board does—it manages the 1% 
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surplus water in the Great Lakes. The Board must take into account the available water 

column, the frequency and windows of water demands for different uses, including those 

referred to earlier this afternoon. And now, there’s recreational boating and environmental 

protection.  

We’d like to remind everyone of a recommendation we made in 2007—to eventually move 

to regulation that is as close as possible to natural flows, in order to better protect the 

entire system against the effects of climate change and overcome the challenge of 

regulating, in a equal and transparent fashion, the volume of water in the system, which is 

closely linked to the waters in the other Great Lakes and dependent on Mother Nature.  

We’d like to recognize the impressive work done by the IJC since 2007—in fact, for many 

years, but certainly since 2007—and by the authorities concerned in this proposal, which 

also formally accounts for inflows from the Ottawa River. This proposal seems to better lay 

the groundwork for more adequate protection against the effects of climate change on the 

basin, specifically that of the Ottawa River, to learn how to continually adapt. The 

precautionary approach seems to apply to this proposal, which, in the long-term, must 

manage both falling water levels and sudden inflows of large volumes of water in the 

summer and in the winter. 

I’d now like to ask you some questions. The previous speakers posed the following 

question: how will the authorities and federal governments invest in ensuring that the Plan 

is implemented smoothly? In the introductory document or overview, the first sentence 

says, “Lake Ontario and St. Lawrence River Plan 2014 enhances the environment on Lake 

Ontario and the Upper St. Lawrence River while retaining the protection and benefits 

downstream in the lower equivalent to what they are now.” 

For me, that sentence says it all, but I can’t find it in your Order of Approval. So, how can 

you assure us that this sentence is applied or sustained unless it is included? Nature 

Québec wants to know what will happen with the quarterly application or reading of the 

triggers when the need for deviations arises and the effects of climate change force the 

Board to use them for periods of time other than those set out in the document you 

submitted to us. You provide thresholds for triggers with timeframes, but depending on the 

climate, these triggers may be shifted within a month or different weeks.  

So, the gist of the problem is that I leave all the scientific aspects to the scientists, but it’s 

really about having the funds available when, for example, we know that average 

temperatures will rise, causing reduced water flow in navigable waterways, possibly more 

intense precipitation and rain in the winter, risks of problems with the quantity and quality 

of water, especially in municipal water supply systems, and changes in distribution and 

frequency, and the complex, and probably controversial, leasing of water in the system. So, 

the effects of climate change need to be incorporated into infrastructure programs. Just 
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yesterday, I found out that the innovative City of Trois-Rivières is one of the first, if not the 

first, city in Quebec to include a plan for integrating the effects of climate change in its city 

governance plan.   

Conditions will cause further decreases in water levels owing to evaporation when the 

temperature rises. I’d like to close by saying that you’ve proposed that there be an advisory 

committee to the International St. Lawrence River Board of Control. Nature Québec is 

interested in contributing to the Board’s work if possible. I was pleased that you asked the 

question, Commissioner Comuzzi, about the effort of the industry related to safety on board 

transport of goods, namely petroleum. I just want to mention, to put another hat, in Quebec 

I preside the Regional Advisory Council on Oil Spill, on Marine Oil Spill. I was appointed by 

the Transport Minister of Canada. Our role is to advise the Minister on the response regime 

in case of a spill and in the preparedness of the regime of the Canada Shipping Act. I can tell 

you that while I’ve been involved since 1995 on the Committee, I preside it today; and we 

have been witness to the tremendous effort the industry has done to upgrade their ships, 

their procedure, the training. Also we have in Canada an Accredited Response Organization 

(ACRC) which every ship entering Canada over 400 tons of cargo signs an obligatory 

contract so that they can respond should a spill occur. That’s for the entire region below the 

60th parallel. So I want to reassure you that they’re making the effort. The regime has been 

put in place for a number of years. It’s being reviewed right now and we’re hoping that this 

will reassure the public that good efforts are put in the right place in that regard.  

So tonight I’ll read more on my comments but in comparison to 2007, Nature Quebec is 

supportive of the present Plan because it comes along way; compromise.  

It’s an excellent compromise. It will require a lot of effort to adapt over time, and that’s 

where you’ll need to help us find the key to long-term funding. Investments will be 

necessary to ensure that adaptive management and the Order of Approval provide the 

results targeted by the initial objectives. Thank you. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you, Mr. Hudon. Mr. Charest. 

Louis Charest: Hello. My name is Louis Charest, and I’m the President of Stratégies 

Saint-Laurent. I replaced Marc, and a river separates us. I’m also the Chair of the ZIP 

committee for Deux Rives, which is located between the Laviolette Bridge and Quebec City. 

I live on the other side of the road; on the other side of the road is the St. Lawrence River. I 

cross the road and the St. Lawrence River is there. So, I see the river and its waters every 

day because the City of Bécancour draws its water from the river.   

Stratégies Saint-Laurent, which Marc spoke about earlier, has been around for 25 years. It 

covers the river from Valleyfield to Îles-de-la-Madeleine. We aren’t here to talk about the 

marine part but rather the fresh water part. In front of my house, the shore ends about five 
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kilometres from where I live; it ends at Lake St. Pierre, and the tide rises a metre twice a 

day. So, it has a significant effect, especially in the spring when the river is high; it has a 

significant effect because there is a four-metre drop to sea level, and water accumulates 

when the tide rises. You see how the system works. 

At Stratégies Saint-Laurent, we often talk about money in NGOs. That’s normal; everyone 

wants money. We’re there to get involved, to connect governments with the public. I 

respect commercial boating. But in Plan 58, it didn’t really exist. In the new version of the 

document there’s an environmental mission. It’s not perfect, but it exists. I can understand 

that those who were used to the 1950 program want it to stay pretty much as is without 

having to change the habits they’ve developed over the years. I can understand that, except 

that it has taken a long time; 2014 hasn’t yet begun, so it has taken 65 yeas to implement a 

new plan…at least I hope it will be implemented. 

That’s why the concept of adaptive management in the document is music to my ears. 

Maybe it’s not perfect, but at least an effort is being made to adapt. The other thing is that 

we can’t follow the status quo because of climate change. Climate change—I went to Lake 

Superior last month and there’s a lot less ice on Lake Superior than there was 20 years ago; 

the difference is incredible. Even when I look at the river, the ice is becoming thinner and 

thinner. That’s climate change: it’s hot. I’ve lived of the shore of the river for 30 years, and 

there used to be 5 hot days in the summer. Now, there are 15 or 20 days, resulting in 

increased evaporation and affecting the ecosystems, you understand.  

In our beautiful province of Quebec, the St. Lawrence Action Plan has been implemented, 

and Stratégies Saint-Laurent and the ZIP committees are part of this plan because the 

Quebec government and Environment Canada (which is also affiliated with the action plan) 

understand the need to have organizations sit down at tables where all kinds of people 

come to take part in the discussion and share their viewpoints. At the discussion table I 

chair in my area, there are farmers, union representatives, a seaway pilot, etc. So, maybe 

we don’t get the same perspectives as shipowners, but at least we see how ships navigate 

the river and what problems they face. I’ve been here for a long time, and I also see that the 

fleet of boats going by on the St. Lawrence has improved. When there were boats tied up in 

the port with motor issues, those were old boats. So, at least those problems—I would like 

to thank the shipowners and people who regulate that group for saying, at some point, 

“That’s enough!” because it endangers the ecosystems, people and the seaway.  

Mr. Hudon spoke about adaptive management earlier. I don’t know how you’ll implement 

that. I know that it will take time; nothing in life happens quickly. But we would like to 

volunteer to be a part of the process either as observers or voting members—you choose—

so we can at least share the common man’s thoughts. The economy is important, to be 

sure—but the world isn’t the same as it was 20 years ago. You can say “Yes, that’s good, 
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that’s great,” but there are limits to saying it’s God or the almighty dollar and you give the 

whole kit and caboodle and if we lose a dollar, it will all go in trucks. That’s not exactly how 

it’s going to work. I respect what they are saying.  

St. Lawrence Action Plan defines 12 zones in Quebec, and they’ve already begun instituting 

them, and some ZIP committees have started getting some. This is good for Quebec and 

Canada, so if you could invite us to be observers, I imagine it would be good for us.  

Fauna is a big issue and a concern for the public, especially when you find a thousand dead 

fish in spring, and in my area, perch is on the verge of extinction. Why? For all kinds of 

reasons: part of the problem is that the Lake St-Pierre water level isn’t high long enough for 

the fish to lay their eggs in the grasses. So, we need someone to regulate this type of thing. 

There should automatically be about three weeks of high water levels to allow these fish to 

survive. If they miss a year or two of reproduction, other fish who don’t need that will take 

over the ecosystem, so someone needs to defend the fish.  

In the same vein, they added fauna to the responsibilities of Quebec government’s 

environment department, so if you implement adaptive management, we’d like someone 

from the environment department’s fauna portfolio to be involved. We like ecological 

indicators; there were some for Lake Ontario, but we’d like ecological indicators…we’d like 

100% equivalency all the way to the Laviolette Bridge.  

In the document I read, you said you wanted to include the public’s comments in the 

process. We could provide Web-based communications for your organization, and I think 

we’d be good for that, especially with the role that was assigned to us in the 2001–2007 

plan. I’d like to thank you again, Mr. Bouchard, and the Commission for inviting us. Rest 

assured that we consider this to be a step forward, especially adaptive management. Given 

the public’s growing concern for the environment, people will want to participate, and they 

will want someone to send them information. Thank you. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you, Mr. Charest. When you talk about channels, it’s important 

that your presentation follow because we’re listening; you’ll notice that there are clearly no 

debates. We’re listening to everything you have to say, but at some point, when we’ve 

received everything, we’ll reread it. It’s a lot easier when we can refer to a written 

document. So, we agree that there are other communication channels. With the 

Commission, I think it’s about using the people and scientists we work with.  

Louis Charest: No problem. We’ll submit a brief by the end of August. Unfortunately, we 

received the invitation at the last minute; we drafted a document but it wasn’t sent, but 

summer is more difficult… 
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Joe Comuzzi: I appreciate a lot what you said about safety on the ships; especially when 

they’re carrying special cargos. It occurred to me as you were speaking, and I’ve been 

thinking about this for the last several days, that we don’t have trained pilots- I shouldn’t 

say “we don’t.” I don’t think we have trained pilots that are necessary on these ships that 

have enough experience in piloting a ship with a dangerous cargo. I’m wondering if there’s 

something you can do or alert your groups of people that we should be into a special 

training program if there’s any shipper who is anticipating shipping dangerous goods on 

the Great Lakes. I think the pilots have got to be specially trained for that problem.  

Marc Hudon: Oh I see. Yes, but fortunately we have pilots onboard every ship.  

Joe Comuzzi: I know you do.  

Marc Hudon: And we have two pilots in the winter.  

Joe Comuzzi: I know you do.  

Marc Hudon: So it’s a good start.  

Joe Comuzzi: You should train one of them.  

Marc Hudon: But I won’t advance myself but I will check. I believe… I will check, but it’s a 

good point you’re mentioning.  

Joe Comuzzi: Maybe there’s an answer there.  

Jean Aubry-Morin: Sorry… Jean Aubry-Morin, St. Lawrence Seaway. I can answer the 

Commission’s question, saying yes effectively there are specific training for navigation on 

the inland waterway, specifically addressing the question of dangerous cargos, 

management and conduct. Beyond only the pilots that are used on the ocean trader, there 

are specific pilots that are assigned to petrol movement or dangerous good movement on 

the Seaway, effecting to your question, and these individuals are trained specifically for 

that purpose.  

Benoît Bouchard: Mrs. Pollack 

Lana Pollack: A question for monsieur Hudon, well two questions; one is legitimate and 

one is perhaps not. First the easy one: please read again the sentence that you read earlier 

asking that that be included in the Order. There was a sentence you said. It was in your- 

Marc Hudon: It’s in my briefcase but I’ll read it. It is the first statement on the general… it’s 

in the introduction document. It states that: “Lake Ontario/St. Lawrence River Plan 2014 

enhances the environment on Lake Ontario and Upper St. Lawrence River while retaining 
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the protection and benefits downstream in the Lower River, equivalent to what they are 

now.” 

Lana Pollack: Thank you. And now the other question that is not appropriately part of this 

agenda but we have given a little latitude; on the safety: on your role as a safety expert and 

officer. 

Marc Hudon: I’m not an expert but I preside a Regional Advisory Council composed of 

citizens across the province.  

Lana Pollack: My question is: to your knowledge are the practices and regulations in the 

United States equal to or different than those in Canada since you’re sharing one 

waterway? 

Marc Hudon: I will admit that it’s not in our mandate to look at what is being done in the 

U.S.  

Lana Pollack: So it’s separate? 

Marc Hudon: To my understanding it is. Now there is an interaction should there be a 

major occurrence, be it in the Arctic, Eastern or Western Coast. What they call the abdi-

cascading effect. So everything CRC has within in so many hours, 72 hours, 48, whatever, 

has to be there and if it’s not sufficient very likely our partners in the U.S. would help us. 

The reverse likewise; same thing would happen.  

Just allow me for a final comment, not about this. We have a recommendation that I want to 

express now because I will say it tonight but in case you want to say “yes” tonight. But we 

would like the new Board of Control, because Quebec is at the end of the system, it’s a river. 

The magnitude, the amplitude—the amplitude of the variations in water levels—the water 

level is very sudden; it’s very high, very low in comparison to fluctuation on Lake Ontario, 

which are very minimal and very smooth let’s say. We would like the new Board to have a 

representation of three people from Quebec. I’d let you choose which sector they might 

come from. It should be one from government I’m guessing, one from industry, maybe one 

from cities, I don’t know, but it would be very important to have at least three members 

from the lower end of the system. The resilience has to be protected and we have to feed 

very good information to our partners on the Board of Control. I would like Quebec to be 

well represented. Quebec must be well represented. We’re at the end of the system. It’s 

extremely sensitive. I haven’t defended the riverside owners’ perspective, but those on the 

river have many other worries today. They’re not here to talk about what they think or 

what their concerns are. But I think we have a responsibility, the new Board of Control, to 

ensure that Quebec- not to be more powerful than our neighbours in no way, shape or form 
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whatsoever, but to have a good team of representatives. We know people in government 

today, in cities or whatever; they are overloaded with responsibilities in their own work.  

So to do a good job on the Board of Control in the context of the implementation of a new 

Plan with new challenges like adaptive management, climate change, new Order of 

Approval and so on and meet the objectives that you will fix, you can’t just have one person 

from Quebec, maybe two. You need three to have a solid team and to have a good working 

relationship with its neighbor on the Board. Thank you. I’ll say it quicker tonight. 

Benoît Bouchard: The Board membership will be reworked. It’s clearly a shared issue. I 

think that there are so many different interests and regions represented; it’s huge that 

we’re talking about the entrance to Lake St. Pierre all the way to Lake Ontario in the 

southwest, there is surely a great deal of interest...  

Marc Hudon: Thank you, Mr. Bouchard, but you understand that, in addition to the two 

federal governments, there are three authorities—Quebec, Ontario and the State of New 

York—around the basin. So, thank you very much. 

Benoît Bouchard: There will surely be Quebec representation. How will it be done? That 

has yet to be determined, but your opinion will definitely be taken into account. 

Marc Hudon: You’re very kind. Thank you very much. 

Benoît Bouchard: Thank you. Are there any other questions? Thank you very much, 

gentlemen. Well, thank you, everyone. The expert portion will follow this evening at the 

public hearing where the presentations are much more compressed—forgive the 

expression—where the time allotted is only three minutes. I’m happy that Mr. Hudon made 

that last comment because today went well and we hope to get the most feedback possible. 

Once again, the Commission’s role is to listen to what it being presented and add this to the 

information it has. Again, it would be helpful—and I would say almost a must—that we 

receive written documents because this is a long-term project. Of course, the Commission 

will want to make a decision as quickly as possible, but as mentioned earlier, it has been 

15 years. We hope that it will be only 15 years and a few months.  

Thank you for being here and thank you for your co-operation. 

(Applause) 

Joe Comuzzi: Thank you Commissioner Bouchard. We’ll reconvene at 6 o’clock. 
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