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Rwer Voices

Dam Fights of the 1990s: Removals

Removing dams is a realistic goal that is gaining momentum in river restoration

by Rita Haberman

iver conservation, indeed much of the history of the

American environmental movement, has been

largely defined by dams. Large dams, and epic dam
fights—Hetch Hetchy, Grand Canyon, Glen Canyon,
Tellico, and the Stanislaus—to name

a few. Warershed battles and

Photo: Asahel Curris, Washington Stare Historical Sociery

report, “Historically, questions about dams have been limited
to where or whether to build them in the first place. Given
what we now know, it is time to change the terms of the
debarte. Tt is time to ask whether or not existing dams should
be allowed to remain.™

Now many river conservationists

defining moments for our country
and culture.

Thousands of fights against dam
construction, winning and losing,
large and small, led the environmen-
tal movement for decades and a few
large dam fights continued into the
early 1990s (Auburn, Animas-La
Plata, Great Whale). The results are
grim. More than 68,000 large dams
(two stories or higher) and some two
million small dams choke the rivers
of America. Approximately 600,000
miles of what had been free-flowing
rivers now lie stagnant behind dams.'

Although proposals for new
dams still loom—touted under the
benefits of clean energy, flood
control, water supply and even
recreation—in many regions of the
country the tables are beginning to
turn with regard to how our nation
views dams.

—————— A young woman shows a steelhead caught in
1907, before the Elwha Dam was builr.

“HISTORICALLY, QUESTIONS
ABOUT DAMS HAVE BEEN
LIMITED TO WHERE OR WHETHER TO BUILD THEM
IN THE FIRST PLACE... IT IS TIME TO CHANGE THE
TERMS OF THE DEBATE. IT IS TIME TO ASK
WHETHER OR NOT EXISTING DAMS SHOULD BE
ALLOWED TO REMAIN.”

The Oregon Natural Resources Council eloquendy

described the challging perceptions of dams in a recent

are doing just that, Focusing their
energies on dam removals as an
essential and practical river restora-
tion strategy. A few of these efforts
have received significant national
press, such as the hydroclectric dams
on the Elwha River in Olympic
National Park and on the Kennebec
River in Maine, but there are many
more dam removal efforts across the
country. We learned of hundreds of
documented dam removals and more
in the process. For example, the
National Park Service has removed
more than 100 dams on rivers and
streams affecting our national parks,
and in just the last three years the
Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) has been involved
in the removal of 15 dams from
Wisconsin's rivers and streams,

Our intent is to share with you
some of these stories and to encour-
age you and your organization to
consider—or perhaps more likely to
reconsider—dam removals as a
potentially viable restoration strategy for your river.

Opportunities

The timing is right. A combination of several social,
environmental and economic facrors are responsible for
helping to reframe the debate about dams. Hydropower dam
relicensings, public safety concerns, severely declining

continued on page 4 W
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helping people save rivers.
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effective organizations; and through the River
Network Partnership link them together ina
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rivers and watersheds.
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From the President

n the summer of 89, [ visited the Volga River in Russia with

a team of environmental professionals. Huge hydropower

dams had cut off most of the river from the majestic Caspian
Sea sturgeon. Russian fisheries biologists asked me again and again

for examples of dams that had been successfully removed.

Today we would have some inspiring examples for them. The time
is past when dam removal was just a romantic Monkey Wrench

Gang fantasy. loday it’s a pragmatic alternative for dam owners—
utilities, paper companies, municipalities, irrigation districts—and

for FERC itself. Legal liability, operating costs, renovation costs,

mitigation responsibilities and market changes can make dam removal the most

practical alternative. A new era began, perhaps, this last December 14 when FERC ‘
|

ruled that it had auchority to order dam removals (see page 9).

As you will read in chis issue, dam removal is a matter, not only of
cconomics and environmental impact, but also of politics. Communities
can be very attached to the concrete monuments that convert unruly
rivers into docile reservoirs. The Kertle River case scudy illuminates the
cure for this “edifice complex™—a revisioning of the virgin river, what it
was and what it can be again. Dams and reservoirs have become so much
a part of the landscape that we forget the beauty and richness that lie

buried beneath them.

I'd also like to share some River Network news. I'm delighted to announce
that Kevin Coyle has officially joined River Network’s staff. Kevin is one
of the most experienced river conservationists in the country. After many
years with the National Park Service, he joined American Rivers, Inc.
where he worked as conservation director and ultimarely president. He
will remain in the Washington, D.C. area as River Network’s vice
president and director of partnership services. This will give us a better
“reach” to the eastern states. Kevin wants to work with you, to help your

organization achieve its full potential in conserving a river or watershed.

We want more of you—many more—to sign on as Partners of River

Network. As a Partner, you have first call on our services: fundraising help,

“THE TIME
IS PAST
WHEN DAM
REMOVAL
WAS JUST A

ROMANTIC
MONKEY
WRENCH
GANG
FANTASY.”

access to volunteer experts, information on any topic, referrals to other organizations

who have dealt with the problem you are grappling with. We envision the Partnership

as a nacional network of river and watershed protection acrivists, supporting each other,

drawing on the services of River Network, and working rogether for national goals. We ‘

invite you to complete the form on page 22 and sign on as a Partner!

Si m’trcl};

Phillip Wallin
President
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—continued from cover—
fisheries, a growing demand
for free-flowing river
recreation opportunities,
tighter purse strings on
public works projects, and
alternative technologies are
some of the primary levers
for dam removals.

One big opportunity to
re-evaluate the existence of
dams is the fact that more
than 300 hydropower dam
licenses across the country
are currently up or will soon
be up for renewal. Most of
these projects were given
original 50-year licenses back
in the 1940s. Now that 50
years or so have gone by,
those same projects must be
relicensed, but under much
closer scrutiny.

The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission
(FERC) is now required to
review hydro projects for
adverse impacts on recre-
ation, fish, wildlife and other
river values, and to consider

the recommendations of

other federal agencies such as
the National Park Service,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, as well as those of
state agencies. River
advocates can intervene and
participate in the process
too. In most cases the
licenses will be renewed with
New Operation requirements
to minimize environmental
impacts, but some
relicensing processes will lead
to dam removals (refer to
article on page 7).

Why Removals?

Safety ratings for dams
nationwide are frightening,
In the Narional Dams
Inventory, 32% of the dams
have a “high” or “significant”
downstream hazard poten-
tial, and the majority of
these dams do not have an
emergency action plan in the
event of failure or negligent
operation. The importance
of public safety related to
dams will only become more
pressing as dams continue to

Phato:

The Wisconsin DNR removed Prairie Dells Dam in 1991 from
the Prairie River to rebabilitate and improve trout fisheries.
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age and deteriorate.

Thousands of small
dams were built in the early
1900s and have been
gradually deteriorating under
the pressures of water and
time. Today, many are
S(‘.'\"L‘rt'l.\_f' degr}lded 'dﬂ(l PUSI:' a
public safety hazard. For
example, in Wisconsin there
are about 3,500 dams, many
of which were built during
the 19th century to power
grist mills or to provide flood
waters for logging operations.
Almost all of these century-
old dams were built of
timber and rock. Even
though most have been
rebuilt with concrete, the
Wisconsin DNR estimates
that at least half of the state’s
deteriorating dams will nced
repairs costing upward of
$100,000 cach during the
next 10 years.” The situation
is similar on Minnesota rivers
and streams blocked by more
than 1,000 dams.”

The indisputable
connection berween the
dismal condition of our
nation’s fisheries and dams is
an D[h(‘[' PU\VCTFU_I al‘ng ment
for reassessing whether some
dﬂl‘nﬂ S}lould COﬂ[inue o
exist. Perhaps nowhere is it
more prevalent than in the
Pacific Northwest on the
heavily dammed Columbia
and Snake Rivers, where
95% of the juvenile salmon
fall victim to dam turbines
and the slackwater pools that
the dams impound.

Anadromous fish of the
Atlantic have also been hit
hard. Blocked by more than
900 dams on New England
rivers, Atlantic salmon
populations have been
reduced to less than 1% of

their historic levels.” The
socioeconomic values of
commercial and sport fishing
industries and Native
American tribal treaty fishing
rights are gaining more
attention as anadromous
fisheries continue to decline.

But it’s not just anadro-
mous fish that have been
impacted by dams, so too
have freshwater fish popula-
tions. One example is the
successful restoration of
fisheries on a reach of the
Milwaukee River in Wiscon-
sin. After being dammed for
almost 70 years, the degraded
Milwaukee provided habirat
fora large exotic carp
population, not much else.
After Woolen Mills Dam was
removed in 1988, water
quality improved greatly and
native gamefish species now
flourish.

The growing demand
for recreation on free-flowing
rivers is another reason to
take a closer look at whether
many dams should exist.
Rafters, kayakers, canoeists,
fishers and other river
enthusiasts are putting ever-
increasing pressure on our
limited, free-flowing rivers.
The Welch Dam on the
Cannon River was removed
in 1994 and the Sandstone
Dam on the Kettle River is
coming down in large part to
meet the growing demand
for river recreation near
Minneapolis/St Paul.

Another example is the
many kayakers, canoeists and
fishers who flocked to the
free-flowing Merrimack
River after the 90-year-old
Sewalls Falls Dam near
Concord, New Hampshire
partially blew out in 1984.




These Merrimack River
recreationists, attracted to
their newly restored gentle
rapids and glassy pools,
provided the core of a diverse
coalition that defeated a
proposal to rebuild the
hydropower dam in 1986.

Dams are often a
wasteful use of public money.
Payment for dam mainte-
nance and removal often falls
on public agencies because
they either own the dams to
begin with, or private dam
owners do not have the funds
to pay for repairs or removal.
[n many cases the results of
economic analyses heavily
favor removal. For example,
Woolen Mills Dam in the
Milwaukee River in Wiscon-
sin would have cost $3.3
million to repair or $500,000
to remove. Sandstone Dam
on the Kettle River in
Minnesota would have cost
$400,000 to repair or
$200,000 to remove. Savage
Rapids Dam on the Rogue
River in Oregon will cost
£17 to 24 million to repair
or $11 million to remove and
install irrigation pumps.

Dam repair costs are not
just a one-time event. On-
going maintenance, repeated
dredging of filled-in reser-
voirs and the prospect of
necessary removal in the
future should also be
included in economic
analyses.

Finally, one of the most
pressing and obvious
arguments for considering
dam removals is the obsoles-
cence of many of the dams
buile over the last century.
Thousands of grain mills and
the dams used to power them
are no longer needed. Often

the power supplied by old,
inefficient hydropower plants
has been replaced by more
efficient sources, but the old
dams remain. More efficient
irrigation practices and
alternative non-structural
Hood control are other
changes making many dams
obsolete. Although many
dams once served a valuable
societal function, many are
no longer necessary and do
nothing but diminish
ecological, aestheric, and
recreational river resources.

Expect Opposition

Despite the economic,
safety, and ecological benefits
of dam removal, they usually
don’t come tumbling down
without some opposition.
The public’s emotional
attachment, historical
significance, perceptions of
decreasing “lakefront”
property values, private
financial greed, and inad-
equate technologies are
among the biggest obstacles
to setting rivers free.

Many communities
across the U.S. regard their
local dams as a permanent
and appropriate part of their
landscape. To many people,
dams are beloved landmarks
and have historic value.
Many residents have never
seen their river free-flowing.
According to dam safety
engineer Richard Knitter of
the Wisconsin DNR, who
has led efforts to remove
more than 30 dams in the
last two decades, local
resistance is usually high.
Many of the small dams in
Wisconsin rivers were the
cornerstones of young

Wisconsin towns and cities.

g > g

" Another frequent
obstacle to dam removal is
perceived decreases in
“lakefront” property values.
For example, “lakefront”
| property owners behind
Salling Dam on the AuSable
River in Michigan made a
big fuss over potential
prﬂperty Vﬂluﬂ [()SSCS
associated with dam removal.
The Michigan DNR

researched local property

values and found that
AuSable River frontage was
at least equal to, if not more

valuable than, “lake” or

reservoir frontage.
“Lakefront” property owners
behind Manitowoe Rapids

Dam on the Manitowoc
River in Wisconsin raised a
formidable dissenting voice
at the prospect of losing their
reservoir, even though the

he Bluebivd Dam stood 200"
| in Rocky Mountain National Park. In 1982 it was declared
structurally unsound. Shown heve, 95% demolished.

long by 56" high for 80 years

Photo: Narional Park Service
s,
s

decrepit dam was a major
public safety hazard. The
dam was removed in 1990,
and residents now enjoy
improved water quality and
the restoration of 40 miles of
excellent fisheries habitat.

Dam-created lakefront
property owners are also
frequently concerned about
the “big, ugly mud flat” that
will supposedly be left after a
pond is drained. In reality,
drained reservoirs rapidly
revegeate.

Reservoir property
owners are just one set of
private interests who want
rivers to remain dammed.
PTiVﬂ[C hydropﬂ\ver dEVClOP'
ers will almost certainly put
up a strong fight to keep
their dams. They enjoy
millions of dollars in profits
annually by using public ~ »
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Pri ny Dam Pu rpos

often lack the funds
to follow through.

| No. of Dams ‘ The Elwha River is a

' Recreation .............23,185  31.3% prime example, where
Fire & Farm Ponds.. 12,557 17.0% | the “proposed action”

' Flood Control ... 10,801 14.6% | from the draft

| Irmigation ................ 10,176 13.7% environmental impact

- Water Supply i ;2260 9.8% statement 1s to

3 Tailings & Other ........5,967  8.1% | remove two dams,

 Hydroelectric............... 2,166 2.9% but getting the $147

- Undetermined .......... 1,732 2.3% to $203 million in

| Navigation ... 243 0.3%

Total ..ooovercveereenen. 74,053

Source: Mational lventory of Dams 1993-94

VVHTCI'\VHYS and })ay Virtua“}"
nothing for their use. Private
irrigation districts also enjoy
inexpensive or free use of
public rivers,

Practical hurdles remain
as well. Dam removal is still
a relatively new business with
many technological un-
knowns. Small-scale dams

are relatively easy to remove,

but large dams are more
difficult. Regardless of dam
size, sediment management is
a crivical issue in dam
removals. Two big questions
are: how much has accumu-
lated behind the dam and
how clean is itz If sediment
is released uncontrolled, it
can degrade habitat down-
stream. If there is a lot, it

can even raise the riverbed

and water levels downstream.
If the trapped sediment is
contaminated with heavy
metals, removal costs can
increase substantially.

Lack of funds may pose
the biggest obstacle of all.
Even though benefit-cost
analyses frequently lean

heavily in favor of dam
removals, responsible parties,

both public and private, I

6 RIVER VOICES « WINTER 1995

|
:
necessary funding is
‘ unlikely given the
recent changes in
Congress. The
financial situation for state
agencies is also usually sparse,
with a few notable exceptions
in Wisconsin and Minnesota.
The Hydropower Reform
Coalition is working on
establishing innovative
removal and decommission-
ing funds.

How to Begin

Each potential dam
removal case is unique with
its own hisrorical, economic,
political, and ecological
issues. Regardless of the
particulars, if you are
interested in getting a dam
removed from your river, you
may want to start with some
of the following steps.

Contact your state dam
safety official, The Associa-
tion of Srate Dam Safety
Officials maintains a list and
River Network has a copy.
Check safety records and
ranking of the dam. Re-
search dam ownership and
liability issues.

Contact other govern-
ment agencies responsible for
river resource management.
Find our what other dam

removals have alrcady

| occurred in your state. Look
| into cost-sharing programs to
assist in removals. Ask
fisheries biologists to help
you document the negative
impacts the dam has on
fisheries resources. Inquire
about the possibility of an
agency purchasing land
around the dam site as a
park.

Research the economics
of the dam. This is an
absolutely essential step.
How much does it cost to
maintain and repair the dam?
Who pays? What economic
values (if any) does the dam
currently provide? What
economic benefits could be
realized if the dam were
removed?

Research the historical
state of the river before the
dam. Visit your local and
state historical societies. Gert
some old photos. Help your

flowing river resource it once
had and can restore.

Collect information
about other dam removal
efforts. River Network can
help you link up with other
river groups. Other success
stories may help convince
your communirty of the
benefits of dam removals.

Find some allies to work
with. Fishing and boating

organizations are obvious
first calls, bur chambers of
commerce and offices of
tourism may also be inter-
ested and supportive.
Removing dams is still a

relacively new strategy in
river conservation. Almost
every case is viewed as

precedent setting in some

community visualize the free-

way. In his article, “Frecing
the Kennebec River,” Ted
Williams described the
hydropower dam relicensing
process of Edwards Dam as
“a case study of how Ameri-
cans have looked on their
rivers in the past and how
they perceive them

today.... The dam’s removal
would mark a profound shift
in America’s philosophy
about river management and
river ownership.”® He also
insightfully says, “The
notion that a dam doesn’t
belong just because it is there
is revolutionary; yet it’s
catching on here and there.”
So take a closer look ar the
dams on your favorite river,
It may just be time for them
to come down.

Endnotes

1 Statistics from
American Rivers, Inc.
Washington, DC.

2 15 Damnable Dams
by Oregon Natural Resources
Council, Portland, OR.

3 “Flowing Free” by
Mare Keefer, The Milwaukee
Journal, June 10, 1990, p 27.

4 “Dam Yanking,” The
Minnesota Volunteer, March -
April 1994.

5 RESTORE: The
North Woods, Wild Atlantic
Salmon: An Endangered
Species, Concord, MA.

6 “Freeing the
Kennebec,” Audubon Sept/
Oct 1993, p 36-42. =
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and editor of River Voices in
1990,



A ONCE-IN-A-LIFETIME OPPORTUNITY

Hydroelectric Relicensing

How relicensing can affect dam removals
by Rich Bowers and Margaret Bowman

ost of the privately owned
dams in the United States
were built 50 to 150 years

N

) ) . i " Wash, |
ago, during this country’s Industrial

Revolution. At that time they were /' Oregon I
technological and engineering marvels, :\3
built to run industries or to generate (’
elecericity. They were sold to the public | i
as a clean, renewable resource which I'l I
would power the future of society. ‘1_\,
However, time and information L

can change perceptions. loday, the

Totals
Number of rivers

American public better recognizes the

cost of degraded rivers, depleted 105

fisheries, and the value of a healthy river Nutithor o daing B1
. . Electrical 2,000
system. They are also beginning to generating capacity  megawatts

Estimate value of power
generated from relicensed  $10
dams over next 30 years: billion

Sources: American Rivers, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

understand that among all development
threats to nacural rivers, hydropower

dams rank at the very top.

For all of the impacts of the _
hydropower dams have on our nation’s | process known as relicensing. FERC
natural resources, commercial fisheries reviews each application individually
and recreation industries, they generate | through a process that typically takes a
a relatively small amount of power, just | minimum of five years to complete (but
13% of the nation’s energy generating can take much longer—the Glines
capacity. Almost all privacely owned Canyon (WA) relicensing began in
dams are under the jurisdiction of the 1975 and is not yet final). Then federal
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) and represent just over 50% of

this hydro capacity, or 7% of the

and state resource management agencies
must evaluate and develop recommen-

dations for each facility. The public can
national power generation. intervene and participate in the process,
Many of these dams have licenses but participation is lengthy and
which are about to expire, and their demands a high degree of legal and

owners are secking new operating technical expertise.

licenses, or “relicensing” (2,148 as of Until 1993, relicensing was a
August 1994). It is FERC’s responsibil-

ity to issue licenses and determine

relatively infrequent procedure which
received lictle, if any, public attention.

| Then in 1993, 160 licenses affecting

conditions for periods of 30 to 50 years.
237 dams on 105 rivers expired (sce
above). These “Class of 93" licenses—

representing more than 10% of all

These licenses typically stipulate how
the dams are operated, what minimum

water flow levels are necessary and, in

some cases, how watershed lands are FERC-licensed developments—are

managed. linked to a 1943 court decision which
extended FERC jurisdiction to all rivers
used to float timber to market. The

What is Relicensing?

When a hydropower dam license

resulting 50-year licenses placed on
expires, the dam owner must renew it dams throughout the country expired in

through a complex, administrative 1993, launching an unprecedented wave

Hydropower dams due for FERC relicensing in 1993

NOTE: There were no dams up for relicensing in 1993 in Hawaii or Alaska

of relicensing that will continue with
licenses expiring on another 259 dams
between 1994 and 2010.

Opportunity to Restore Rivers
When a dam is relicensed, river
interests acquire an opportunity to seek

newer, safer, more efficient, and more
environmentally and recreationally
compatible dams. Through this process,
river interests have a real opportunity to
apply current scientific knowledge and
public values to hydropower dams for
the next 30 to 50 years. Given the
length of these licenses, this is a once-in-
a-lifetime opportuniry.

Relicensing provides a good arena
for river restoration for several reasons:
First, relicensing is an established legal
process with opportunities for public
input. Second, balance between energy
production and environmental consider-
ations by FERC is federally mandated
under the Federal Power Act. Third,
many of these dams dewarter entire

sections of rivers for corporate profit,

-4

which presents river interests with
strong image to take to the public. »
&
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The Condit Dam on the White Salmon River in WA
has blocked salmon migration for 80 years, but it is

now up for relicensing.
Fourth, increased public involvement in ‘
relicensing has created a forum for
negotiation, and this has often provided
the incentive needed for utilities to
address issues they might otherwise
avoid.

Hydropower relicensing offers a

unique opportunity to address an

ongoing causc of ecosystem degrada-
tion, trigger broad ecosystem restoration
on rivers, and establish environmentally
sensitive guidelines for future dam
aperations,

However, while some dams can be
improved in the areas of resource
protection, safety and energy conserva-
tion (some dams can dramatically
increase production by upgrading
archaic equipment), others are so
destructive or dangerous that they must

be removed.

Dam Removal—the

Ultimate in River Restoration
Dam removal is the ultimate river

restoration effort, bur one which has

been used infrequently in the past. The

current relicensing process provides

many more dams to study for removal,

inc]uding many old, unsafe, and/or

totally inefficient dams.

8 RIVER VOICES « WINTER 1995

Photo: American Rivers

During the last year,
nature and changing
ecanomics have com-
bined to offer even

greater opportunities to

address dam removal
through relicensing, In
June 1994, FERC
approved a settlement
between state and federal
agencies and the Con-
sumers Power Company
regarding 11 hydro

projects on Michigan’s
AuSable, Manistee, and
Muskegon Rivers.
Environmental and
recreational benefits from
this settlement are valued
at $45 million over the
40-year life of the new licenses. In-
cluded in this settlement was $750,000
for the removal of the Stronach Dam on
Michigan’s Pine River. This dam had

stopped operation in 1952, Also, this
settlement commits the utility to
establishing a fund for the long-term

maintenance or future removal of all

dams included in the agreement. Also in |
June, FERC announced that it would
consider dam removal as one alternative
to relicensing Edwards Dam on Mainc’s
Kennebec River. FERC's study will be
included as part of a draft Environmen-
tal Impact Statement (EIS) which
addresses relicensing of 11 projects on
this river.

Edwards Dam has been involved in
year-long settdlement talks between the
Edwards Manufacturing Company, the
city of Augusta, and conservation |
interests. Negotiations started over the
limited use of fish passage, and had
grown to cover removal of the dam, but
in the end resulted in an impasse.

The degradation of anadromous
fish and river habitat is legendary on the
Columbia River. The White Salmon

River is a National Wild and Scenic

tributary, and, except for one dam
(Condit) is free-flowing from its

headwaters to its confluence. Removal
of this marginally profitable dam (8.89
Megawatt) would improve historical
fish runs, open the possibility of
extending Wild and Scenic protection,
and provide an extended recreational
run on this popular whitewater river. In
1993, FERC determined that a full EIS
must be completed for this river. More
impaortantly, FERC has determined that
dam removal should be studied as an
alternative to relicensing. Their
upcoming draft EIS will examine both
complete removal and partial removal (a
lower portion of the dam would remain
to trap sediment). A third alternative to
build a new upstream diversion if the
dam is removed, proposed by
PacifiCorp Electric Operations, will not
be addressed.

The Vermont Agency of Narural
Resources has been working to have a
small (6 Megawatt) dam on the Clyde
River removed in order to improve
salmon restoration. In May 1994,
nature helped out by providing higher-
than-normal spring runoff which blew-
out the end of the Newport No. 11
dam.While the state sought to avoid
repairs and remove the dam, FERC
decided in September to order repairs to
prevent erosion. The issue is still
unresolved, as the Environmental
Protection Agency has halted repairs
until environmental issues are resolved.
In addition, it may be difficult to
obtain Clean Water Act Section 404
“dredge and fill” permits, further
delaying repairs.

Perhaps nature will have the final
say—as the Vermont winter has ended
this year’s construction season. Regard-
less of the final decision, it looks like
natural flows for the Clyde this spring.

River interests have long argued
that small hydro dams were only
profitable because of a quirk in the law
(the Public Urtility Regulatory Policies
Act of 1978) which often requires
utilities to buy electricity from hydro
dams whether they need the power or



not, and often at rates far in excess of
alternative power.

Now, however, these dams are
facing the possibility of increased
competition. Pushed by industrial
customers who want cheaper power, and
by new energy grid management and
distribution abilities, urilities will be
secking lower overhead, larger marker
share and more economical sources of
energy. This means that small, margin-
ally economical dams could be aban-
doned in large numbers.

This potential scenario has both
the hydro industry and FERC taking a
second lool at relicensing, and has
presented river restoration advocates
and others with a tangible and pressing
reason to address this issue today.

In response to these new situations,
FERC formally requested (September
15, 1993) public comment on whether
the Commission has authority to order
alternatives to a new license (including
removal) in the relicensing process. A
determination is expected in late
December 1994 (see sidebar). In the
interim, FERC has added “reopener”
sections to licenses, reserving authority
at some point to order future removal of
dams.

Incredible as it may seem, while
private hydro dams are under the
jurisdiction of the FERC, and this
agency determines license conditions
and is federally mandated to balance
both power and non-power use of the
river, FERC is unsure of its ability to
call for the removal of dams. In other
words, FERC has no plan for what
happens when dams are unwanred,
uneconomical, unsafe or too environ-
mentally damaging to continue.

The hydroelectric industry is the
only energy industry withour such a
plan. Mining and timber production, as
well as industrial developments (such as
nuclear power plants and solid-waste
landfills) must plan, financially and
otherwise, for the full life of the
activity—including retirement of the

facility after its useful life. Common
sense dicrates thar the ability to safely
terminate an activity at the end of its
useful life should be an integral pare of
the plan. Through relicensing, river
interests are seeking to correct this
situation by having FERC adopt a
“cradle to grave” plan for dams. The

hydro industry is opposed to this idea.

Who Pays?

At the center of the debate is who
must pay for dam removal. Environ-
mentalists argue that indusery, which
has profited from the use of a public
resource for many decades, should foot
the bill.

[ndustry, on the other hand, has
argued that FERC only has authority to
“takeover” the dam or issue a non-
power license. Furthermore, that any
takeover must be by mutual agreement,
and, to protect the applicant’s invest-
ment, takeover must include adequate
compensation. Any other reservation of
authority, even FERC reopeners

“presents a licensee with substantial

uncertainty regarding the feasibility of
continued operation of a project”
(National Hydropower Association
comments on FERC pul‘ulic inquiry).

In some cases, applicants have
taken this argument to its extreme
consequences. Last year, Central Maine
Power decided that the Moxie Storage
Project (on a tributary of the Kennebec)
was no longer profitable, and decided
not to seek a new license. The dam is in
poor condition and needs in excess of
$200,000 for repairs to meet FERC
safety standards.

To avoid responsibility and the
possibility of dam removal, the
company sold the dam to a local
community inhabited by less than 50
year round residents. Now river
interests and agencies, including FERC,
are wondering who pays for dam safety,
maintenance and insurance costs, and

environmental and recreational

protection? ‘

FERC Rules it has
Authority to Order Dam
Removals

Washington, D.C.—The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC)
announced that it has the authority
to order dam owners to decommission
or remove a dam during a
hydropower relicensing application.

This announcement, released on
December 14, 1994, could affect
1,800 privately owned hydropower
dams across the country.
Conservationists have long argued that
FERC has the authority to order the
immediate removal of dams.

FERC, however, failed to ensure
adequate financial planning for future
| dam retirement by refusing to

| establish a national decommission
fund or dam-specific retirement funds.
FERC also ruled that it would address
cumulative environmental impacts of
hydro dams through individual

| relicensings and not through
watershed analysis.

For more information, contact

| Hydropower Reform Coalition (see
|

page 10.) =

Nowhere has the question of who
pays been more evident than on the
relicensing of the Glines Canyon and
the unlicensed Elwha Dams in Wash-
ington State, where the public, repre-
sented by the Department of the
Interior (DOT), is facing an estimated
cost of $307 million to remove these
dams. Without a retirement plan, dam
operators (originally Crown Zellerbach ®
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Corporation and now James River
Paper) have no responsibility for
removal. Historically, dam removal falls
to the state agency, or in this case, the
DOIL Under ecither scenario, the public
pays.

As Secretary of the Interior Bruce

Babbitt recently discovered, (comment-

ing to Trout Unlimited about the Elwha
river dams), dam removal becomes even |
more expensive when development
supporters and politicians argue against
lost jubs, lost power, increased rates, and

increased emissions from coal-fired plants.

Alternatives to Dam Removal
Again however, time and increased
information is changing our perceptions.
In some cases, removal may be inappro-
priate or even more damaging to the
river than the dam itself, Often consid-
ered a “cheap solution” (the cost of
several sticks of dynamite), removal can
become very costly when looking at

turther damage from construction,

sediment contamination, wetland
rcdllcfion, ﬂnd pﬂl'ﬂ]ﬂnf]lt Chﬂﬂgﬁ's il_]
river and lake levels.

Through relicensing, river interests
are seeking, where appropriate, alterna-
tives to removal to restore rivers (referred
to as decommissioning). This includes
all actions raken to retire a dam and
cease its use to generate electricity or
mechanical energy, such as breeching the
dam, spillage of all water over the dam,
or just removal of generating facilities.

Future of Dam Removal

By their nature, all dams will
eventually become obsolete for hydro
purposes. Dams trap sediment that will
eventually fill up an impoundment.
Even if dams are not facing immediate
removal, good “cradle to grave” planning
dictates that funds should be available
for future removal or another retirement
alternative. In this way, we can guarantee
that the public is not stuck with the bill
at other dam sires.
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River interests are seeking to have
t‘\ﬂ:ntual ['f;'ll]OV"li ildd['ﬂssed il] f'ﬂch new

license, and included in all settlements.

P ATA AR
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In the past year, con-
servation and recreation

! involvement in relicensing

has resulted in strong
settlements which address
dam removal or
alternatives, and river
restoration measures.

In the past year, conservation and
recreation involvement in relicensing
has resulted in strong settlements which
address dam removal or alternatives,
and river restoration measures.

The recent Deerfield settlement on
eight dams operared by New England
Power on the border of Vermont and
Massachusertts, contains provisions to
study future decommissioning, as well
48 fllt’lds [0 remove dﬂﬂ]s 'lf |1€Cf'55:1ry.
The Consumers Power Company
settlement in Michigan contains similar
tunds for 11 projects on three rivers. A
soon to be signed agreement with the
City of Watertown, on New York’s
Black River, will also provide funds for
decommissioning. Depending on future
negotiations with other applicants and
the results of an ELS for the entire river,
the Watertown funds may provide a
base for the possible decommissioning
of eight separate projects. ®=

Rich Bowers is conservation divector

Jor the American Whitewater Affiliation,

and Margaret Bowman is director of
hydropower for American Rivers, Inc.
Both AWA and American Rivers are
national members of the Hydropower
Reform Coalition.

i Hydropower

Reform Coalition

Tapping Into a
Ready-Made Partnership

Relicensing of hydropower dams
provides one additional benefit to the
issue of dam removal—it provides an
already established partnership of
conservation and recreational
participants, the Hydropower Reform
Coalition (HRC). Through relicensing,
HRC has gained recognition and
experience in dealing with FERC,
agencies, the hydropower industry,
and in furthering grassroots
participation in this process. In all,
the Coalition has involved more than
60 organizations in relicensing.

Besides planning for dam removal or
long-term dam maintenance, HRC also
seeks: improved in-stream flows;
restoration of flows to de-watered
reaches of river; fish passage facilities
where necessary; better public access
to rivers; protection of riparian
habitat; environmental restoration and
mitigation trust funds; and river-wide
planning and cumulative analysis.

National Steering Committee members
of this Coalition include American
Rivers, American Whitewater Affiliation,
Appalachian Mountain Club,
Conservation Law Foundation, lzaak
Walton League of America, Michigan
Hydro Relicensing Coalition, Natural
Heritage Institute, New England FLOW,
New York Rivers United, Trout
Unlimited, and the Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund.

For more information on relicensing,
or on how to join the HRC, contact
Margaret Bowman, coalition
coordinator, at (202) 547-6900, or
Rich Bowers, AWA, at (301) 589-
9453. =«




A TRUE GRASSROOTS EFFORT

Restoring Florida’s Ocklawaha River by Removing Rodman Dam
The 30-year battle may soon come to an end

by Rita Haberman and Gary Appelson

he Ocklawaha River, the l:u'gest tribu[m‘y of the St.

Johns River, once flowed freely for some 87 miles

through north central Florida. It was one of Florida’s
most biologically diverse river ecosystems, providing habitac
for numerous species of water birds, maore than 100 species of
fish, the endangered manatee and Florida panther, black bears
and others. The river has been drastically altered, though,
since 1964 when the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers began its
ill-conceived Cross Florida Barge Canal (CFBC), designed to
transport barges from the Gulf to the Adantic. Only one-
third of the senseless, multi-million dollar project was ever
completed as planned, but Rodman Dam remains intact,
blocking the Ocklawaha. Now the 30-year-long citizen effort,
led primarily by Florida Defenders of the Environment
(FDE), is preparing for what it hopes will be its last battle to
free the Ocklawaha.

The history of the CFBC and its Rodman Dam is a
classic example of a project that never should have begun and
now refuses to die. The Corps completed Rodman Dam in
1968, and in the process devastared the Ocklawaha. The dam
and reservoir deforested 9,000 acres of hardwood bottomland
forest and flooded 16 miles of river under a six-foot deep
reservoir.

The Corps continued building other locks, dams and
canals of the CFBC until 1971 when environmental organiza-
tions, opposed to the destruction of the Ocklawaha River and
its floodplain forest, succeeded in obtaining an injunction
against further construction. Shortly afterwards, President
Nixon signed an executive order halting construction of the
CFBC.

It took almost two more decades, however, for Congress
to officially deauthorize the project. The biggest obstacle to
deauthorization was one Florida Congressional Representative
who prevented a vote in the U.S. House, even though
deauthorization passed twice in the U.S. Senate and Florida’s
Governor and Cabiner also supported deauthorization.

In 1977 President Carter called for a $2.5 million study
of the alternatives for restoring the Ocklawaha; and in 1978,
the U.S. Departments of the Army, Agriculture and the
Interior, the Council on Environmental Quality, and the
Environmental Protection Agency called for restoration of the
river. The Florida Governor and Cabiner concurred.

Finally, in 1990 Congress deauthorized the CFBC,
making removal of Rodman Dam and the long overdue
restoration of the damaged reach of the Ocklawaha possible.
The next essential step to restoring the Ocklawaha was to win
project approval and appropriations in the Florida State
Legislature. Through intensive lobbying and public educa-

Photo: Ken Sourbeer

Ocklawaha River showing original channel outline after
inundation by Rodman Dam.

tion, FDE and other environmental groups geared up for the
1993 Legislative session by successfully getting endorsements
for restoration from Florida's Governor and Cabiner (again),
Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission, Florida
Department of Community Affairs, Florida Department of
Environmental Regulations, more than 40 of Florida’s most
respected ecologists, and virtually all of Florida’s major
newspapers.

Despite all the past studies and endorsements supporting
restoration, the 1993 State Legislature opted for yet another
study—this time a two-year, §1 million study. State Senator
Kirkpatrick of Gainesville proposed and successfully pulled
off this delay as the chair of the subcommittee that controls
funding for state resource agencies. Kirkpatrick, an avid bass
fisherman, represents the district where Rodman Dam is
located. Many believed that agency heads feared their
budgets would be jeopardized if they opposed Kirkpatricl.

History secems to be repeating itself. Just as one powerful
politician blocked deauthorization (and essentially restora-
tion) efforts in Congress for most of 20 years, it now scems to
be occurring in the State Legislature. Once again a project
that benefits a few is being promoted at the expense of a
natural resource that benefits many.

[n December 1994, the St. Johns River Water Manage-
ment District, the agency charged with protecting the water
resources of the St. Johns River basin, released the scientific
component of its study. As predicted, it reinforces the case
that the Ocklawaha can be restored easily and safely. FDE is
using this recent information to build an even stronger case
for restoring the Ocklawaha to take to the 1995 State
Legislature. continued on page 21W
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ScIENTIFIC RESEARCH—A CRITICAL STEP

The Importance of

Environmental Assessments for Proposed Dam Removals
by John R. Shuman, © John R. Shuman and John Wiley & Sons, Ltd

“The

environ-

mental

impacts of

existing
dams on
river
ecosystems
have

been
studied far
more

extensively

than have

the

impacts of

Iremovl I]g

dams.”

ams have long been

viewed more or less

permanent fixtures on
rivers, with only periodic
mﬂil]tenaﬂcﬂ 1'eql.lil‘t‘:d.
Viewpoints are beginning to
change, however, as some dams
have been removed and others
are proposed for removal. Both
the federal and state
governments are involved in
assessing the safety and fate of
thousands of dams, with the
Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission now facing
decisions on more than 200

- dam relicensings.

The Effects of Dams—
the Good and the Bad

The environmental impacts
of existing dams on river
ecosystems have been studied far
more extensively than have the
impacts of removing dams.
Among the better known
ecological changes generally
occurring from the damming of
rivers are: alterations in
temperature and flow regimes in
the river downstream from the
dam, obvious loss of flowing
water habitat (river) and
replacement with standing water
(reservoir) habitat in the
impounded region, interruption
of animal movements longitudi-
nally along the river course,
alteration of the fish community
in the region of the river now
inundated and perhaps up-
stream from the reservoir as
well, interruption of generic
exchange among populations
inhabiting the river course,
reduction in the delivery of river
nutrients to downstream |
sections of the river because of
entrapment by the reservoir, and
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the loss of the floodplain habirat
and lateral connectivity between
the river and adjacent upland
habitats.

While it is obvious that the
ecological integrity of the
riverine system is compromised
by damming, there are benefits
realized from the presence of a
dam and reservoir. These
benefits are often human
oriented, including hydroelec-
tric production, domestic water
supply, flood control, recre-
ational opportunities, naviga-
tion, and industrial and
irrigation water supply. Fish and
wildlife sometimes benefir as
well, including often larger
numbers of fish and birds in the
reservoir than in the former
river, and greater habitar
diversity as well. However,
more recent ecological research
indicates that the increase in
habitar types not natural to the
river system can have negative
impacts to the flora and fauna
endemic to the riverine habitats.

Why Dams are
Removed

Since the average age of
dams in this country is 40 years,
many dams are in need of safety
rehabilitation. Very often, the
costs for rehabilitation are
excessive for the 90% of the
dams owned by private owners
or municipalities. Dam removal
in these instances is often the
only economically viable
alternative. Most of the dams
that have been purposefully
removed (i.e., not including
dam failures) in this country
have been removed because they
were too costly to rehabilitate.
Examples of these include

Salling Dam in Michigan and
Woolen Mills Dam in Wiscon-
sin.

In the last few years, there
has been a concerted effort by
environmentalists and others to
rCCO[l]nleﬂd danl ff.']nOVal based
solely on the environmental
impacts of a dam on the river
ecosystem. To date, most
proposed removals have focused
on dams having significant
impacts on anadromous fish
migrations.

Decisions are now becoming
necessary regarding the fate of a
large number of dams in this
country which are in need of
rchabilitation or relicensing or
which are deemed to be environ-
mentally damaging. Assessment
of the various dam retention,
rehabilitation, modification and
dam removal alternatives is hoth
Colnple)i and fr(fq Llent!y contro-
versial. Nevertheless, it is also
clear that dam removal is a
['ﬂasﬂllab]e, ﬂ.ﬂd in m?lny cases,
viable alternative in assessments
regarding the fate of dams.

What the Past
Has Taught Us

The dam removals reported
in the published and gray
literature probably represent a
minority of the total number of
dams intentionally breached or
removed. Information gathered
from federal and state agencies
suggests that there probably have
been hundreds of dams inten-
tionally breached or removed in
this country, burt the vast
majority of them have been small
in size.

But what abour the environ-
mental effects of removing dams,
especially those on larger rivers?




It is clear from a review of past dam
removals that it may be environmen-
tally unwise to simply open up or
breach a dam and allow “nature” to
restore the river ecosystem. Several of
the past and currently proposed dam
removals discussed in the literature are
instructive in understanding the
environmental consequences and
considerations for assessing dam
removal as an aleernative for the fate of
dams.

Fort Edward Dam—"The Fort
Edward Dam on the Hudson River
was removed in 1973. This removal
provides some lessons regarding dam
removal and the need for comprehen-
sive pre-removal environmental
assessment studies. Fort Edward Dam
was 2 9.1 m high and 180 m long rock
and timber crib dam built in 1817
which was near collapse at the time of
removal. The owner, Niagara
Mohawk Power Corporation, had
received an amendment to their
license from the Federal Power
Commission (now FERC), which
authorized them to remove the dam.
One year after removal, the Corps of
Engineers documented blockage of the
downstream Champlain Canal which
connects the Hudson River with Lake
Champlain. Other areas of the
Hudson River were also abstructed by
woody debris and sediment moved
downstream after removal of the dam.
It was estimated that 336,000 m? of
sediment had moved downstream in
one year after removal of the dam, and
that 765,000 m® remained in the
floodplain above the dam after the
first year of removal. Prior to removal
of the dam, polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCB’s) were discharged into the
Hudson River just upstream (ca. 6
km) from the dam. Water levels in the
Hudson River above the dam dropped
4.6 m after dam removal, and
downstream PCB transport has been

monitored since the Fort Edward Dam

was removed.

While completed over 20 years
ago, the Fort Edward Dam removal
provides cogent evidence why compre-
hensive and holistic environmental
assessments must be completed before a
dam is removed. The State of New
York appropriated $5 million for
cleanup of the downstream materials
croded following removal of the Fort
Edward Dam. The 1977 Federal Power
Commission he;lring ruling on this
dam removal found that pre-removal
studies must assess the presence and
potential movement of sediments and
other materials both in the vicinity of
the dam and upstream in the reservoir.
The judge also found that pre-removal
studies must be more precise and
unambiguous in order to determine
whether a dam removal should be
authorized.

Newaygo Dam —Sediment
movement was a_ISO ()bsﬂrved ﬂ)”ﬂwillg
the 1969 removal of the Newaygo Dam
on the Muskegon River, Michigan.
Removal of this dam resulted in the

[ release of impounded sediment which

immediately started migrating through
the river channel as a sediment wave. It
was estimated that abour 40% of the
original volume of impounded

Pliota: Wisconsin DNR

Woolen Mills
Dam
demolition on
the Milwaukee
River in 1988.
Prior to
removal, the
Wisconsin DNR
f{fvelﬂpedﬂ'
Sfeasibility and
implementation
plan as well as a
10-year
restordtion

pl(m.

sediment was washed downstream
immediately after removal of the dam.

Woolen Mills Dam —Woolen Mills
Dam on the Milwaukee River in West
Bend, Wisconsin was removed in 1988.
This dam was 4.3 m high and im-
pounded 27 ha. In 1979, the Wiscon-
sin Department of Natural Resources
(WDNR) ordered the City of West
Bend to cither repair or remove the dam
to resolve issues of public safety. In
19806, the City asked the WDNR to
develop a feasibility and implementa-
tion plan for dam removal and a 10-year
plan for stream restoration in che
impounded area following removal.
After review of these plans, the City
chose the dam removal alternative based
on economic, social, and environmental
considerations. Following dam
removal, most of the sediment within
the 2.4 km of formerly impounded river
channel was scoured our within six
months. The river bottom substrate
now iS Colﬂ?(’.‘i(‘:d Of n‘losdy gi’ﬂvf.‘l klnd
rubble.

Fish habitat restoration was an
important component of the Woolen
Mills dam removal feasibilicy and
implementation plan. Following dam
removal, the entire riparian zone was

disked, dragged and planted with

barnyard grass and smartweed to protect B
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Photo: American Rivers

FEdwards
Dam on the
Kennebec
River in
Maine.
Sediment
management
is a major
issue of
concern in
the proposed
removal of
this dam
built in
1837.

—continued from page 13—exposed
soils from erosion. River channel
reconstruction and excavation and river
bank improvement were completed to
increase pool depths for fish habitat
improvement. A floodplain analysis was
completed to determine the potential
for flooding problems due to the
reconstructed river channel. Silver
maple and swamp white oak transplants
were planted along the river banks to
provide canopy cover. Other fish
habirat improvements have been made
since dam removal which have resulted
in improvements in the smallmouth
hﬂSS fis]]ﬁry. Aﬂglel‘s are CatC]‘]ing ﬂdlllt
smallmouth bass, and young-of-the-year
smallmouth bass have been observed in
the restored river.

Salling Dam—~Another dam
removal which provides insight into

consequences and environmental
assessment needs for dam removal is the |
Salling Dam removal on the AuSable—
River near Grayling, Michigan. This
5.2 m high dam impounded
approximately 22 ha along 3.2 km of
the AuSable River, and funcrioned for
hydroelectric generation until 1952.
The Salling Dam was inspected in 1980 |
and found to be structurally unsafe. In [
1988, the private owners of the dam

were ordered to repair or remove the

dam. Since the owners could nor afford ’
to repair the dam, they entered into a

consent agreement with the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources
which allowed the Department to
remove the dam and restore the river to
its free flowing state.

Prior to removing the Salling Dam,
written procedures were developed to
accomplish the drawdown of the
impoundment in a safe manner while
minimizing impacts. The nature and
extent of accumulated sediments was
investigated. No contaminated
sediments were found, and the accumu-
lated sediments in the impoundment
were generally less than 1 m thick and
consisted of flocculent (loose) organics
in the downstream two-thirds of the
impoundment and sand in the upper
third. Drawdown procedures required
periodic monitoring of water quality,
with stipulations that the drawdown
should cease whenever water quality
was unacceptably deteriorated. A 61 m
long, 4.6 m wide, and 1.8 m deep
St'di['['lfllt tfﬂp was COHSII‘L]ClCd on [ht’
upstream side of the temporary
drawdown sheet-pile structure to trap
sand sediments during the drawdown.
Exposed floodplain soils were stabilized
by reseeding with annual rye grass to
minimize erosion. All disturbed areas
were covered with ropsoil, seeded and
mulched.

The Salling Dam removal,
completed in 1992, caused significant
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local controversy. The controversy
centered on the possible reduction in
property values, whether property
ownership would extend down to the
river’s edge after the drawdown, altered
or reduced recreational opportunities,
sediment transport to downstream
areas, and flooding potential without
the dam. Most complaints after the
drawdown related to the flocculent
organic sediments transported down-
stream during the drawdown.
Columbia Falls Dam —The
removal of the Columbia Falls Dam on
the Pleasant River in Maine was unique
in its ultimare purpose. The Columbia
Falls Dam was part of the Pleasant
River Hydro Project, which was fraught
with problems including cost overruns,
equipment failure, and dry years. The
dam was removed in 1989 by Bangor
Pacific Hydro Associates as mitigation
for improvements to their West Enfield
hydroelectric facility on the Penobscot
River in Maine. This type of mitigation
was unique because it involved dam
removal as mitigation for environmental
impacts in another river basin. The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
was initially opposed to this mitigation
for the proposed West Enfield modifica-
tions because it was “our-of-kind” and
“out-of-basin”. The mitigation plan was
ultimately accepted by the FWS in
1988. The dam removal was success-
fully completed, and Atlantic salmon
now have access to Pleasant River, one

of Maine’s seven wild salmon rivers.

Assessing Proposed Dam
Removan——What You Need
to Know Before You Decide

These reviews of past dam remov-
als, as well as others less well docu-
mented in the literature, have pointed
out several common environmental
considerations regarding the potential
removal of dams. These considerations
can be divided into two categories:

(1) physical and chemical issues,
and (2) biological and ecological issues.
A synopsis of these issues follows:



Physical and Chemical Fssues.
* sediment transpore to downstream
areas of the river following dam removal
* release of roxic substances from the
sediments following dam removal
* degraded water quality during the
dam removal
* changes to river channel morphology
before and after dam removal
* recontouring of the floodplain after
dam removal to assure floodplain
function
* trapping of sediments by the dam
during impoundment
* revegetation to prevent soil eroston
following the drawdown for dam
removal

Biological and Ecological Issues.
* blockage of upstream and
downstream movement of fish and
other aquartic animals by the dam
* replacement of flowing fish habicac
with standing water fish habitac by
impoundment
* loss of floodplain forest wetlands due
to impoundment
* impacts to threatened and endangered
species, both positive and negative
® changes in bird communities by
impoundment due to increased habitat
diversity
* fragmented wildlife corridors because
of the presence of the reservoir
* reduction in sediment and nutrient
supply to the river below the dam
* alteradon in the flooding pattern (loss
of flood pulse) below the dam

The dam removals discussed here
and in the literature attest to the
potential problems related to sediment
transport, particularly che Fort Edward
Dam removal in which toxics and
sediments were transported down-
stream. [t should be noted that while
sediment transport invariably occurs
following dam removal, its severity is
determined by the volume of sediments
impounded by the dam and by the dam
removal procedure ucilized.

Significant efforts are being
expanded for the proposed Elwha and
Glines Canyon Dam removals in

Washington and the proposed Rodman
Dam removal in Florida to predict,
through modeling, the extent of sedi-
ment transport following dam removal
and the methods for drawdown at dam
removal which would minimize it.

Assessment of the Proposed
Rodman Dam Removal
Biological and ecological issucs are
also important when comparing dam
removal with other alternacives regard-
ing the fate of a dam. In an assessment
of the fate of Rodman Dam, a 6,800
foot long dam impounding 9,000 acres
of the Ocklawaha River in Florida, dam
removal and reservoir retention
alternatives were assessed in the
following 20 studies.
Physical and Chemical Studies
® river transect surveying
* bathymetric and sediment chickness
mapping
* sediment properties and erodibility
characteristics
*» sediment transport
* sediment resuspension due to wind
* sediment characteristics, toxics and
scedbank analysis '
* floodplain characteristics
* sediment loading to the river below
the dam
¢ hydraulic and hydrologic evaluations
* surface water quality analysis
* impacts on the surficial and Floridan
aquifers from drawdowns
Biological and Ecological Studies
* southern tesselated darter and
bluenose shiner studies (threatened/
endangered species)
* migratory fish analysis - effects of the
dam
* fish populations analysis - reservoir
and river populations
* aquatic plant management in the
reservoir
* floodplain forest succession following
permanent drawdown
* threatened and endangered species
analysis
* bird populations analysis
e habitats analysis

This proposed dam removal has
been extremely controversial in Florida,
and the size of the dam and reservoir
necessitates a rather extensive environ-
mental assessment of the alternatives.
Assessments for smaller dams and
impoundments could certainly be
completed ac substandially less cost
(estimared here at over $800,000) and
time. However, it is important to be
comprehensive in the understanding of
the alternatives and their implications,
so that the correct removal precautions
and mitigations are raken beforehand.

Dam removal is sometimes
portrayed as a very simple process,
whereby ali that needs to be done is to
open up the dam and let nature heal
itself. While sediment transport
problems frequently occur after dam
removals, several past and proposed
dam removals have utilized sediment
transport modeling and sediment trap
and hydraulic routing approaches to
both assess and minimize sediment
transport before the dam is removed.

A comprehensive environmental
assessment of dam removal and reservoir
retention alternatives is necessary to
overcome both the often simplistic view
of dam removal and to establish a more
complete understanding of both river
restoration and reservoir retention
alternatives so that the best environ-
mental decision is made. =

Dr. Shuman is a supervisory
environmetnal scientist with the St. John's
River Water Management District. He directed
the envivonmental assessment of dam removal
and reservety retention alternatives for Rodman
Dani on the Ocklawaha River.

If you have questions or information to
share on past or praposed dam removals, he can
be reached at St. Johns River Water Manage-
ment District, PO. Box 1429, Palatka, FL
32178-1429, (904) 329-4341.

This article is printed with the permission
of John Wiley and Sons Ltd. A longer version
will be printed in Regulated Rivers Research
and Management (1995).© John R, Shuman
ane John Wiley & Sons, Lid
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RESTORING A VALUABLE RECREATIONAL RESOURCE

Freeing the Kettle River

Public involvement was key to success in Minnesota

by Rita Haberman

ike thousands of dams that block rivers across the

United Srartes, Sandstone Dam on the Kettle River in

Minnesota is a dam that has outlived its usefulness.
For almost 90 years the impoundment behind the Sandstone
Dam has concealed a six-foot waterfall, powerful rapids and
other natural features of the Kettle, but soon the once quick
Kettle River will again be free.

The original purpose of Sandstone Dam, built in 1908,
was to supply power for a local quarry. A few years later the
quarry industry closed down, but the dam continued to
operate as a source of electricity for the Sandstone area. The
hydropower dam stayed in operation until 1963 when
Minnesota Power and Light, owners of the dam since 1923,
shut down the dam because it was no longer economically
feasible to operate. In 1967 the power company “gifted” the
dam to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
(DNR), along with 200 acres of surrounding undeveloped
land, now part of Banning State Park. With that gift, the state
assumed liability for the aging dam constructed of sandstone,
concrete, Stee], aﬂd [il]lbﬂfﬁ.

In the 1980s the DNR conducted extensive research on
the dam and found that it would never be an economically
fﬂﬂsible source Ofbﬁl‘lf:rg)’ Ell]d f:S[iﬂ\ﬂted thﬂt rﬁm()vi ng thl.' dam
would cost half as much as repairing it—approximately
$200,000 versus $400,000. A lack of interest and a lack of
funding, however, has kept the dam sitting idle for most of
the last three decades. The situation changed though, in
1992, when the state of Minnesota approved bonding money
to deal with some of its most hazardous, deteriorating, old
dams. With a solid source of funding, the Minnesota DNR
took a hard look at the Sandstone Dam and cited a long list
of reasons why it should be removed: to eliminate a safety
hazard; to reduce taxpayer liability; to restore the free-flowing,
nartural condition of the Kettle, Minnesota’s first state Wild
and Scenic River; to improve fishing opportunities on the
Kettle; and to improve non-motorized water-based recreation
acrivities.

The Kerttle is one of Minnesota’s most popular canoeing
rivers. The Sandstone Dam, fortunately, is the only impound-
ment on the Kettle, but it inundates the river’s best stretch of
whitewater in Banning State Park. Just three miles upstream
from the dam, also in the park, is Banning Rapids, one of its
finest stretches of whitewater. Removing the dam would
restore a superb whitewater run and boost recreational
tourism in Sandstone and its surrounding towns.

Even with a stcrong case for removing the dam, it took a
lot of work to convince the people of Sandstone that it was a
good idea. Patricia Arndt, manager of the project with the

Photo: Dick Coffee

before drawdown and demolition.

Minnesota DNR, orchestrated the successful public involve-
ment effort. “It was an evolutionary process to win the
support of the local community,” explains Arndt. When che
DNR first proposed dam removal as an option, many of the
2,000 residents of Sandstone were opposed to it. Less than
two years later, when local and state press were invited to
document the first day of dam demolition, local and state
leaders were present on the banks of the Kettle to show their
support for restoring the river,

The Sandstone Dam story offers a collection of strategies
for other river advocates interested in dam removals. One of
the first things Arndt did was pull together an Integraced
Resource Management Team of DNR specialists to research
all aspects of the dam removal. Dam removals cut across
many disciplines, and the team of specialists provided a
readily available source of technical expertise. Arndr also
organized an ad hoc committee of representatives from the
community. “We asked the ‘movers and shakers’ of the
community to get involved, ask questions, air concerns and
share information with the people they represented. As we
won the support of committee members, locals followed,”
says Arndt.

A couple members of the ad hoc local committee have
been extremely helpful in winning public support for
removing the dam. One is a local freclance journalist, Dianne
Carlson, who wrote a series of several in-depth, firsthand
feature stories about the Kettle River Dam Project that have
appeared in Sandstone’s local newspaper, The Pine County
Courier. Carlson has written several good articles, some in
casily understandable, question-answer format to address
some of the most common concerns.  Another key ad hoc
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committee member is Randy Gordon, the manager of Banning
Stare Park. “Along with being a strong and articulate advocate
for restoring the river, Gordon was a critical link to the city
because of his involvement with the Sandstone Chamber of
Commerce. The city trusted Randy and his judgment, and that
trust transferred over to the DNR,” explains Arndt.

The old cliché, “a picture is worth a thousand words,” rang
true in the case of the Sandstone Dam. The DNR hired a
Minneapolis-based consulting firm, MacroMedia, to develop
computer images of the pre- and post-dam removal conditions.
The DNR included these computer images with many of the
their public education efforts to help people visualize the
restoration. According to Arndt, “Computer imaging was a
relatively inexpensive investment (a few thousand dollars) that
went a long way to build the credibility of the DNR and ro
assure the community that the DNR had indeed thoroughly
researched the impacts.”

Another strategy the DNR used was public information
meetings. They hosted two open houses where they set up several
information stations. The DNR invited everyone, including a
vocal “save the dam” contingent. With their computer models
and several technical specialists on-site to answer questions, the
DNR informed hundreds of local residents about the project.

Upon first learning of the DNR’s plans to remove the dam,
many local residents were upser. They felc that Sandstone would
lose a piece of its cultural history. After all, only a handful of
residents witnessed the river free-flowing. With the quality
computer images and some historical photos, Arndr and others
helped people realize that removing the dam was an opportunity
to restore the natural history of Sandstone and that the past 90
years with the dam is only a short period in the big picture. To
commemorate the dam and its historical significance to the city
of Sandstone, the DNR is salvaging an original turbine from the
dam and will display it along with an interpretive marker at the
Kettle River Environmental Education Center near the original
dam site. Some of the native sandstone from the dam will also be
salvaged and used in a variety of projects throughout the ciry.

[n July 1994, the dam project team got the green light from
the assistant commissioner of the Minnesota DNR to proceed
with the removal process. One manth later the dam demolition
contractors opened the gates of the dam to drawdown water
behind ir. The “day of (w)reckoning,” as Arndt put it, was
November 30, 1994, when the Commissioner of the DNR, Rod
Sando, dropped the wrecking ball on the dam, as a historical first
step in restoring the river. Demolition is scheduled to be com-
pleted by March 1995. Following completion, the DNR, the city
of Sandstone and other Kettle River enthusiasts are planning a
big celebration, “The Grand Opening of the Kettle River.,” =

DAM DAMAGE

8 of the Ways Dams Kill Fish

| Warmed Waters

Dams slow rivers. Slow rivers are warmer rivers. Fish are
sensitive to water temperature. Combined with irrigation
diversions and logging along streams, dams are leading

contributors to water temperature problems.

1 Dam Delays

Slow water slows fish. Salmon are born in freshwater,
migrate to the ocean, and then return to their stream of
origin to spawn. Once their transformation from freshwater
to saltwater fish begins, salmon need to get to the ocean.
If they are delayed, they die. Young fish also have trouble
navigating through slack water behind dams.

3 Deadly Diversions

Many irrigation diversions are not “screened.” Instead of
flowing downstream, fish follow currents created by
irrigation diversions and end up as fertilizer in farmers’
fields. On many streams, irrigation also uses too much
water, leaving little or none for fish.

4 Sliced Smolts

Smolts face their greatest threat passing turbines that
produce power. To “get around” turbines, fish are loaded
on trucks or barges and sent downstream. But barging
causes stress, crowding and disease hurts fish homing
instincts.

5 Predator Promotion

Dams create premier habitat for fish and wildlife that prey
on salmon. Principal among them are squaw fish. Warm
reservoir water increases squaw fish metabolism. Plus, if
young salmon are not killed passing turbines, they often
are injured or stunned, making them easy prey for
mergansers, herons, seagulls and other predators.

6 Passage Predicament

Dams block rivers. Upstream migrating fish can use
“ladders” to get past them. But even the best ladders
cause delays, crowding and stress. Often there are no
ladders, or they are poorly designed and don’t work.

7 Silted Spawning Grounds

Dams hold back silt, literally drowning spawning habitat in
dirt. Habitat not buried with silt is covered with water too
deep for spawning.

8 Grabbed Gravel

Gravel and debris are the foundation of our fish runs.
Without adequate downstream flows of gravel, downed logs
and the like (which dams prevent), downstream salmon
habitat gradually washes away. If there is little habitat,
there will be few fish, no matter how many we save from
anglers, predators and dams. =

Reprinted with permission from the Oregon Natural Resources Councl /5
Dammable Dams (see page 20)
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UsiING WATER Law TOWIN YOUR BATTLE

Restoring the Wild Rogue River

Water law is the lever to remove Savage Rapids Dam

by Brad McLane and Rita Haberman

he Rogue River in southeastern

Oregon is one of the original

eight rivers protected by the
Nartional Wild & Scenic Rivers Act of
1968. With its wonderful whitewater,
exceptional weather and abundant
wildlife, the Lower Rogue is one of the
most sought after river trips in the West.
Although the Upper Rogue isn't quite as

popular with river recreationists, it is

with fish. Each year thousands of Rogue

River fall and spring chinook, coho, and
winter and summer steelhead attempt to

migrate through the Upper Rogue, but
many of them are injured or killed at

Savage Rapids Dam. For the past
several years river and fish advocates, led
primarily by WaterWartch of Oregon
(WaterWatch), have built a strong case
for removing the dam. It's a case based
on economics, viable alternatives, and a

win-win solution,

Savage Rapids Dam was builtin |
1921 to divert water for irrigation. The L
Grants Pass Irrigation District (GPID),
the owner of the dam, was originally
formed to irrigate about 18,000 acres.
Since then GPID irrigation area has
shrunk to 7,000 acres, and so too has its
right to water. In 1981, the Oregon
Water Resources Commission (OWRC)
told GPID it was entitled to only half
the water it was using. Compounding
GPID’s problems, for its 73-year history
the dam has been devastating 1o
anadromous fish populations.

While Savage Rapids Dam has
been touted for removal for years, the
catalyst that spurred serious consider-
ations to remove it was, ironically, a
1987 GPID request to OWRC for more
water. WaterWatch objected ro GPID’s
request on the grounds that it violated
Oregon’s water allocation and fish
passage laws. As a condition of
temporarily granting GP1D more water,
WaterWatch negotiated an OWRC
decision requiring GPID to study the
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fish passage problem and strategies for
improving its irrigation efficiency (its
current efficiency rating is only 18%).

About seven years later, the results
of these studies all pointed to the same
solution: remove the dam. A U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation study estimated
that it would cost $17 to $22 million to
repair the dam and ies failing fish
ladders or $11 million to remove the
dam and replace it with pumps. A U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service study estimated
that removing the dam would allow the
Rogue to produce an additional
116,000 adult anadromous fish
annually. Of these, 90,000 would be
harvested by sport and commercial
fishing efforts—at an estimated
monetary value of $5 million—wich
26,000 escaping to spawn.

In addition, the results of a GPID
survey indicated that 70% of its
customers were unwilling to pay higher
rates to save the dam. Faced with these
results, the GPID Board voted unani-
mously in January 1994 to remove it.
They were, however, reluctant to accept
the necessity of its demise. Asa GPID
Board member explained: “everyone
who lives near the dam would rather it
stay, but the future of the district means
it has to go.”

After making their decision to
remove the dam, GPID returned 1o
OWRC with their request for more
water. In Ocrober 1994 OWRC
granted a five-year extension of GPID’s
long-sought water permit, but with two
contingencies: 1) GPID must continue
to S(‘:Ck g]‘(::]tc[‘ water eFﬁCienC}f mea-
sures, and 2) GPID must exercise “due
diligence”™ in working to remove Savage

Rapids Dam by the year 2001. With the

decision to remove the dam supported
and strengthened by OWRC, freeing the
Rogue had become a realistic possibility.
A great deal of the progress to date
can be attributed to WarerWatch's basic

strategy of utilizing a solid understand-
ing of water law as a negotiating lever,
and then proceeding to seck a win:win
solution. WarterWarch'’s Jeff Curtis
explains how an understanding of water
law was the key to establishing
WaterWatch as a force to be reckoned
with and in getting GPID and OWRC
to the negotiating table. WaterWatch—
always quietly armed with the option of

suing the GPID for violating Oregon’s
water laws—has subsequently worked
hard 1o avoid polarization of the issues.
WaterWatch has encouraged rational
consensus-building and careful analysis
of the problems and porential solutions.
With the economics so strongly in favor
of dam removal, WaterWarch's Bob
Hunter explains: “We were just sitring
back and waiting for them to see the
writing on the wall.”

As clear as its case may be, the

dam-removal campaign has had to face
some organized opposition. Calling

themselves the Commirttee to Save

Savage Rapids Dam, this group has used
a variety of tactics: they have garnered
the support of a state senator and state
representative who are working on a bill
to stop the dam removal plan; filed a
lawsuit against WaterWatch, Oregon
Natural Resources Council and the
Sierra Club (which was recently
dismissed as unfounded); campaigned

successtully to elect chree new pro-dam
- GPID board members (of a tortal five
people on the board); and claim to have

a petition with more than 10,000
signatures to save the dam.

Partly in response to the efforts of
pro-dam contingents, WaterWatch has
also worked to build grassroots support.
As Curtis explains: “You really need
more than just good lawyers. You need
grassroots support in order to remove a
| dam.” WaterWatch’s initial efforts at

building public support focused on
| education and mobilization of dam P



removal supporters in the surrounding
communities.

[n December 1993 WaterWartch
placed a one-page announcement in the
Grants Pass newspaper. Tts caption read:
“Save the Rogue River Salmon, Save
Grants Pass [rrigation District, Take Ourt
Savage Rapids Dam.” The ad proceeded
to argue the merits of the dam removal
case with ease, clarity, and simplicity. It
highlighted the dam’s dilapidated
condition, its violation of federal and
state safety requirements and fish passage
standards, the relative costs of repair and
removal, and the fact that GPID is
legally responsible for a dam cthar it can
no longer afford to maintain.

WaterWatch’s effectiveness at
building local grassroots support is
demonstrated by the number of people
speaking at an OWRC public hearing in
October 1994. Abourt 50 dam removal
supporters showed. Of these, 36
testified in favor of removing the dam,:
while only six testified in favor of
keeping it. Also, with $11 million
required to tear down the dam and
replace it with pumps, WaterWatch has
worked to build grassroots support on
the regional level. One strategy has been
to tap into the Save Our Wild Salmon
Coalition, which represents over forty
conservation and salmon lisheries
organizations.

The campaign to remove Savage
Rapids Dam is a unique case, yet some
useful parallels can be drawn to help
other groups working on similar issues.
The campaign’s success can be actributed
to focusing on a win-win solution and
supporting it through grassroots organiz-
ing efforts, negotiating skills, and che
resules of credible rescarch. In addition,
WaterWatch's Bob Hunter stresses the
importance of a good understanding of
water law, and advises other groups
working on similar issues to learn how
their state and federal water allocation

The Rogue River pre-dam (top). The 1921 dedication ceremony for Savage
Rapicds Dam (bottom). phows couresy of Josephine County Historical Saciery

systems operate, adding: “What you
might find are some things that are
not being done correctly, which
might give you a legal foothold to go
in and create some change.”

As successful as the campaign has
been thus far, the elusive prize—a
free-flowing Rogue—is not yet
certain. A free-flowing Rogue will be
restored only if there is enough

grassroots support and Congress
allocates the necessary funds.

For more information on Savage
Rapids Dam and how you can help,
contact: WaterWatch of Oregon, 921
SW Morrison, Suite 438, Porcland, OR
972053, (503) 295-4039, =+

Brad McLane is an intern with River
Network.
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WHERE TO LEARN MORE

References and Resources:

Organizations working on dam removals and written and on-line resources

ARARARS
IO

ORGANIZATIONS

Hydropower Reform Coalition

HRC includes over a dozen national, regional and local
organizations working to achieve conservation and recreation
improvements at hydropower facilities throughout the United
States. HRC has a great deal of experience and technical
expertise in dealing with FERC, agencies, hydropower
industries and grassroots participation in the process. For
more information on relicensing or how to join HRC.
Conract: Margaret Bowman, Coalition Coordinator, at
American Rivers (202) 547-6900 or Rich Bowers, at
American Whitewater Affiliation ar (301) 589-9453.

National Park Service’s Rivers, Trails

and Conservation Assistance Program
Recreational Technical Assistance in Hydropower Licensing
The RTCA provides resource and planning expertise to help
public agencies and citizens. One of the ways RTCA
encourages recreational opportunities and natural resource
protection is by providing technical assistance (planning
coordiation, conflict resolution, informartion gathering and
distribution and others) during the licensing and relicensing
of hydropower projects. Contact: Tracy Miller, National Park
Service, PO. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013,

(202) 343-5490.

Association of State Dam Safety Officials
The purpose of ASDSO is to provide a forum for exchange of
information, foster interstate cooperation, pmvide

information and assistance to state dam safety programs,

provide representation of state issues before Congress and
federal agencies, and improve efficiency and effectiveness of
state dam safety programs. ASDSO maintains a database of
dam safety officials, a library of resources, and hosts annual
conferences and technical conferences on dam removal.
Contact: ASDSO, 450 Old Vine, Second Floor, Lexington,
KY 40507, (606) 247-5140.

AAARAS
RS

REFERENCE TOOLS

National Inventory of Dams 1993-94

The national database of more than 74,000 dams compiled
by state and federal agencies (U.S. Army Corps, FERC,
Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Soil Conservation Service and
others) in coordination with the Federal Emergency
Managment Agency. Includes information about purpose,
risk, ownership, emergency action plans, date built, etc.

Information is available on CD-ROM and the package
includes a summary booklet of highlights. Contact: FEMA's
National Dam Safety Program, Federal Emergency
Management Agency, 500 C Street, SW, Washington, DC
20472.

National Park Service’s Inventory of Dams

The National Park Service (NPS) maintains a database of all
NPS and non-NPS dams that affect park maintenance,
operations or safety. Includes information about more than
100 dam removals. NPS has adopted policy that non-essential
dams should be removed and the impoundment area restored
ircct)l'l()mic:lny ':lﬂd el]vi[ﬂnﬂlen{a[l;\’ Wﬂ.r['ﬂﬂ{ﬂ(i. C()nfﬁc[:
Charles Karpowicz, NPS, Code 610, Engineering and Safety
Service, PO. Box 37127, Washington, D.C., 20012-7127.
(River Network has 1994 information).

EcoNet's Dams Conference (env. dams)

One of the many on-line EcoNet conferences. Opportunity
to learn about other dam campaigns, share your information,
or request assistance. Contact: Institute for Global
Communications, EcoNet, 18 DeBoom Street, San Francisco,

CA 94107, (415) 546-1794.

Rivers at Risk: The Concerned Citizens Guide to Hydropower by
John D. Echeverria, Pope Barrow and Richard Roos-Collins
for American Rivers, 1989. Excellent reference on FERC
licensing and relicensing and how to participate effectively in
the process. Available from Island Press for $17.95 at

(800) 828-1302.

Lifelines: The Case for River Conservation by Tim Palmer,
1994. Includes two chapters specifically about dams,
providing insights on numerous campaigns, studies, and
agency policies. Available from Island Press for $17.95 at
(800) 828-1302.

Down by the River: The Inpacts of Federal Water Projects and
Policies an Biological Diversity by Constance Elizabeth Hunt,

| 1988. Begins with background -on river management and

dam impacts, then focuses on imp]jcations for several major
river systems in the U.S. Published by Island Press $22.95.

15 Damnable Dams by Oregon Natural Resources Council.
1994, Conrtace: ONRC, 522 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 1050,
Portland, OR 97204, (503) 223-9001. Available for a

nominal price to river advocacy groups.
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Grooms, Steve. 1994. “Undoing the
Dams,” The Flyfisher. Summer 1994:27-
29.

Williams, Ted. 1993. “Freeing the
Kennebec River,” Audubon. September-
Ocrober 1993:36-42.

Wild Atlantic Salmon: An Endangered
Species—A Praposal for the Restoration of
Wild Atlantic Salmon to New England
Rivers. 1993. RESTORE: The North
Woods, PO Box 440, Concord, MA
01742, (508) 287-0320.

Ross, Chris. 1993. “Dammed If They Do
Un-Dammed If They Don't,” American
City & County. November 1993: 39-406.

“Dam Yanking,” The Minnesota Volunteer.
March-April 1994: 19-25.

Keefer, Mact. 1990. “Flowing Free,” The
Milwaukee Journal. June 10, 1990:27-33.

Pawloski, James and Leon Cook. 1992,
“Salling Dam Drawdown and Removal.”
Proceedings of the Association of State Dam
Safety Officials, Ninth National Conference.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Elwha River Ecosystemn Restoration,
Olympic National Park, Washington.
October 1994. Contact: National Park
Service, Denver Service Center, 12795 W
Alameda Parkway, PO. Box 25287,
Denver, CO 80225-0287.

Environmental Studies Concerning Four
Alternatives for Rodman Reservoir and the
Lower Ocklawha River. Prepared for the
Florida Department of Environmental
Protection by St. Johns River Water
Management District. December 15, 1994, |
For more information contact Florida DEP I
ar (904) 488-3701, ==

Restoring Florida’s Ocklawaha River

—continued from page 11—

Given the political maneuvering by reservoir and barge canal proponents
over the decades, and now the political manipulations by a powerful state
senator, FDE believes thar sound science and economics, and the public interest
may not prevail. Only an informed and active public pressuring their legislators
can ensure that the river restoration alternative becomes state policy in 1995,
FDE has developed an impressive set of materials—a professional quality video,
editorials from newspapers across the state, numerous calls to action in FDE
newsletters, and letters of support from prominent agencies, organizations and
individuals—to educate concerned citizens and to encourage them to voice
their support to their state legislative representatives. Other FDE public
education strategies include making presentations on the issue across the state
and actively working with the media to cover the issue.

FDE is also focusing on direct lobbying of the state legislature. It wants to
make sure that Florida legislators have all the facts and support they need to
make a final decision to restore the river in 1995. FDE has given a copy of their
impressive 20-minute video and literature to each state legislator, and has taken
many of them out on the river to experience it firsthand.

FDE has built a strong economic argument for removing Rodman. The
cost of restoring the Ocklawaha to its original course has been estimated at $4
to $6 million, while the maintenance and management of the dam and
reservoir costs Florida taxpayers apprnx'[matt]y $1 million each year, forever. A
proportion of these costs are for controlling noxious weeds in the shallow, six-
foot reservoir with drawdowns and herbicides. Once restored, the Ocklawaha
River, renowned for over a century for its excellent fishing, will maincain itself
at virtually no cost.

To counter the argument that the loss of bass fishing—the only use for the
reservoir—would hurt local economies around the reservoir, FDE and others
note that a restored flowing river would actually increase recreational opportu-
nities for canoers, boaters, hikers, campers, and hunters, while bass fishing
interests still have access to an abundance of natural lakes within a 30-mile
radius. In January the economic component of the new study was released. Tt
reinforced what FDE has long claimed to be the case: the benefits to the local
economy from keeping the reservoir and managing it as a recreational fishery

are negligible—amounting to less than 1% of taxable sales.

As the 1995 Legislative session is about to begin, the case for restoring the
Ocklawaha is stronger than ever. The decades of work by river conservationists
is paying off in new state policies and programs designed to protect and restore
river systems. Florida’s Statewide Greenway Program, restoration of the
Kissimmee and the Everglades, and the widespread support for the restoration
of the Ocklawaha are examples of a changing political climate. It is now up to
the Florida State Legislature to decide if it will endorse existing state policy to
restore valuable natural systems like the Ocklawaha River, or bow to the
pressures of a few local politicians that are willing to sacrifice a state natural
treasure for short-sighted, local interests.

For more information about Rodman Dam, Ocklawaha restoration efforts
and how you can help, contact Florida Defenders of the Environment,
Ocklawaha Restoration Project, 2606 NW Sixth St., Suite E, Gainesville, FL
32609, (904) 372-6965. =

Gary Appelson is the coordinator of FDE's Ocklawaba Restoration Project.
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Join the River Network Parinership

Becoming a River Network Partner will help you save your river by.'

B Giving you access to assistance on fundraising
organizational development, and strategies;

B Enabling you to share information and learn from other river guardians;

B Making it possible for you to work collectiv

on national policy issues crifical to all of America

, river fopics,

with hundreds of other river guardians
s rivers.

Benefils

River Network Partners receive ongoing service:

* Fundraising Assistance like funding alerts, samples of
fundraising materials, how-to references and more.

¢ River Issue Information, including the Directory of
River Information Specialists (DORIS), river issue research,
River Voices, and river action alerts.

¢ Organization Building Assistance, how-to references,
model materials, and state river council organizing and support.

* Campaign Strategies, /ow to Save a River (one free
copy), networking statewide and nationally, case studics.

* Discounts on River Network publications.

¢ and more.. ..

“Thank you for the ongoing flow of helpful information.
Becoming a River Netwaork Partner is certainly some of
the best money I have ever spent. I can’t wait for my free
copy of the new book How to Save a River.”
— Gearge Cofer
Save Barton Creek Association, TX

in Exchange

River Network Partners are asked to share information about
their river-saving work, provide feedback on assistance provided,

and pay annual dues:
Organizational Partrers—Grassroots and state river groups. Dues are based

on a sliding scale according to your organizational budget:

Budget Annual Dues
$0-20,000 $60
$20,001-$100,000 $100
$100,001-$200,000 $200
> $200,000 $300

| Individual Partners—Individuals committed to taking action or a

leadership role to save a particular river or watershed, Dues: $60,
Sustaining Partners—Individuals willing to provide financial support to
help others save rivers. Minimum dues: $100.

Corporate Partners—Corporations willing to sponsor grassroots river
groups as partners. Minimum dues: $100,

Agency Partners—Federal, state, or local agencies wanting to be tied into
River Network by receiving our publications, invitarions to meetings

and workshops, etc. Minimum dues: $100.
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: Yes, I'd like to become a RIVER NETWORK Partner.

. [] Organizational Partner || Individual Parener L] Sustaining Partner L] Corporate Partner L] Agency Partner
: Amiount dues [m.:.'ﬂ/ 5

. NAME

. ORGANIZATION

ADDRESS

STATE

Zip PHONE (__)

CITYy

For more information contact:
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RIVER NETWORK, PO. BOX 8787, PORTLAND, OR 97207-8787 (503) 241-3506 * 1-800-423-6747
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BuUILDING THE NETWORK

River Network Supporters

Alaska Clean Water Alliance, AK

Northern Alaska Environmental Center, AK |
(ahaba River Society, AL

Friends of the Locust Fork River, AL ‘
Grand Canyon Trust, AZ

Friends of the Russian River, (A

Matrix of Change, CA

Mill Creek Watershed Conservancy, CA .
Santa Barbara Salmon Fnhancement Association, (A |
Smith River Alliance, CA ) ‘
South Yuba River Citizens League, (A

Citizens for San Luis Valley Water, CO

Colorado Rivers Alliance, 0 |
Friends of the Animas River, CO I
High Country Citizens Alliance, (0

Sheep Mountain Alliance, (O

Rivers Alliance of Connecticut, (T

The Waterfront Center, DC |
Coalition for Natural Stream Valleys, DE

Friends of the Myakka River, FL

Stewards of the St. Johns River, FL

Suwannee Audubon, FL ‘
Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper Fund, GA

Henry's Fork Foundation, ID ‘
Idaho Rivers United, ID ‘
Idaho Watershed Project, ID

Palouse Clearwater Environmental Institute, 1D
Portneuf Greenway Foundation, ID

Committee for Illinois River & Stream Protection, IL
Friends of the Fox River, IL

Friends of the White River, IN

White River Greenway Foundation, IN

Kentucky Waterways Alliance, KY

Louisville Nature Center, KY

Louisiana Environmental Action Network, LA

Save Ouachita River Environment, LA

Deerfield River Watershed Council, MA

Massachusetts Watershed Coalition, MA

Merrimack River Watershed Council, MA

Nashua River Watershed Association, MA

New England FLOW, MA

Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition, MA

Chester River Association, MD

Potomac River Heritage Project, MD

Friends of the Presumpscot River, ME

Presumpscot Riverwatch, ME

AuSable Manistee Action Council, MI

Chippewa Watershed Conservancy, MI

Cedar River Alliance, Ml

(Chinton River Watershed Council, M|

Friends of the River, Ml

friends of the Rouge, M

Huron River Watershed Council, Ml

Thornapple River Watershed Group, MI

Trout Unlimited-W Michigan Chapter, Ml

West Michigan Environmental Action Coundil, M|
Cannon River Watershed Partnership, MN

Friends of the Mississippi, MN

Mississippi River Revival, MN

ORGANIZATIONAL PARTNERS ‘

Midwest Foundation for Whitewater Excellence, MO
Smallmouth Alliance, MO

Trout Unlimited-Mid Missouri Chapter, MO
Medicine River Canoe Club, MT

Montana River Action Network, MT

Cape Fear River Watch, NC

Neuse River Foundation, NC

National Committee for the New River, NC
River Keepers, ND

friends of the Saco, NH

New Hampshire Rivers Council, NH
Pemigewasset River Council, NH

Trout Unlimited-East Jersey Chapter, N]
Amigos Bravos, NM

Rio Grande Restoration, NM

Truckee River Yacht Club, NV

American Whitewater Affiliation, NY

Greenway Conservancy for the Hudson River Valley, NY
New York Rivers United, NY

Project River Watch, NY

Upper Delaware Council, NY

Chagria River Land Conservancy, OH

Granville Land Conservancy, OH

Loveland Greenbelt Community Council, OH
Mill Creek Restoration Project, OH

Rivers Unlimited, OH

Seventh Generation, OH

(ascade Pacific RC & D, OR

Columbia River United, OR

Friends of Barton Park & the Clackamas, OR
Johnson Watershed Committee, OR

Northwest Rafters Association, OR

Oregon Natural Desert Association, OR
Organizational Development, OR

Tualatin Riverkeepers, OR

Pennsylvania Organization for Watersheds & Rivers, PA
Perkiomen Valley Watershed Association, PA
Schuylkill River Greenway Association, PA
Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning, TN
Walf River Conservancy, TN

San Jacinto River Association, TX

Save Barton Creelc Association, TX

Potomac Conservancy, VA

Virgin Islands Conservation Society, VI
Battenkill Conservancy, VT

Lewis Creek River Watch, VT

Trout Unlimited-Upper Valley Chapter, VT
Clark-Skamania Fly Fishers, WA

Northwest Watershed Education Alliance, WA
Rivers Council of Washington, WA

Kinnickinnic River Land Trust, Wi

Northeast Wisconsin Waters for Tomorrow, W1
Sierra Club-Mississippi River Basin, W1

Sierra Club-St.Croix Valley Interstate Group, W1
River Alliance of Wisconsin, Wl

Standing Cedars Community Land Conservancy, WI
Minnesota Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, W
Tomorrow-Waupaca Watershed Association, Wl
Concerned Citizens for Alderson/Glenray, WV
Greenbrier River Watershed Association, WY

The Opequon Watershed, Inc., WV
Pine Cabin Run Ecological Lab, WV
West Virginia Rivers Coalition, WV

| Trout Unlimited - West Yirginia Chapter, WY

Ontario Streams, Canada
Partners for the Saskatchewan, Canada

INDIVIDUAL PARTNERS
Peter Enticknap, AK

Thomas Berry, Al
Martha Davis, CA

| Laurie McCann, CA

Radley Reep, CA
Linda Ivins, CA
Roberts Searns, (O
Steve Leitman, FL
Brett Salter, GA
Patricia Stevens, GA
David Mason, GA
Bob Templin, ID
Jean A. Robinson, IL
Laurene Yonklon, IL
Robert Boone, MD
Edward Graham, MD
Richard Klein, MD
Marton Stoddart, MA
Jane Peirce, MA
Hugh Penn, M§
Richard Hart, NH
Steve Phillips, OH
Wesley Wood, PA

E. Gibbes Patton, SC
Richard Brewer, TN
Heidi Dobrott, TX
Paul Dubose, TX
Catherine Perrine, TX
Terry Lavender, WA
Mary Pat Peck, WV
Jamie Shumway, WY
May G. Murray, BC

AGENCY PARTNERS

Arkansas Natural & Scenic River Commission, AR

Parks and Recreation - County of EI Dorado, (A

Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance,
Western Region, (A

US Fish and Wildlife Service, CO

Missouri Dept. of Conservation - Stream Unit, M0

King County Surface Water Management Div., WA

British Columbia Institute of Technology, Canada

DONORS™
Ralph Benson
Gilbert Butler
Jim Coleman
Leo Drey

Rita Haberman
Peter Kirsch

Pat Munoz

Lawrence §. Myers
Russell & Phoebe Olson
Gaile M. Parent

Martin Rosen

Howard M. Shapiro

Pam Levin Dan Valens
Ken Margolis Suzanne Wilkins
Annie B. Mize Phillip Wallin

“indrviduals that have contribured $100 or more to River Network recently
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How To SAVE A RIVER

A HANDBOOK FOR CITIZEN ACTION

A RIVER NETWORK PUBLICATION BY DAVID BOLLING

ijers represent both one of the
most essential and most vulnerable
of natural systems. They sustain the
ecosystems that support most of life,
but are in constant danger from
diversion, damming, pollution,
development, and a host of other
abuses. Such a combination of
susceptibility and importance make
river protection one of the central
environmental missions of our time.

How to Save a River presents in a
concise and readable formar the wisdom
gained from years of river protection
campaigns across the United States.
The book begins by defining general
principles of action, including getting
organized, planning a campaign,
building public support, and purting a
plan into action.

How to Save a River provides an
important overview of the resource
issues involved in river protection, and
suggests sources for further investiga-
tion. Numerous examples of successful
river protection campaigns prove that
ordinary citizens do have the power to
create change when they know how to

organize themselves.

DAVID M. BOLLE

David Bolling is an award-
winning journalist who has written
about rivers and river issues for more
than 20 years. He is cofounder and
president of Friends of the Russian
River and former executive director
of Friends of the River.

The book runs 300 pages,
photos, index. Paperback: ISBN 1-
55963-250-X.

“This book is the best 1 have seen for
river conservation. ] he broad coverage
and range of examples is unprecedented,
and gives all of us points of entry and
key arguments and data for river saving,
David Bolling writes beautifully,
illuminating complicated topics with
clarity and sensitivity based on long
experience. How did we ever save rivers
without it?”

Chris Brown, National Park Service

Former Dirvector, American Rivers

“I was torn berween finishing this
entertaining, well written and
informative book and rushing out to try
to resuscitate my local North Fork of
the Gunnison River.”

Ed Marston, Publisher

High Country News

T0 ORDER: Send $14, plus $4 for shipping
and handling of first book, $1 S&H for each
additional. River Network Partners receive
one FREE copy, and can purchase additional
copies at $12 each, plus $4 S&H. For more
information, contact RN at (800)423-6747.
Send orders payable to: River Network, PO
Box 8787, Portland, OR 97207-8787



