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About America’s Most Endangered Rivers

Every year since 1988, American Rivers has released its Most Endangered Rivers report,

issuing a strong call to action on behalf of rivers across the country. Although these

rivers flow through pristine wildernesses and through the hearts of our largest cities,

all of them share two things in common — a major threat to their health and a crucial

turning point approaching in the coming year.

Conservation groups nationwide submit nomination forms for their local rivers, which

the conservation staff of American Rivers review using the following criteria:

■ The magnitude and imminence of the threat

■ The likelihood that major action during the coming year could either

intensify or lessen the threat

■ The regional and national significance of the river

■ Diversity of threats to rivers nationwide

Designating a river as one of the nation’s most endangered is a call to decision-makers

to hear the voices of the friends of that river, and the Most Endangered Rivers list has a

distinguished track record that goes back many years. In 1998, six months after the list-

ing of Montana’s Blackfoot River as the nation’s fifth most endangered, the people of

Montana enacted a ballot initiative blocking the construction of a cyanide heap-leach

gold mine that would have severely degraded the Blackfoot River. Another proposed

gold mine prompted American Rivers to put the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River

near Yellowstone National Park atop the most endangered list from 1994-1996, encour-

aging President Clinton to intervene — negotiating a resolution of the company’s claim

and extending a moratorium on new mining claims upstream of the Clarks Fork.

The Colorado River was named the #1 most endangered river in 1991 because of

extreme fluctuations in water flow caused by the Glen Canyon Dam. In 1992, Congress

passed the Grand Canyon Protection Act, mandating that the Colorado no longer be

managed solely as a power source — and the dam is now operated by a flow regime that

helps protect fish and riparian habitat.

Increasingly, American Rivers is using the Internet to make speaking up for rivers

easier and more direct than ever. Citizens who wish to take action on behalf of this

year’s rivers can point their browsers to www.americanrivers.org, where they will

find links to more in-depth information, action alerts and opportunities for “eConserva-

tion” — participating in important decisions electronically. By taking action, everyone

can help ensure that future generations will enjoy and benefit from the clean water,

abundant wildlife populations, and outstanding recreational opportunities that healthy

rivers provide.

This publication made possible by a generous gift from Barbara Cohn.
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strip mall. As hydroelectric dams proliferated

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers in the

Pacific Northwest, the number of salmon

returning each year fell from about 16 million

to only 300,000 today.

Coal: More than half of the nation’s electric-

ity is still generated by coal-fired power

plants, and coal mines scar almost 2.5 million

acres of land across the country. West Virginia

has permitted mining operations to bury more

than 1,000 miles of mountain streams. The

U.S. Geological Survey estimates that acid

draining from coal

mines in Pennsylvania

has poisoned some

3,000 miles of streams,

costing the state an

estimated $67 million

in lost fishing revenue.

Once mined, burning

coal releases pollution

into the atmosphere,
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I n t r o d u c t i o n : H o w E n e r g y

When you think about how energy produc-

tion and consumption affects the environ-

ment, do you think first of air pollution? With

80% of the nation’s air pollution generated by

fossil fuel combustion and daily headlines

about global warming and rising rates of respi-

ratory illness, it’s only natural. However, you

might be surprised to learn that the effects of

the nation’s insatiable energy demands are

often felt first — and worst — on our rivers.

Consider how traditional methods of pro-

ducing and consuming energy affects rivers:

Hydropower: The nation’s 2,400 hydro-

electric dams cause a disproportionate amount

of damage to rivers, even though they generate

less than 10% of the nation’s electricity.

Dams drown important wildlife habitat under

reservoirs, block migratory fish from their

spawning grounds, and alternately reduce

downstream flows to a trickle and release

scouring torrents, all of which transform a

river as profoundly as clearing a forest for a REBECCA WODDER

IN AN ENERGY INDUSTRY

RELATED INCIDENT, THE BIG

SANDY WAS BURIED IN 250

MILLION GALLONS OF WATER,

MUD AND COAL WASTE LAST

YEAR. THE EPA LABELED IT

ONE OF THE WORST ENVIRON-

MENTAL DISASTERS EVER TO

OCCUR IN THE SOUTHEAST.
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P r o d u c t i o n A f f e c t s O u r R i v e r s

Natural Gas: Tapping natural gas and

burning it to generate electricity can harm

rivers in a variety of ways. Gas exploration

and drilling can disturb habitat and often

pump large amounts of waste water of suspect

quality from underground, much of which is

dumped in rivers

and streams. Nat-

ural gas power

plants withdraw

massive quanti-

ties of water from

rivers to run the

steam turbines, and much of that water never

returns to the river, prompting opposition to

new power plants on rivers in New York,

Georgia, and California. What water is

returned is often heated to temperatures

unhealthy for fish and wildlife.

Nuclear Energy: Like natural gas plants,

nuclear plants withdraw water for their cool-

ing towers, or return it to the river as “ther-

mal pollution”. In the Columbia, Colorado,

and Ohio Rivers, radioactive contamination

leaches into rivers from mines or processing

facilities.

Transportation: Pipelines transporting

natural gas and oil cross thousands of rivers

across the country, dissecting river corridors

and disrupting habitat. And once electricity is

generated from any of these power sources, it

must be transported to homes and businesses

on power lines. Power lines and

their rights-of-ways also

transect many river cor-

ridors, causing similar

disruption. In addi-

tion, transformers

used in the transport

of electricity usually

contain PCBs. Spills of

these toxic chemicals have

which soon finds its way into the water

through acid rain and snow where it kills or

contaminates aquatic wildlife. More than

1,300 streams in the Mid-Atlantic highlands

are chronically acidic, and coal-fired power

plants generate two-thirds of the sulfur diox-

ide reaching these streams. Coal-fired power

plants are also the largest uncontrolled source

of mercury, a highly toxic heavy metal, which

finds its way into rivers and lakes. The EPA

estimates that seven million Americans eat

unsafe amounts of mercury-contaminated

fish, despite public health advisories in some

40 states.

Oil: Drilling for oil also has significant

impacts on rivers. The infrastructure (heavy

equipment, etc.) needed to drill for oil can dis-

rupt river habitat and reduce river flows, espe-

cially when oil is

extracted from

remote pristine

areas. Although oil

burns cleaner than

coal, just a single

pint can cover an

acre of the water’s

surface. Most of the

14,000 oil spills

reported during the

recovery, refining, or transportation of petrole-

um each year occur in or reach fresh water.

Last November, a tanker spilled half a million

gallons of crude oil into the Mississippi River

in Louisiana — the largest spill since the

Exxon Valdez. Only a fortuitous change in the

wind direction prevented a catastrophe at the

Delta National Wildlife Refuge, home to thou-

sands of wintering waterfowl. The Patuxent

River in Maryland was not so lucky — last

April an oil pipeline breach spilled 110,000

gallons of oil and fouled ten miles of river.

the nation’s insatiable

energy demands are often

felt first — and worst —

on our rivers.
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I n t r o d u c t i o n c o n t i n u e d

had a fundamental impact on hundreds of

rivers and streams.

Several of this year’s most endangered rivers

have landed on the list as a consequence of our

nation’s production of energy. Read in this

report about the following rivers:

■ The Canning River in Alaska, which is

threatened by oil and gas exploration.

■ The Eel River in California, which is being

dewatered by a two-dam hydropower project.

■ The Hudson River in New York, which is

polluted by PCBs manufactured for use in

electrical transformers.

■ The Powder River in Wyoming, which is

threatened by thousands of proposed natural

gas wells.

■ The Big Sandy River between Kentucky and

West Virginia, which last year was smothered

under countless tons of coal sludge.

■ Paine Run in Virginia’s Shenandoah National

Park, which is slowly succumbing to acid

rain.

Energy is back at the top of the national

agenda following a spike in the price of natur-

al gas and electricity in late 2000. These soar-

ing prices exposed the flaws in California’s

ill-conceived utility deregulation scheme,

which is driving utilities towards insolvency

and causing rolling blackouts across the state.

These stories heightened anxiety over high

home heating bills during a cold winter in

many parts of the country.

Utilities and regulators are responding with

a host of stopgap measures to address the situ-

ation that will affect rivers up and down the

West Coast. Despite months of drought,

regional hydroelectric dams are working over-

time, drawing down water levels needed to

support faltering salmon runs later this year.

California regulators will allow many of the

state’s power plants to run longer and pollute

more in order to meet demand for electricity

this summer. In Washington, the Bush Admin-

istration and Congressional leaders have

unveiled a variety of proposals straight out of

the 19th century to “drill, dam, dig, and burn”

the nation out of its current crunch.

Energy has become the cornerstone of mod-

ern society, and virtually all forms of energy

production and consumption have at least

some consequence for the

environment. But the

real problem is not

that we don’t

have enough

energy — but

rather that we

don’t use energy

wisely and don’t

account for its costs

to the environment and

human health. In addition, we have failed to

invest enough in the development of new

energy technologies that could result in a

transformation as radical as that from type-
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An Update on Last Year’s #1 River

As we go to press, experts are predicting that a severe drought in the

Northwest and California’s failed energy deregulation scheme will result

in deadly conditions for salmon in the Snake and Columbia Rivers and

up to 95% of the wild salmon making their way out to sea may not sur-

vive.The federal Columbia and Snake River hydropower dams are run-

ning their turbines overtime and drawing down already-low water levels

even further, which will result in slow moving, warm water in the rivers

just when the young fish need a steady cool current to help flush them

out to sea.

The Snake River, the nation’s #1 most endangered river last year, does

not appear on this year’s list because the major decision pending over

the past two years has been made — the Clinton Administration

released the recovery plan for Columbia Basin salmon in December of

2000.The plan spells out measures to improve habitat and river condi-

tions while leaving four large dams on the Lower Snake River in place.

However, those dams could be removed as early as 2006 if the new plan

is not implemented properly or if it fails to achieve salmon recovery.

This year’s poor river conditions underscore the urgency for immediate

and full implementation of several crucial components of that plan,

including:

■ Restoring salmon spawning and rearing habitats;

■ Improving water quality, quantity, and flow;

■ Better managing hatcheries and harvest; and

■ Operating the dams on the Snake and Columbia rivers to improve

salmon survival.

Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber

has called for an additional $700

million in federal appropriations for

the coming fiscal year, and estimates

of future spending needs to imple-

ment the plan approach $1 billion a

year.As President Bush negotiates

his Administration’s first budget

with Congress, aggressive imple-

mentation of the recovery plan will

be necessary to make good on his often-repeated campaign pledge to

recover salmon with the dams in place.Absent a sustained commitment

to improving river conditions, removing the Snake River dams will quick-

ly become the only scientifically and legally defensible choice if we are to

prevent the extinction of wild Snake River salmon.

writers to computers, or rotary phones to cell

phones. By putting off investments and incen-

tives for energy efficiency and emerging gener-

ation technologies, the nation finds itself with

a supply of energy that is less reliable, more

expensive, and more harmful to the environ-

ment and the public health than it needs to be.

We should view the recent energy crunch

as a wake up call to help us out of our harm-

ful habits. Incentives for energy conservation

and efficiency as well as investments in

emerging generation technologies should be

made a top priority. In the meantime, there

are steps that all of us can take at home to

save energy, save money, and help save our

rivers for future generations to enjoy.

I invite you to join us at www.american

rivers.org, where you can find a growing

community of people working to protect,

restore, and enjoy rivers all across the country.

There you will also find more information on

how you can conserve energy at home and

speak up for your local river, to decision-

makers in your community and in Washing-

ton, D.C.
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R ivers in Danger from Global Warming

Changes in the earth’s climate from global
warming, caused mainly by burning fossil
fuels to generate electricity and power auto-
mobiles, are projected to have far-ranging
impacts on rivers and freshwater fisheries
across the United States and worldwide.

The Earth’s average temperature is up by
one degree since 1860, and will increase any-
where from 2.5 to 10.4 degrees Fahrenheit
from 1990 to 2100, the U.N.’s Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change projected in
early 2001.

According to a May 1999 report by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, higher
stream temperatures would translate into the
loss of 50% to 100% of coldwater fish such as
trout, salmon, and bass in Northeastern
streams, and up to 50% of such fish in the
West, over the next century.

Freshwater ecosystems are extraordinarily
complex, and global warming impacts on
rivers in the United States are expected to
vary widely from region to region.

Extended droughts in some areas will tax
freshwater resources beyond capacity, predict
scientists assembled by the United Nations.
Those resources are already stretched thin on
many rivers like the Catawba and Sno-
qualmie.

Less water in the Great Lakes is expected
as evaporation increases. Lake Michigan and
Huron water levels were already down 19

inches in May 2000
from their 80-year
average, the Detroit
News reported. By
2050, the National
Oceanic Atmospheric
Administration pre-
dicts that global warm-
ing could drop Lake
Michigan by another
two feet. That in turn
could dramatically
affect flows in the

basin’s groundwater-fed trout streams.
More dramatic precipitation elsewhere

would cause erosion and floods, sending more

sediment downstream, clouding water and
harming plant and animal life, states an Octo-
ber 2000 report by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration.

Alpine streams in the northern Rockies
face glacial loss and rushed snowmelt, says a
September 2000 report sponsored by the U.S.
Interior Department. Alaskan rivers, where
permafrost has already begun to thaw, are
especially at risk of losing native plants and
animals.

With sea levels rising, salt water will
intrude on more coastal aquifers, such as
those that supply central California and
southern Florida, and island aquifers like
those that supply Long Island and Hawaii.

River environments where many of us
spend time may become less hospitable
because of mosquito-borne tropical diseases,
such as malaria, dengue fever, West Nile
virus, and encephalitis, spreading northwards
(as recent headlines attest). A study by
NASA’s Goddard Space Flight Center and the
Walter Reed Army Institute of Research pre-
dicts epidemics among humans and animals.

Our rapid releases of carbon dioxide could
even quadruple the pre-industrial level. Solu-
tions lie in using energy wisely, converting to
low-to-zero emissions sources, and protecting
forests that absorb greenhouse gases.

Hydropower may seem like a tempting
alternative since it doesn’t directly emit
greenhouse gases. But according to the World
Commission on Dams, the reservoirs created
by dams often trap and concentrate decaying
organic matter, which can release large
amounts of methane and carbon dioxide. And
they can easily cause far too much environ-
mental damage for too little energy benefits.

Threats to rivers from global climate
change provide yet another powerful reason
for acting now to improve our nation’s energy
policies. The U.S. should begin by joining
other nations in implementing the 1997 Kyoto
treaty. Global warming is not a distant warn-
ing: it is already having a visible influence on
our American waters.

HIGHER STREAM TEM-

PERATURES RESULTING

FROM GLOBAL WARMING

WILL TRANSLATE INTO

THE LOSS OF 50% TO

100% OF COLDWATER

FISH SUCH AS TROUT,

SALMON, AND BASS IN

NORTHEASTERN

STREAMS, AND UP TO

50% OF SUCH FISH IN

THE WEST OVER THE

NEXT CENTURY.

— ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION AGENCY
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Wa n t e d : A r i v e r - f r i e n d l y
e n e r g y p o l i c y

The threats to several of this year’s Most
Endangered Rivers underscore the need for
America to develop a new energy policy for
the 21st century. There is already considerable
consensus within the environmental commu-
nity on what to do. Energy efficiency and
emerging technologies should be the corner-
stones, expanding our energy supplies with
environmentally preferable sources such as
fuel cells, wind, and solar power.

First, consumers and businesses must be
told the true impacts of generating energy and
the benefits of conservation and efficiency.
The Pacific Northwest has some of the lowest
electric bills in the nation, partly because they
don’t reflect the expense of the salmon
restoration effort. The nation as a whole picks
up these costs each April at tax time. Specify-
ing energy-efficient lighting and climate con-
trols can save a business thousands of dollars
a month, but building codes and low-bid con-
tracting don’t encourage it, and should the
company decide to sell, current appraisals
may not reflect that investment.

An employee of Seattle City Light once
said, “There’s no cheaper, cleaner power than
power you don’t have to produce.” In the
wake of California’s rolling blackouts, the
governor has asked businesses and consumers
to cut the state’s energy demands by 10%
through such painless and common-sense
steps as turning off lights, televisions, and
other appliances when they are not needed.
According to the Rocky Mountain Institute,
the United States has gotten more than four
times as much new energy from such savings
as from all net expansions of domestic energy
supplies since the Arab oil embargo of 1973.

Rapid gains are still possible when energy
efficiency is pursued on an institutional scale.
The American Council for an Energy Efficient
Economy estimates that the nation by 2010
could save up to 60,000 megawatts in capacity
— twice the energy consumption of California
— if utility companies and regulators adopted
programs to improve air conditioning and

lighting in homes and businesses. And two
automakers have made major breakthroughs
in recent years, introducing long-awaited
hybrid gas-electric cars which get up to 70
miles per gallon.

Although the federal government showers
far more investment and subsidies on tradi-
tional power sources than on renewables, the
cost of electricity from utility-scale wind
systems has dropped by more than 80% over
the last 20 years and will become even more
competitive over time. The American Wind
Energy Association estimates that expanded
federal research and tax credits could help
boost output of electricity from wind by 2010
to 30,000 megawatts — the same as Califor-
nia’s consumption.
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What You Can Do To
Conserve Energy
Energy efficiency means getting the most from
every energy unit by using better technologies
to provide daily needs. By taking simple steps,
each household can make a significant differ-
ence and do its part for a healthy environment.

■ Use energy-efficient compact

fluorescent light bulbs. Installing
these long-life, cool-operating bulbs in 25% of
your most-used fixtures will save about 50%
of your lighting bill (and cost less over the
long run for bulb replacement).

■ Check the insulation in your attic,
ceilings, exterior, and basement walls, floors,
and crawl spaces. Save 10% or more on heat-
ing and air conditioning by caulking or weath-

er-stripping all seams and openings to
the outside. Dirty spots in

insulation help show
where air leaks in and

out.

■ Maintain

heating and

cooling

systems. Clean
furnace filters

once a month.
Ensure vents are clean

and unblocked by furni-
ture or drapes (or closed if

not needed). Pay for “room tempera-

ture” only when people are at home and
awake; get an auto-setback thermostat to
help. Ask for an analysis of how quickly new
equipment would pay for itself.

■ Check your windows. Windows can
account for 10–25% of your heating and cool-
ing bill. In cooler climates, storm windows
can reduce your heat loss by 25–50%. In warm
climates, light-colored window shades reflect
heat away from the house. In the winter, keep
draperies and shades on south-facing windows
open during the day to let in warming sun-
light, and closed at
night to reduce chill
from windows;
reverse that in the
summer.

■ Plant a tree

in the right

place. Strategically-
placed trees, shrubs,
or vines can act as
wind blocks or deliver
shade, saving up to
25% of energy used
for heating and cool-
ing. Deciduous trees
block the sun in the
summer, but let in its
heat in the winter.
Plant evergreens to
the north and west to
deflect winter winds;
to the south and west
to deflect summer
winds.

■ Investigate

environmentally preferable

sources of energy, for your home or
from your utility. Solar collectors focus and
concentrate sunlight to heat steam and hot
water, or use panels of semi-conductors to
turn it into electricity. Geothermal heat
pumps circulate fluids underground to pick up
warmth in the earth; they already power the
homes of nearly 4 million people worldwide.

E n e r g y f o r A m e r i c a c o n t i n u e d

HEATING AND COOLING: 44%
WATER HEATING: 14%

REFRIGERATION: 9%
LIGHTING, COOKING,
OTHER APPLIANCES: 33%

SAVING WITH ENERGY STAR:

BUYING AN ENERGY STAR APPLI-

ANCE INSTEAD OF STANDARD

EQUIPMENT COULD PREVENT THE

RELEASE OF 70,000 POUNDS OF

CARBON DIOXIDE OVER THE LIFE-

TIME OF THE PRODUCTS. AN

ENERGY STAR EQUIPPED HOUSE-

HOLD CAN ALSO CUT THE

RELEASE OF NITROGEN OXIDES,

THE PRIMARY CONTRIBUTORS OF

SMOG AND ACID RAIN. ENERGY

STAR PRODUCTS ALSO REDUCE

ENERGY BILLS BY UP TO 40%.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, CALL

1-888-STAR-YES OR LOG ON AT

WWW.EPA.GOV/ENERGYSTAR.HTML.

COMPACT FLOURESCENT

BULBS ARE FOUR TIMES MORE

ENERGY EFFICIENT THAN

INCANDESCENT BULBS. ONE

23W COMPACT FLOURESCENT

LIGHT BULB CAN LAST UP TO

SIX TO EIGHT YEARS.

How Energy
is Used in the Home
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Wind-generated electricity, after technological
breakthroughs in the past 30 years, is increas-
ingly cost-competitive with coal-based elec-
tricity. It is available both in tiny home units
and on large scale through utilities — wind
projects exist or are planned in 28 states.

■ Ask your utility company if it

offers free energy audits.

What the Government
Can Do To Save Energy
and Reduce Pollution
Eight steps Congress, federal, state, and local
governments can take to encourage energy
efficiency and reduce pollution from generat-
ing energy:

■ Update building codes and government bid-
ding procedures to encourage energy-effi-
cient design of new facilities and ensure
that energy-efficient heating, cooling, and
lighting systems are installed when existing
ones are replaced;

■ Require utility companies to purchase an
increasing percentage of their electricity
from renewable energy sources such as
wind, solar, and geothermal power, and to
inform their customers about how their
energy is generated;

■ Give consumers the right to purchase power
from providers that generate electricity
through renewable sources;

■ Require government offices to purchase
power from clean and renewable energy
sources;

■ Eliminate existing tax breaks and loopholes
for coal and other fossil fuels, such as a
“grandfather clause” that exempts older
coal-fired power plants from some of the
requirements of the Clean Air Act;

■ Increase government support for research
and development of clean and renewable
forms of energy, reduce government
research and development for fossil fuel
technologies;

Community Success Stories

More and more communities are capitalizing on the financial 

and environmental benefits of energy efficiency.The Rocky 

Mountain Institute has documented many such efforts that have

paid off handsomely, including these:

The municipal utility of Osage, Iowa started a program in

1974 to use simple tools like caulk guns, duct tape, insulation, light

bulbs and education to reduce

their customers’ energy consump-

tion, saving the local economy $1

million a year.

Energy efficiency programs saved

Ellensburg, Washington

$6.84 million since 1989 — money

which supported 18 city jobs a

year between 1990 and 1999.

San Jose, California pre-

dicts that over a 10-year period its

sustainable energy programs will support a $33 million increase in

wages and salaries countywide, and a net employment gain of

1,753 job years.

Pennsylvania allowed consumers to choose environmentally

preferable energy sources when it deregulated its utilities; by this 

spring, as many as 115,000 of the region’s two million households 

will have switched.

■ Offer tax credits to consumers who pur-
chase highly efficient hybrid gas-electric
vehicles and require government agencies to
begin purchasing such vehicles for their
fleets;

■ Support strong international agreements
such as the 1997 Kyoto accord which would
commit developed countries to take the lead
in reducing fossil fuel emissions that cause
global warming.
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America’s Most Endangered Rivers of 2001

1. Missouri River

2. Canning River

3. Eel River

4. Hudson River

5. Powder River

6. Mississippi River

7. Big Sandy River

8. Snoqualmie River

9. Animas River

10. Lewis River — East Fork

11. Paine Run

12. Hackensack River

13. Catawba River

A L A S K A

2
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Summary
Several species of Missouri River fish and
wildlife face extinction because the operation
of six federal dams prevents the natural rise
and fall of water levels to facilitate just a
trickle of barges downstream from Sioux City,
Iowa. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will
take public comments starting this summer
on options, including one recommended by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, for operat-
ing these dams to create more hospitable river
conditions for the endangered pallid sturgeon,
the endangered interior least tern, and the
threatened piping plover. These changes
would also boost recreation and tourism along
the Missouri, providing tremendous economic
benefits for riverfront communities.

The River
The nation’s longest river, the “Big Muddy”
makes its 2,500-mile journey from western
Montana to the Mississippi River just north of
St. Louis. When Meriwether Lewis and
William Clark explored the Missouri in 1804,
they found a dynamic river of meandering

channels, thou-
sands of islands
and sandbars, and
a rich floodplain of
wetlands, grasses,
and forests. The
river and its banks
teemed with fish

and wildlife, and the explorers recorded scores
of species new to science.

The seasonal rise and fall of water levels
defined life along the river. Each spring, the
snow melted and the waters rose, rearranging
the river’s islands and sandbars, and cuing the
pallid sturgeon and other fish to begin spawn-
ing. In the summer, the waters receded, expos-
ing the sandbars where birds like the interior
least tern and the piping plover made their
nests. These low flows were also critical for
young sturgeon and other fish, which depend
on easy access to shallow, slower-flowing
areas where they can feed and avoid predators.

The Risk
Today, Lewis and Clark would not recognize
the Missouri River and many of the species
that filled their journal pages may soon disap-
pear forever.

Dams and channels built to facilitate barge
traffic over the last 70 years have dramatically
altered the river. Below Sioux City, Iowa, the
river has been transformed into a deeper,
faster, and more stable barge canal. The river
is two-thirds narrower and 127 miles shorter
than it once was, and the braided channels,
islands, and sandbars are largely gone. As a
result, dozens of native Missouri River species
are in trouble.

Currently, the Corps operates six Missouri
River dams in Montana and the Dakotas to
provide steady flow almost year-round for just
a handful of barges on the lower river. These
dam operations prevent water levels from ris-
ing naturally each spring and creating sandbar
habitat or cuing the spawning of fish. Unnatu-
rally high summer flows do not expose sand-
bars for nesting or provide suitable
shallow-water habitat for fish.

These river conditions have proved particu-
larly difficult for the pallid sturgeon, a con-
temporary of the dinosaurs but now close to
extinction. Since 1990, scientists have record-
ed only two instances of natural reproduction
by pallid sturgeon in the Missouri River. Prior
to dam construction, young sturgeon had
roughly 100 acres of shallow-water habitat for
each river mile during the summer months.
Today, only about one acre is available in each
river mile.

Terns and plovers are in trouble, too.
Current dam operations result in insufficient

M O N T A N A , N O R T H D A K O T A , S O U T H D A K O T A , N E B R A S K A , I O WA , K A N S A S , M I S S O U R I

TH R E AT: DAM OP E R AT I O N S

M i s s o u r i R i v e r

THE GAVINS POINT DAM

(LEFT) IS ONE OF SIX

FEDERAL DAMS ON THE

MISSOURI THAT THREATENS

THE EXISTENCE OF THE

PIPING PLOVER (FAR LEFT),

THE INTERIOR LEAST TERN

AND THE PALLID STURGEON.
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sandbar habitat for the birds to nest and rear
their chicks. The Corps has failed to meet

established reproductive goals for the
birds for eight of the last 10

years.
The river has never

lived up to expectations
as a commercial water-
way, but current dam

management favors navi-
gation over all other uses

of the river. According to the
U.S. Department of Agriculture

and the Corps, Missouri River barges carry
only 0.3% of all the grain harvested each year
in Nebraska, Iowa, Kansas, and Missouri and
produce only $6.9 million in annual economic
benefits for the basin. The Corps estimates
that on average the 735 channelized miles of
the lower Missouri River hold only one barge
tow per day, particularly during the little-used
summer months.

In the operation of its dams, the Corps
gives little consideration to boating, fishing,
hunting, camping, hiking, bird watching, and
other forms of recreation that attract millions
of visitors to the Missouri and its riverside
communities each year, generating nearly $90
million in economic activity.

What Can Be Done
In November 2000, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service released its Final Biological Opinion
on the operation of the Missouri River’s main-

stem dams, determining that the interior least
tern, piping plover, and pallid sturgeon are
threatened by dam operations that have elimi-
nated the river’s natural flow patterns. The
biological opinion concludes with a “jeop-
ardy” finding, meaning the least tern, piping
plover, and pallid sturgeon are likely to go
extinct along the Missouri River without a
change in the way the Corps operates the
dams.

In the Biological Opinion, the wildlife ser-
vice proposes several “reasonable and prudent
alternatives” intended to assist the recovery of
those species. These steps include increasing
flows from Gavins Point Dam in South Dako-
ta and Fort Peck Dam in Montana in the
spring when water conditions permit, and
reducing Gavins Point Dam flows each sum-
mer to mimic the natural rise and fall of water
levels. Other steps include restoration of
floodplain habitat, adaptive management of
the river system, and intensive monitoring of
the threatened and endangered species.

This summer, the Corps will release a new
alternative for the Missouri River Master
Water Control Manual (“Master Manual”), the
guidebook used by the federal river manager
to set dam operations. In the revised manual,
the Corps should adopt the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s recommendations for spring
and summer flows below key Missouri River
dams.

By changing how it operates its dams, the
Corps would not only end practices that jeop-
ardize the survival of several river species, it
would also stimulate the economies of towns
along the river. In the Dakotas and Montana,
marinas and other businesses would benefit
from higher water levels in reservoirs during
the summer. In the lower basin, reduced sum-
mer flows would mean slower, shallower
water and exposed sandbars, attracting
increased numbers of anglers, canoeists,
campers, and boaters.

Studies indicate that revised dam opera-
tions would not prevent traditional uses of the
river and its floodplain. Increasing spring
releases would not flood low-lying farmland,
according to Corps studies. Barge navigation
would continue during the spring and fall,

M i s s o u r i R i v e r c o n t i n u e d
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when more than 80% of farm-related cargo is
shipped on the Missouri. Dam reforms on the
Missouri would send more water downstream
to the Mississippi River when barge traffic on
that river is heaviest.

The Corps will hold workshops and hear-
ings throughout the Missouri River basin for
six months following release of the proposed
dam reform plan. The public should urge the
Corps to adopt the recommendations of the
Fish and Wildlife Service. This will prevent
extinction of Missouri River species, support
traditional uses of the river, and provide sub-
stantial recreation and tourism dollars for
riverside communities. As the nation
approaches the bicentennial of Lewis and
Clark’s voyage, reforming dam operations pro-
vides a rare opportunity to help restore the
Missouri River.

Personal Contacts
Chad Smith, American Rivers, 402-477-
7910, csmith@amrivers.org

Mark Albers, American Rivers, 406-454-
2076, malbers@amrivers.org

Jonathan Bry, Sierra Club – Dacotah
Chapter, 701-223-6179, jonathan.bry@sierra-
club.org

Jim Heisinger, Sierra Club – Living River
Group, 605- 624-3170, heising@usd.edu

Duane Hovorka, Nebraska Wildlife Federa-
tion, 402-994-2001, dh43048@navix.net

Paul Zeph, Audubon Iowa,
515-727-4271, pzeph@audubon.org

Bill Griffith, Sierra Club – Kansas Chap-
ter, 913-772-8960, bgriff@lvnworth.com

Denny Ballard, Conservation Federation
of Missouri, 573-634-2322, mofed@sockets.net

THE ARMY CORPS OF

ENGINEERS MUST CHANGE

THE WAY IT OPERATES ITS

DAMS TO RESTORE THE

MISSOURI RIVER.
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A R C T I C N AT I O N A L W I L D L I F E R E F U G E , A L A S K A

TH R E AT: OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT

C a n n i n g R i v e r

Summary
High energy prices have renewed the oil
industry’s determination to extend its reach
from Alaska’s Prudhoe Bay oil fields, across
the Canning River, and into the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge to drill for crude oil
and gas. In addition to the high risk of acci-
dents and spills, the Canning would likely be
pumped and mined for the raw materials
needed to assimilate the wildest place left in
America into a sprawling network of drilling
rigs and pipelines. The refuge is protected by
law, and Congress should resist pressure from
the Administration and reject any bills intro-
duced that allow this destruction for an esti-
mated six months worth of oil.

The River
As the western boundary of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge, the Canning River
valley and delta form a “line in the tundra”
separating the only protected portion of Alas-
ka’s North Slope from an industrial complex
the size of Rhode Island. The Canning is the
largest of the refuge’s 24 rivers, and water is
precious in this area, which receives less than
six inches of precipitation annually.

Almost unimaginably pristine and undevel-
oped compared to rivers in the lower 48 states,
the Canning River bursts from beneath the ice
and snow each spring, drawing caribou moth-
ers and their newborn calves, polar bears,
musk oxen, and over a hundred species of
species of birds which have migrated from as
far away as Florida. The Canning River is a
“once in a lifetime” destination for those
seeking a true wilderness experience where
they will not encounter trash, buildings, or
polluted water.

The Risk
The oil industry has long had its eye on the
coastal plain of Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge, which the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice calls the “biological heart of the refuge.”
Claims that the Arctic refuge is a snow-cov-
ered Saudi Arabia are not backed up by the
estimates of impartial government scientists.
In 1998, the U.S. Geological Survey estimated
that the likely scenario is that the refuge con-
tains just a six-month supply of oil.

Although the oil industry touts improved
technology that would allow it to get that oil
with minimal disturbance, it has divulged few
details of how such development would pro-
ceed. It would probably take a decade before
the first barrel was delivered, and the Depart-
ment of the Interior estimates the industry
would construct as much as 280 miles of
roads, hundreds of miles of pipelines, 11
production
facilities, two
ports, and
housing and
services for
thousands of
people. The
Canning
would be at risk of oil and chemical spills.
The river and nearby lake water would be
siphoned off for drinking water, the construc-
tion of ice roads and drill sites, and used in
industrial processes. As much as 50 million
cubic yards of gravel could be excavated from
the refuge’s floodplains.

Since calving caribou and many other
wildlife species avoid industrial facilities,
sprawling oil development would effectively
disturb a much larger portion of the coastal
plain than the “footprint” of the direct devel-
opment. Other species, such as polar bears,
could be disturbed by industrial noise from
their maternity dens in snow banks along the
Canning, or attracted to food supplies and
garbage and shot if they became a “nuisance.”

What Can Be Done
Opening the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
for development will not affect the price that
consumers pay for oil, gasoline, or natural gas

THE CANNING RIVER COULD
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CAL SPILLS IF DRILLING IN THE

ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE

REFUGE IS PURSUED. RIVERS

ARE A CRITICAL PART OF THE

REFUGE AND THE CANNING IS
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INDIGENOUS ANIMALS LIKE THE

POLAR BEAR AND ARCTIC
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— the deposits are too small, it would take
too long to get, and the wilderness is too
uniquely valuable to contemplate this step. A
better solution is to invest in additional
pipeline infrastructure along existing right-of-
ways to deliver natural gas from the existing
Prudhoe Bay oil field, which is already open
for development.

Efforts to link exaggerated estimates of oil
and gas in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
to high utility bills are particularly disingenu-
ous — two-thirds of our oil consumption is for
transportation. The nation could save more oil
than the projected output from the refuge by
improving the average efficiency of cars on its

roads. Congress should hike
average efficiency require-

ments for automobile
manufacturers and offer
tax credits for the pur-
chase of “hybrid” gas-
electric vehicles that get

up to 70 miles per gallon.
By ensuring that their

vehicles are properly main-
tained, consumers can save money and the
Canning River at the same time. Purchasing
high quality tires, keeping them properly
inflated, and regular tune-ups all improve gas
mileage and pay for themselves several times
over the life of an automobile.

Concerned citizens can write their repre-
sentatives and the White House and insist
that they oppose any efforts to open the Arctic

C a n n i n g R i v e r ◆ 1 7

National Wildlife Refuge to development, urg-
ing them instead to stop the 20-year-old
debate over oil in the refuge by designating
the coastal plain as a wilderness area. Sacrific-
ing the wildest place left in America for such
a small supply of oil would have, as Aldo
Leopold once wrote, “the same desperate
finality as having to chop up the furniture to
stay warm.”

Personal Contacts
Andrew Fahlund, American Rivers, 202-
347-7550, ext. 3022, afahlund@amrivers.org

Adam Kolton, Alaska Wilderness League,
202-544-5205, awl@alaskawild.org

Pam Miller, Arctic Connections, 907-272-
1909, alaskapam@email.msn.com

Chuck

Clussen,
Natural
Resources
Defense Coun-
cil, 202-289-
2412, CClusen
@nrdc.org

Deb Moore,
Northern
Alaska Envi-
ronmental
Center, 907-
452-5021,
Deb@
Northern.org

OIL DRILLING IN THE

ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE

REFUGE WOULD RESULT IN A

TEMPORARY SOURCE OF

ENERGY, BUT A PERMANENTLY

SCARRED LANDSCAPE.
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C A L I F O R N I A

TH R E AT: HY D R O P O W E R DAM OP E R AT I O N S

E e l R i v e r

Summary
Once among California’s most productive
salmon rivers, the Eel River has been reduced
to a trickle in order to satisfy the thirst of a
neighboring river valley. Much of the Eel
River is piped through a mountain ridge to the
Russian River to satiate water consumers.
Three species of fish are on a path to extinc-
tion unless action is taken to put Eel River
water back into the Eel River, and a long-term
restoration plan is developed. This year, the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) and state decision-makers hold the
future of California’s Eel River in their hands
as they decide the fate of two dams and
address electric utility deregulation.

The River
From its headwaters in Mendocino National
Forest, the Eel River winds north out of the
Coastal Mountain Range until it spills into
the Pacific Ocean about 200 miles later. The
Eel used to support one of California’s top
salmon and steelhead fisheries. Fish packing
and cannery records describe catches as high
as 600,000 fish annually. In recognition of this
resource, the river was designated as a Califor-
nia Wild and Scenic River in 1972 and added
to the National Wild and Scenic River System
in 1981.

Dams, water diversions, and other impacts
on habitat have caused populations of coho
salmon, chinook salmon, and ocean-going
steelhead trout in the Eel to decline by 97%
over the last century. Today, all three species
are listed as threatened under the federal
Endangered Species Act.

The Risk
Since 1908, the Eel River has been robbed of
the most essential component of a healthy
river — water.

The main culprit is the two-dam Potter
Valley Hydropower Project, owned by the
Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) utility compa-
ny. The project’s primary purpose is to divert
almost 90% of the water from the north-flow-
ing Eel River through a mountain ridge to the
south-flowing Russian River to serve agricul-
tural, municipal, and industrial interests. The

diversion reduces the Eel to a mere trickle —
disrupting migration cues for Eel River fish,
degrading spawning and rearing habitat, and
creating high water temperatures that harm
salmon. In addition, the uppermost dam
blocks access to more than 100 miles of
salmon spawning habitat.

Along the way, the water diversion gener-
ates 9.4MW of electricity — less than 0.02%
of California’s energy supply.

The FERC will decide in the coming year
how to amend the operating license for the
Potter Valley Project to restore fisheries in the
Eel River. To date, FERC has supported a pro-
posal put forth by PG&E and the Potter Valley
Irrigation District. However, a legal opinion
from the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) determined that this proposal would
jeopardize the continued survival of coho, chi-
nook, and steelhead.

California’s troubled electric utility indus-
try poses additional threats to many of the
state’s rivers, including the Eel. PG&E oper-
ates a system of 174 dams in 16 different river
basins. As part of the state’s electric utility
industry deregulation, ownership and opera-
tion of these facilities may change hands.
Given the short-term gap between electricity
supply and demand, whoever operates PG&E’s
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hydropower system will likely face market
pressures to maximize power generation at the
expense of river health. A recent report
released by the California Public Utilities
Commission indicates that the next owner of
the Potter Valley Project could further harm
the Eel River and its fish by operating the
dams to maximize power generation or water
supply.

What can be done
To begin recovering Eel River fish, natural
flows must be returned to the river immedi-
ately. The river also needs an objective analy-
sis of whether long-term restoration can be
accomplished with continued dam operation.

As a first step, FERC must satisfy its
Endangered Species Act obligations by requir-
ing PG&E to restore flows to the Eel River as
described by NMFS in its Biological Opinion.
Second, FERC should complete a supplemen-
tal Environmental Impact Statement that ana-
lyzes whether restoration can be achieved
with continued dam operation. This is consis-
tent with the NMFS biological opinion, which
recommends a dam removal study. The rela-
tively insignificant amount of electricity the
project generates must be weighed against the
substantial damage it does to one of Califor-
nia’s most important salmon-producing rivers.

If this analysis shows that restoration of
Eel River fisheries cannot be accomplished
with the dams in place, FERC should put
forth a plan for removal of the two dams and
an assessment of the consequences for water
users in Potter Valley.

The state of California should craft an inte-
grated water management plan for Potter Val-
ley, through more efficient use of groundwater
and surface water supplies, that mitigates for
lost benefits when diversions are decreased or
if dams must be removed.

California must not compromise long-term
environmental quality to respond to a short-
term energy crunch. Any disposition of
PG&E’s dams must be conditioned to ensure
that California’s rivers are protected and
restored for future generations. Specifically,
the immediate restoration of flows to the Eel
River and an assessment of the future of the
Potter Valley dams should be a condition of
any such change in ownership.

Personal Contacts
Matt Sicchio, American Rivers and the
Hydropower Reform Coalition,
202-347-7550, msicchio@amrivers.org

Steve Rothert, American Rivers,
510-644-2900 x119, srothert@amrivers.org

Tom Weseloh, California Trout,
707-839-1056, caltrout@reninet.com

Steve Evans, Friends of
the River, 916-442-3155,
sevans@friendsoftheriver.org

Steve Wald, California
Hydropower Reform Coali-
tion: 510-644-2900 x105,
swald@calhrc.org
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N E W Y O R K

TH R E AT: PCB C O N TA M I N AT I O N

H u d s o n R i v e r

Summary
Two General Electric Corporation plants
released more than one million pounds of dan-
gerous chemicals into New York’s Hudson
River over a 30 year period, and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency is accepting public
comments through April 17 on a proposal to
dredge 270 acres of river bottom to remove
contaminated sediment. GE — which would
have to pay the estimated $450 million cost
for the cleanup — is waging a multimillion
dollar public relations campaign to persuade
the public that the plan is risky and unneces-
sary despite a large body of scientific evidence
to the contrary. EPA’s final decision could set
a precedent for more than 25 similar sites
across the nation.

The River
From its headwaters in Adirondack State Park,
the Hudson River flows through 315 miles of
mountains, forests, wetlands, and towns

before reaching New York City and the
Atlantic Ocean. It is difficult to

overstate the importance of
the Hudson River for the

people of New York.
Ten million residents
live within a half-
mile of its banks, and
eleven municipalities

get their drinking
water from the river.

Tourism around the river
generates an estimated $3 billion

per year in economic activity. Home to
some 200 species of fish, the Hudson supports
rebounding populations of commercially valu-
able striped bass and American shad.

The Risk
Once heavily polluted, the Hudson has made a
remarkable recovery in recent decades. Unfor-
tunately, the New York State Department of
Health continues to greet visitors to the Hud-
son River with signs that read “Do not pos-
sess, remove or eat fish from this water,” and
in 1983 the federal government declared 197
miles of the river a Superfund site — warranti-

ng federal intervention to ensure cleanup.
According to the EPA, GE discharged an

estimated 1.3 million pounds of polychlorinat-
ed biphenyls (PCBs) into the river from elec-
tric transformer manufacturing plants at
Hudson Falls and Fort Edward in the upper
Hudson from 1947 to 1977. The US EPA ranks
PCBs among the most toxic 10% of chemicals
for human exposure, causing reproductive and
developmental effects, immune deficiency,
nervous system alterations, gastrointestinal
system bleeding, liver damage, and cancer.

Approximately 200,000 pounds of PCBs
still remain concentrated in the 40-mile
stretch of the Upper Hudson, and continue to
migrate downriver, distributing throughout
the basin, down to the tidal estuary at the
mouth of the river. These pollutants collect in
the sediment and enter the food chain, conta-
minating fish and the wildlife and humans
that consume these fish. Despite moratoriums
and warnings, fish continue to be consumed
by thousands of families, many of them from
poor, minority, and immigrant communities.

Following more than ten years of analysis,
five peer reviews, and unprecedented public
input, the EPA released its proposed plan in
December 2000 to dredge 272 acres of the
most contaminated sediment in the upper
Hudson River. EPA predicts that their remedi-
ation efforts will result in significant improve-
ments in PCB levels in the lower river with
few short-term impacts.

EPA’s findings were subsequently supported
by an independent report from the National
Academy of Sciences. These
analyses have concluded that,
absent clean-up, PCBs contin-
ue to pose a risk to the public,
and that hydraulic dredging is
a safe and effective way to
reduce the level of contamina-
tion in both sediments and
fish. Despite this evidence, GE
has called the proposal
“absurd” and “outrageous”
and has spent millions of dol-
lars on advertising to turn
public opinion against the
overwhelming evidence sup-

NEARLY 200 MILES OF THE

HUDSON RIVER HAVE BEEN

DECLARED A SUPERFUND

SITE DUE TO CONTAMINATION

FROM TWO GENERAL ELEC-

TRIC CORPORATION PLANTS.

T
IM

PA
L

M
E

R

SC
E

N
IC

H
U

D
SO

N



H u d s o n R i v e r ◆ 2 1

porting the cleanup. GE has also sued the fed-
eral government challenging the Superfund
laws.

What Can Be Done
Cleanup of the Hudson is a precedent-setting
effort with implications for similar sites
throughout the nation. After extending the
deadline 60 days, the EPA is accepting com-
ments on its draft Record of Decision through
April 17, 2001, and a final decision should be
issued in August. Members of the public
should write the EPA at hudsoncomment.
region2@epa.gov to end the decades of delay
and support the hydraulic dredging alterna-
tives (numbers 4 or 5) to ensure that the Hud-
son River gets is long-overdue cleanup.

Personal Contacts
Andrew Fahlund, American Rivers, 202-
347-7550, ext. 3022, afahlund@amrivers.org

Andy Mele, Hudson River Sloop Clearwater,
Inc, 845-454-7673, andy@mail.clearwater.org

Rich Shiafo, Scenic Hudson, 845-473-4440,
rshiafo@scenichudson.org

Alex Matthiessen, Riverkeeper, 845-424-
4149, amatthiessen@riverkeeper.org

Chris Ballantyne, Sierra Club, 518-587-
9166, chris.ballantyne@sierraclub.org

Bruce Carpenter, New York Rivers
United, 315-339-2097, nyrubc@aol.com

Aaron Mair, Arbor Hill Environmental
Justice Corp., 518-463-9760, staff@ahej.org

Val Washington, Environmental Advo-
cates, 518-462-5526, ext. 228, vwash@
envadvocates.org

Laura Haight, NYPIRG, 518-436-0876,
ext. 258, Lhaight@nypirg.org
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W Y O M I N G , M O N T A N A

TH R E AT: COAL BE D ME T H A N E EX T R A C T I O N

P o w d e r R i v e r

Summary
The booming Coal Bed Methane (CBM)
industry in the Powder River basin of
Wyoming and Montana creates an unusual
threat for western communities and rivers:
the prospect of too much water. This relative-
ly new form of energy development uses
many shallow wells to tap natural gas
deposits along coal seams. Large quantities of
water — often of poor quality — must be dis-
charged from these wells before the methane
can be extracted. This year, federal and state
agencies are making critical decisions that
will guide CBM extraction practices well into
the future. With an estimated 51,000 wells
likely to be drilled by 2010, public officials
must ensure that the CBM industry develops
responsibly and that by-product water is prop-
erly managed to protect the Powder River and
its tributaries from harm.

The River
The Powder River of Wyoming and Montana
is a healthy remnant of the once vast and
unspoiled river ecosystem spanning the Great
Plains. The sagebrush and mixed grass prairie
of the Powder River basin support abundant
elk, mule deer, pronghorn antelope, bobcat,
and swift fox, as well as domestic cattle and
sheep ranching operations.

In 1999, The Nature Conservancy reported

that, “In an inventory of all streams in the
Great Plains of Wyoming, the Powder River
was found to support the most intact assem-
blage of fish species.” Among these species,
the sturgeon chub is being evaluated for pro-
tection under the Endangered Species Act, and
populations of the western silvery minnow are
in sharp decline.

The Risk
The current rush to extract CBM in northeast
Wyoming was triggered by the development of
inexpensive drilling techniques and surging
natural gas prices. The Wyoming Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission has issued over
14,000 CBM drilling permits as of February 19,
2001. The federal Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) recently predicted that the total number
of CBM wells in the Wyoming portion of the
Powder River basin could reach 51,000 wells
by 2010 and 70,000 by the year 2060. The
prospect of rapid, poorly regulated CBM devel-
opment now overshadows more traditional
threats to the Powder River such coal mining,
conventional oil and gas extraction, cropland
irrigation, and livestock grazing.

Once a CBM drilling site has been identi-
fied, a truck-mounted rig bores into the coal
aquifer and the water is pumped to the sur-
face. During the first stage of the extraction
process, approximately 15,000 gallons of
groundwater are pumped out of a CBM well
every day.

Generally too salty for irrigation, the water
is typically discarded on the surface or in
nearby creeks — degrading soils and accelerat-
ing erosion which threatens the Powder River
and its tributaries.

Since CBM development began in 1986,
approximately 30 billion gallons of often salty
water have been extracted from coalbed
aquifers in northeast Wyoming — that’s more
than 12 full-sized tanker trucks of water for
every resident in the state.

As the CBM industry continues to expand,
state and federal agencies still have not ade-
quately studied the effects of the CBM by-
product water on the river, the creeks, and the
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Jeff Kessler, Biodiversity Associates, 307-
742-7978, jkessler@igc.org

Gwen Lachelt, Oil and Gas Accountability
Project, 970-259-3353, glachelt@fone.net

Cheyrl Phinney or Jill Morrison,
Powder River Basin Resource Council, 307-
672-5809, prbrc@wavecom.net

Mark Fix, Northern Plains Resource Coun-
cil, 406-421-5460, mfix@nprcmt.org

aquatic wildlife they support. 80% of
Wyoming residents get their drinking water
from wells, but little is known about the
effects of these massive water withdrawals on
the aquifers. Comprehensive scientific studies
would be the first step to developing effective
management tools, regulations, and technolo-
gies to ensure responsible CBM development.

What Can Be Done
In 2001, public officials in state and federal
land management agencies will make several
key decisions regarding future CBM develop-
ment in the Powder River basin. Of particular
importance is the BLM’s current effort to
develop a draft “Powder River Basin Coal Bed
Methane Project Environmental Impact State-
ment.” This document will estimate the
cumulative impact of 51,000 CBM wells on
water and air quality, aquifer recharge, fish-
eries, wildlife, drinking water, and agriculture
in northeast Wyoming over the next ten years,
and will propose alternatives designed to min-
imize impacts and mitigate environmental
damage. While this document is being pre-
pared, state and federal officials should contin-
ue to increase their scrutiny of water
discharge permits for CBM wells, as requested
by local stakeholder groups.

Once the BLM
releases the draft EIS,
the public will have an
opportunity to com-
ment on the assess-
ment. It will be
critical for citizens to
review the document
and contact public
officials at the local,
state, and federal lev-

els to voice support for the alternatives that
offer the most protection for the Powder
River, its tributaries, and the arid landscape of
northeast Wyoming.

Personal Contacts
Michael Garrity, American Rivers, 202-
347-7550, mgarrity@amrivers.org

Michele Barlow, Wyoming Outdoor
Council, 307-755-1376, mbarlow@lariat.org
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MINNESOTA, WISCONSIN, ILLINOIS, IOWA, MISSOURI, KENTUCKY, TENNESSEE, ARKANSAS, MISSISSIPPI, LOUISIANA

TH R E AT: FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

M i s s i s s i p p i R i v e r

Summary
Two large flood control projects proposed by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers along the
Mississippi River and its tributaries would
damage more than 200,000 acres of rare flood-
plain wetlands — three times more wetlands
than the rest of the nation damages each year.
These projects jeopardize the successful
implementation of the Gulf Hypoxia Action
Plan, a federal and state effort to reduce pol-
luted runoff that causes the “dead zone” at
the mouth of the Mississippi in the Gulf. The
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will accept pub-
lic comments later this year as it decides
whether or not to proceed and present the two
projects to Congress.

The River
The Mississippi River is America’s hardest
working river and has been almost entirely
cut off from its floodplain to support barge
traffic and provide flood control between Min-
neapolis and the Gulf of Mexico. The Missis-
sippi drains more than 40% of the nation,
sending so much fertilizer and polluted runoff
downstream that it suffocates marine life at
its mouth in a “dead zone” the size of New
Jersey each summer.

But the “Mighty Mississippi” remains an

important natural and cultural resource —
more than 400 different species of wildlife call
the river and its floodplain home, including
40% of North America’s migratory waterfowl.
The Mississippi River winds through the liter-
ary triumphs of Mark Twain, and tourism
along the river brings more than $15 billion in
economic activity to communities along its
banks.

The Risk
The scientific evidence is clear — reconnect-
ing the river to is floodplain and restoring sea-
sonally flooded wetlands are essential
to restoring the Mississippi River
and reducing pollution that
causes the dead zone. Despite
this, the Corps is considering
two projects that would cut off
more of the floodplain, damage
more than 200,000 acres of wet-
lands, and potentially increase
downstream pollution.

In southeastern Missouri, a $65 million
combined levee and pumping plant called the
New Madrid Levee would cut the river off
from its largest remaining stretch of connect-
ed floodplain, damaging 36,000 acres of flood-
plain wetlands. Although project backers tout
flood control benefits for the town of East
Prairie, the Corps acknowledges that the area
would still flood about once every ten years
anyway. A few hundred miles downstream,
the Corps is contemplating another such
boondoggle — the $181million Yazoo Pump.
The world’s largest hydraulic pumping plant,
the Yazoo Pump would drain one of the most
sparsely populated regions in Mississippi,
damaging 200,000 acres of wetlands. The pro-
ject would still leave many homes unprotect-
ed from a 100-year flood.

In both cases, alternatives to the pumping
stations such as reforesting some lands and
flood-proofing vulnerable homes are available
at a fraction of the cost to the taxpayers —
and would restore wetlands to protect water
quality as called for by the Gulf Hypoxia
Action Plan. The real beneficiaries of these
projects are a handful of large-scale floodplain
farmers who would increase already-subsi-
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dized agricultural production in areas drained
by the projects.

The public has ample reason to question
the Corps’ justifications of these projects. In
December of 2000, the Army’s own Inspector
General concluded that an “institutional bias
for large-scale construction projects” had
caused the Corps to deliberately exaggerate
economic benefits and downplay environmen-
tal consequences in an attempt to secure a $1
billion project on the Upper Mississippi River
— and suggested that this was not an isolated
incident.

What Can Be Done
Later this year, Corps officials in Vicksburg,
MS and Memphis, TN will accept public com-
ments on the Environmental Impact State-
ments that will accompany the two projects
should the Corps recommend them to Con-
gress. The public should take these opportuni-
ties to demand honest and credible analyses of
the economic costs and benefits of the pro-
posed projects — and insist that the Corps
take a closer look at less destructive alterna-
tives to the levees and pumping stations, that
are consistent with the Gulf Hypoxia Action
Plan such as restoration of delta lands and ele-
vation of some frequently flooded homes.

More broadly, the Corps of Engineers is in
desperate need of reform to restore credibility,
reduce the waste of taxpayer dollars, and pre-
vent needless environmental damage to hun-
dreds of rivers across the country. Congress
and the Administration should take steps to
ensure that proposed Corps projects serve the
public interest by subjecting large, controver-
sial projects to review by outside experts,
requiring full mitigation for project impacts,
and requiring projects to meet tougher eco-
nomic and environmental criteria.

Personal Contacts
Jeff Stein, American Rivers, 319-884-4481,
jstein@amrivers.org

Melissa Samet, American Rivers, 415-627-
6700, msamet@amrivers.org

Scott Faber, Environmental Defense, 202-
387-3500, sfaber@environmentaldefense.org

Cyn Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network,
504-525-1528, cyn@gulfrestorationnetwork.org

Tim Sullivan, Mississippi River Basin
Alliance, 612-334-9460, timsullivan@mrba.org
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K E N T U C K Y, W E S T V I R G I N I A

TH R E AT: UNSTABLE COAL SL U R RY IM P O U N D M E N T S

B i g S a n d y R i v e r

Summary
Last October, the bottom of large coal slurry
impoundment in Kentucky cracked — sending
250 million gallons of water, mud, and coal
waste surging through a mineshaft below,
down two streams and into the Tug Fork of
the Big Sandy River, killing all river life in
more than 75 miles of stream. The Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) has called
this one of the worst environmental disasters
ever in the southeastern United States. Feder-
al and state authorities must take action this
year to ensure cleanup and to prevent other
rivers and streams in coal country from shar-
ing the fate of the Big Sandy.

The River
The heart of Appalachian coal country is
drained by some 2,000 miles of streams that
pour into the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River,
which forms the border between Kentucky and
West Virginia until it reaches the Ohio River.
The rugged landscape is riddled with coal
mines and slurry impoundments. Supporting
vibrant fisheries in its upper reaches and heavy
barge traffic where it joins the Ohio River, the
Big Sandy is both the economic muscle and
the recreational jewel of the region.

The Risk
Coal must be washed before it goes to market,
producing slurry — a molasses-consistency
mixture of water, mud, and coal waste con-
taining heavy metals like mercury, lead, and

arsenic — which is
dumped into large
holding ponds. On
October 11, 2000, a
mine shaft beneath
a 2.2 billion gallon
slurry impound-
ment owned and
operated by Martin
County Coal Com-
pany collapsed,
releasing a wave of
sludge into local
streams and then
into the Tug Fork
of the Big Sandy,

where it was carried as far as the Ohio River.
The spill clogged and polluted domestic and

industrial water supplies and suffocated river
life underneath an oozing blanket of coal slur-
ry. The governor of Kentucky declared a disas-
ter area in ten counties in the eastern corner of
the state due to water supply shortages.
Although cleanup efforts are underway, many
tons of slurry still clog the river beds, threaten-
ing to stir up once again during heavy rains.

The October 11 disaster highlighted the
inadequacy of the region’s contingency plan-
ning, emergency response capabilities, and
regulatory oversight of mining operations.

Martin County Coal Company’s applica-
tion for a permit for the impoundment did not
accurately describe conditions of the
impoundment, and regulators had rated it at
only moderate risk of failure. Hundreds of
such impoundments containing billions of gal-
lons of slurry are scattered throughout coal
country in Appalachia, many located over or
near abandoned mineshafts and near small
communities.

What Can Be Done
Martin County Coal Company and its parent
company Massey Energy will be responsible
for continuing the cleanup under EPA over-
sight. The cleanup process must involve a fea-
sible long-term as well as short-term cleanup
plan, with a citizen advisory board and notice
to citizens of all future risks.

With hundreds of slurry impoundments in
the region, there is an urgent need to ensure
that the damage that occurred in the Big
Sandy watershed not be repeated. Several
assessments of the safety and efficacy of coal
slurry disposal methods have been recently
completed or are underway:

■ A study by the National Academy of Sci-
ences, due in October 2001, will compare
methods of coal waste disposal. This study
could publicly certify the alternatives and
push for a change in disposal standards.

■ The U.S. Office of Surface Mining plans to
report on the safety of impoundments, neigh-
boring mines and the effectiveness of regula-
tions that govern them to determine whether
any regulations need to be incorporated
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nationally to avoid another disaster.

■ The Kentucky Department of Surface Min-
ing, Reclamation, and Enforcement is con-
ducting a review of existing impoundments
and an internal review of its permitting
process.

■ A task force led by West Virginia Division
of Environmental Protection will release in
May a draft report on community response
capabilities for coal slurry disasters.

Agencies must seek public input on all of
these reports. In addition, until all reviews are
complete, a moratorium should be placed on
new permits and expansions of existing per-
mits. New permits must have public input
and require a disaster plan and posting of a
reclamation bond. State regulators should
perform special investigations of all dams

identified as high priority in
their recently completed

national survey of slurry
impoundments, and
should establish that all
cleanup costs will be

recovered from the
responsible company.

The decisions in 2001
must not only guarantee that another disaster
will not happen again; they must also turn the
page on harmful and outdated waste disposal
practices, and press for modern standards and
vital public input.

BECAUSE THERE ARE

HUNDREDS OF SLURRY

IMPOUNDMENTS IN THIS

REGION, FEDERAL AND STATE

AUTHORITIES MUST ACT NOW

TO ENSURE THAT OTHER

RIVERS DO NOT SHARE THE

FATE OF THE BIG SANDY.

Personal Contacts
Rebecca Sherman, American Rivers, 202-
347-7550, ext. 3052, rsherman@amrivers.org

Judy Petersen, Kentucky Waterways
Alliance, 270-524-1774, judy@kwalliance.org

Nathan Fetty, West Virginia Rivers Coali-
tion: 304-637-7201, nfetty@neumedia.net

Vivian Stockman, Ohio Valley
Environmental Coalition: 304-522-0246,
vivian@ohvec.org

Tom FitzGerald, Kentucky Resources
Council: 502-875-2428, fitzkrc@aol.com
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S n o q u a l m i e R i v e r
TH R E AT: UR B A N SPRAWL, RI V E R CORRIDOR DE V E L O P M E N T

Summary
Sprawling development threatens the future
of the Snoqualmie River, which produces
some of the largest salmon runs in the state of
Washington. Forests and farmlands are disap-
pearing in the increasingly urban watershed,
threatening both the salmon listed under the
Endangered Species Act and some of the Pacif-
ic Northwest’s most scenic landscapes. State
and local governments will be making key
decisions this year that will test their com-
mitment to protecting this magnificent river
in Seattle’s back yard. If successful in limiting
sprawl, local governments will establish the
Snoqualmie as a model for sustainable man-
agement of Puget Sound rivers and salmon
recovery.

The River
Surprisingly undeveloped despite its close
proximity to metropolitan Seattle, the Sno-
qualmie River originates in the Cascade
mountains as three separate forks which
merge about three miles above Snoqualmie
Falls, which draws visitors from near and far.
Below the falls, salmon and sea-run trout
spawn in the river and its tributaries, which
flow to the northwest until it joins with the
Skykomish River to form the Snohomish
River, which empties into Puget Sound.

The Snoqualmie is one of the few rivers in
the state managed for all-wild (as opposed to

hatchery) salmon production. The river sup-
ports wild runs of coho, chinook, pink, sock-
eye, and chum salmon, steelhead, rainbow and
cutthroat trout, and native char, which were
vital to the culture
of native Ameri-
cans and which
supported valuable
commercial fish-
eries for many
years. The Sno-
qualmie and its
tributaries produce
more wild adult
coho salmon than
the entire state of
Oregon, and are
vital to the recovery of Puget Sound chinook
or “king” salmon, which are listed as threat-
ened under the Endangered Species Act.

The Risk
Although remarkably healthy for a river so
close to a major urban center, over the last
century development, flood control structures,
roads, agriculture, timber harvesting, salmon-
over harvest, and poor hatchery practices have
degraded the Snoqualmie and its wild-fish
populations. Despite significant progress in
restoring degraded habitat and protecting
remaining intact habitat, this could soon be
lost as development sprawls into the Cascade
foothills and along the river’s floodplain.

Most of the Snoqualmie watershed lies
within King County — which has been
nationally recognized for its leadership in
salmon recovery. Under the leadership of King
County Executive Ron Sims, the county has
established programs to protect good salmon
habitat and to restore degraded habitat. Both
King and Snohomish counties have adopted
innovative land use regulations to protect the
Snoqualmie. Unfortunately, development pres-
sures threaten to squander these good efforts.
Forested slopes along the river and its tribu-
taries are steadily being converted into resi-
dential developments, which have contributed
to flooding and water quality violations.
Development is also encroaching on the Sno-
qualmie River’s floodplain, expanding the
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amount of asphalt and pavement which
increases erosion and polluted runoff flowing
into habitats essential to rearing young
salmon. Sadly, existing zoning allows develop-
ment along tributaries such as Griffin Creek
— some of the most productive coho salmon
spawning habitat in Puget Sound.

King, Snohomish and Pierce counties are
currently developing a plan to respond to the
March 1999 listing of Puget Sound popula-
tions of chinook salmon as threatened under
the Endangered Species Act. Known as the
Tri-County Process, this effort should con-
clude in 2001 with a model plan, which will
provide direction to the counties and their
cities on how development should be regulat-
ed to protect salmon.

Although the draft Tri-County plan con-
tains many promising elements, it permits too
much destruction of forests and native vegeta-
tion and does not adequately limit pavement,
asphalt, and other hard surfaces that degrade
the Snoqualmie and its tributaries by increas-
ing flooding and erosion. The National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) has determined that
these flaws must be fixed before the plan will
protect salmon, but development interests are
lobbying hard against such improvements.

What Can Be Done
The Snoqualmie watershed is still relatively
undeveloped and there is great potential to
retain and enhance its ecological, recreational
and scenic values. To protect the Snoqualmie,
local governments in the watershed must
update their land use, shorelines, and critical
areas regulations to reflect new scientific
information on fish and wildlife needs. Rezon-
ing of land from forestry to allow housing
development must be limited. The public
should urge elected officials in King, Pierce
and Snohomish counties to adopt a Tri-Coun-
ty Plan that is adequate to protect water quali-
ty and recover salmon.

Some members of the Washington State
Legislature want to force the Department of
Ecology to repeal its new science-based guide-
lines for updating local shoreline protection
regulations. The legislature should join Gover-
nor Gary Locke in supporting those guide-
lines, and include funding in the 2002-2003
budget to help local governments carry out
this important new initiative. In addition, the
Legislature should not repeal the Growth
Management Act requirement that local gov-

S n o q u a l m i e R i v e r ◆ 2 9

ernments update by 2002 their regulations
that protect environmentally critical lands.
Finally, the State and local governments must
do a better job funding and enforcing growth
management and shoreline regulations.

Personal Contacts
Rob Masonis, American Rivers, 206-213-
0330, ext. 12, masonis@amrivers.org
Kurt Beardslee, Washington Trout, 425-
788-1167, kurt@washingtontrout.org
Tim Trohimovich, 1000 Friends of Washing-
ton, (206) 343-0681, tim@1000friends.org
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C O L O R A D O , N E W M E X I C O

TH R E AT: PR O P O S E D WAT E R PROJECT

A n i m a s R i v e r

Summary
The Animas-La Plata (ALP) water project —
one of the last big Western water projects —
threatens endangered fish species, a thriving
recreational rafting industry, riparian wet-
lands, and a gold medal trout fishery on the
Animas River in southwestern Colorado. Dis-
guised as a tribal water rights settlement, last
fall Congress reinvigorated the decades-old
pork barrel project by authorizing a scaled
down, yet still costly and environmentally
damaging version. Congress should reconsider
its decision and not ask the American taxpay-
er to foot two-thirds of ALP’s $450 million
price tag — creating a water supply which is
not currently and may never be needed.

The River
Winding from southwestern Colorado into
New Mexico where it joins the San Juan
River, the Animas is the Colorado Plateau’s
largest — and one of its last — remaining free-
flowing rivers. Flowing through arid desert

country, the wetlands along the
Animas are oases for native and
migratory wildlife and are stud-
ded with important archeologi-
cal sites. Two endangered fish
species — the Colorado
pikeminnow and razorback
sucker — depend on water from
the Animas, and the river
attracts thousands of rafters,
kayakers, and anglers to the
area every year.

The Risk
ALP was first proposed in 1968
during a time of large-scale dam
building — but due to the pro-
ject’s excessive water subsidies

and environmental impacts it was shelved and
declared infeasible. Now — due to an environ-
mental rider passed in Congress last fall — the
project is back, and while scaled-down it
remains an environmentally destructive gov-
ernment boondoggle.

The new ALP would divert approximately
one quarter of the river’s flow — pumping it
500 feet uphill into a storage reservoir. With

no need anticipated for at least 30 to 100 years
according to the Bureau of Reclamation, the
water would sit in the reservoir to evaporate
or be released back into the Animas approxi-
mately five miles downstream. The pumps
required to move the water into the reservoir
would consume as much power as the 16,000
residents of nearby Durango — a questionable
investment given the current energy crunch.

The environmental, cultural and recre-
ational impacts of the new ALP are numerous.
The project is expected to: (1) significantly
reduce river flows directly above critical habi-
tat for endangered fish species; (2) inundate
2,000 acres of habitat for elk and deer;
(3) devastate the only gold medal trout fishery
in the area; (4) create air and water pollution
from the coal-fired power plant needed to
pump the water uphill; (5) severely impact a
thriving whitewater industry and bankrupt
numerous commercial river outfitters; and (6)
engulf hundreds of Pueblo Indian burial sites.

ALP would have died years ago if in the
1980s project proponents had not convinced
two Indian tribes — the Southern Utes and
Ute Mountain Utes — to use ALP water as
part of tribal water claims settlements. Link-
ing ALP to the tribal claims breathed new life
into the otherwise politically defeated project.
Even though its proponents now claim ALP is
an ”Indian only” project, just 57% of the water
would go to the tribes — the rest would go to
local municipalities and likely feed future
sprawl development in the area. Further, the
2000 legislation did not deauthorize the origi-
nal ALP, causing many to fear that the scaled-
down version is simply a stepping stone for a
much more extensive and damaging project
that would divert water from the upper storage
reservoir into the La Plata River Basin.

The $450 million project is a waste of hard-
earned American tax dollars — and has never
had a benefit-cost analysis. A Bureau of Recla-
mation analysis for a previous version of ALP
found that the project would return just 36
cents for every dollar spent — a ratio that vio-
lates the agency’s policy. The Bureau now
claims that ALP no longer requires a benefit-
cost analysis because it is part of a tribal
water rights settlement.
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Jerry Swingle, Four Corners Action Coali-
tion: 970-247-5797, jerswingle@earthlink.net

Jill Lancelot, Taxpayers for Common
Sense: 202-546-8500 x105, jill@taxpayer.net

Joan Mulhern, Earthjustice Legal Defense
Fund: 202-667-4500 x223, jmulhern@earthjus-
tice.org

Erich Pica, Friends of the Earth: 202-783-
7400, ext. 229, epica@foe.org

Lori Potter, Counsel for the Sierra Club,
SJCA, TAR, and FCAC: 303-296-9412,
lpotter@khgk.com

What Can Be Done
Although ALP has a new lease on life, it is not
too late to save the Animas River. The Ute
tribal water rights should be honored in an
environmentally sound, non-structural man-
ner — the major components of which include
funds to purchase tribal water rights and use
of existing infrastructure to supply additional
water to the tribes. Because the Bureau of
Reclamation has never fully investigated non-
structural alternatives or completed a benefit-
cost analysis, ALP opponents will likely fight
the project in court.

Congress should recognize ALP for what it
is — a federally subsidized, environmentally
damaging water diversion that will contribute
to sprawl — and not appropriate funds to con-
struct this project. If Congress is serious about
providing water for the tribes, it must not
build a project with no current benefits, but
rather should embrace a non-structural alter-
native to ALP that does not devastate one of
the West’s last free-flowing rivers.

Personal Contacts
Elizabeth Maclin, American Rivers:
202-347-7550 x3014, emaclin@amrivers.org

Dylan Norton, San Juan Citizens Alliance:
970-259-8156, dylan@frontier.net

Michael Black, Taxpayers for the Animas
River: 970-385-4118, wccdgo@fone.net
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WA S H I N G T O N

TH R E AT: GRAVEL MINING OPERATIONS IN FLOODPLAIN

L e w i s R i v e r , E a s t F o r k

Summary
A proposed 4,000-ton a day gravel mine expan-
sion along the East Fork of the Lewis River in
Washington state threatens crucial spawning
and rearing habitat for three species of salmon
that are listed as threatened under the Endan-
gered Species Act. Private landowners and local
governments have invested hundreds of hours
of labor and over ten million dollars to pre-
serve and restore salmon habitat in the river,
one of the last free-flowing rivers in the entire
Columbia River basin. The proposal must clear
three hurdles this year, and federal, state, and
county officials will accept public input as
they determine whether or not to allow the
proposed expansion.

The River
The East Fork of the Lewis River flows emer-
ald green out of the rugged terrain of the Gif-
ford Pinchot National Forest. The river is
entirely undammed and is a major groundwater
recharge area for key aquifers. Fly-fishing leg-
end Gary Loomis has stalked trophy steelhead

on the Lewis River, which also boast-
ed one of the best chum salmon

runs in the lower Columbia
basin.

The salmon and steel-
head runs are now shadows
of their former selves, but

conservationists believe that
the undammed East Fork has

the potential to support vibrant
fisheries once again and it has been identified

as a high priority area for recovery of threat-
ened salmon species. Government and non-
profit organizations have acquired and are
restoring some 2,500 acres of habitat in the
East Fork river valley, which is also home to a
wide variety of wildlife, including waterfowl,
eagles, ospreys, herons, coyotes, and otters.

The Risk
The East Fork has yet to recover from gravel
mining accidents in the recent past. During a
flood in 1996, the river flooded mining pits not
far from the proposed site. This changed the
river’s course, destroyed 5,000 feet of prime
salmon spawning habitat, and formed a maze

of warm-water ponds where salmon predators
flourish. Geologists say that it will take over
25 years for the East Fork to return to its pre-
1996 condition.

Despite this unfortunate track record, the
same mine operator plans to expand operations
and recently persuaded the Federal Emergency
Management Agency to redraw the East Fork’s
100-year floodplain so that its proposed expan-
sion now lies one foot outside the boundary.
Having circumvented the local county’s ban on
mining operations in such areas, the operator
is now proposing to more than double their
current operations and remove several million
tons of gravel — threatening even more critical
habitat.

The Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife has warned that the expanded gravel
mining operation is a “serious threat” to
salmon recovery. There is no reason to assume
that the problems caused by previous activities
would not reoccur at the new site, which adjoin
even more sensitive and important habitat.

What Can Be Done
Three key decisions in 2001 will determine
whether the mine expansion will go forward:

■ First, the company must secure the transfer
of disputed water rights, as the mining opera-
tions cannot be expanded without using more
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river and groundwater for pumping and wash-
ing the gravel. The company has applied to
the Washington Department of Ecology for a
special expedited review of this transfer, and a
decision is expected in early 2001.

■ Second, the mining company must receive
permission from the National Marine Fish-
eries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to move forward with the expansion
because the expansion may harm (“take”)
threatened species. Although the company has
submitted a plan to federal agencies that
would allegedly minimize the harm, Washing-
ton state resource agencies believe it will not
be adequate. The federal agencies are expected
to act on the proposal in the summer of 2001.

■ Third, the mining company must also
obtain permission from Clark County for the
expanded mine site. The company has submit-
ted a draft Environmental Impact Statement
to the county for the expansion. After the
county releases the draft, the county will take
public comment and then decide whether or
not to allow the mine expansion to proceed.

Public opinion can effect these decisions. It
is imperative that the National Marine Fish-
eries Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, the Washington Department of Ecology,
and Clark County hear from concerned citi-
zens that it is clearly not in the public interest
to allow the East Fork of the Lewis — and the

species it supports — to be placed in peril by
this unwise mine expansion.

Personal Contacts
David Moryc, American Rivers,
206-213-0330, dmoryc@amrivers.org

Richard Dyrland, Friends of the East
Fork, 360-887-0866, toppacif@teleport.com

Jack Kaeding, Fish First, 360-225-5651,
jkaeding@teleport.com
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V I R G I N I A

TH R E AT: AC I D R A I N

P a i n e R u n

Summary
Paine Run in Virginia’s Shenandoah National
Park and other mountain streams and rivers
throughout the Mid-Atlantic are being slowly
killed by acid rain blowing in from old coal-
fired power plants in the Ohio and Tennessee
Valleys. Congress has an opportunity to pass
legislation requiring these plants to be brought
up to modern environmental standards. If
emissions of these pollutants are not reduced
by 70% in the next few years, Paine Run,
along with numerous other streams in Vir-
ginia and throughout the Appalachian moun-
tains, will become too acidic to sustain wild
brook trout populations.

The River
Paine Run and its neighboring mountain
streams are known throughout the country as

some of the finest habitat for native brook
trout in the United States, drawing

anglers from around the country in
search of the increasingly rare fish-
ing experience these beautiful fish
offer. As it makes its way down the

western flank of the Blue Ridge,
Paine Run picks up several small

streams before emptying into the South River
on the valley floor near the town of Grottoes.
Although the area is among the most scenic
on the East Coast, the forested watershed is
heavily stressed by pollution. Paine Run,
which once held as many as eight different
species of fish, is now home to just three.

The Risk
Established to protect its unique combination
of historic structures, scenic mountains, and
clear mountain streams, Shenandoah National
Park is one of the most popular parks in the
country. Unfortunately, it is also the second
most heavily polluted. Downwind from coal
plants in the Ohio and Tennessee Valleys, the
park and its rivers are suffering from the ill
effects of burning coal, including, ozone, acid
rain, and smog concentrations that occasional-
ly exceed that of the region’s major cities.

Our nation’s principal energy source — coal
— is also the dirtiest, emitting tremendous
amounts sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen

oxides (NOX), which are transformed into
acids in the atmosphere and can travel long
distances before they return to the surface as
acid rain, snow, mist, or fog. The impact of
acid rain on Paine Run and neighboring
streams is very well understood. According to
a recent study conducted by the University of
Virginia (UVA), out of 304 Virginian trout
streams, six percent are currently too acidic to
host reproducing populations of brook trout.

In 1993, American Rivers identified the St.
Mary’s River in the nearby George Washing-
ton National Forest as one of the most threat-
ened rivers in the country because of the
damage it had suffered from acid rain. The St.
Mary’s has since become too acidic to host
self-sustaining trout populations, and the
Forest Service has resorted to dosing the river
with massive amounts of limestone in an
effort to reduce the stream’s acidity and
restore its fishery.

Even if the 1990 Amendments to the Clean
Air Act (CAA) meet their goal of reducing
sulfur dioxide emissions by 40% below 1984
levels, Paine Run, along with 22% of
Virginia’s mountain trout streams, will join
the St. Mary’s and become too acidic to sup-
port brook trout by 2041, according to the
researchers. The researchers’ models suggest it

THE PAINE RUN’S FAMOUS

BROOK TROUT POPULATION

COULD BE LOST FOREVER

DUE TO ACID RAIN CAUSED

BY COAL-FIRED COAL PLANTS

IN OHIO AND TENNESSEE.

U
.S

.F
IS

H
A

N
D

W
IL

D
L

IF
E

SE
R

V
IC

E

T
R

O
U

T
U

N
L

IM
IT

E
D



P a i n e R u n ◆ 3 5

will take a reduction in sulfur dioxide emis-
sions of approximately 70% (from 1991 levels)
to sustain these streams’ ability to support life.

What Can Be Done
To protect Paine Run and the mountain
streams of the mid-Atlantic, Congress must
strengthen laws to restrict pollution from
coal-burning power plants — by 70% below
1991 levels, according to University models.
Even deeper cuts may be necessary to allow
streams that have already suffered from high
acidity to recover.

Older coal-fired power plants are not sub-
ject to the same emissions requirements as
modern plants, and consequently emit four to
ten times as much pollution as modern plants.
A straightforward way of achieving these cuts
would be legislation to bring older coal-burn-
ing power plants up to modern emissions
standards.

Several bills may be introduced in Congress
this session that would address the reduction
of SO2 and NOX emissions. Swift passage
would help ensure that future generations of
Americans can benefit from a Shenandoah
National Park that fulfills its mission of con-
serving “the scenery and the natural and his-
toric objects and the wildlife therein.”

Personal Contacts

Steve Higgs, American Rivers: 202-347-
7550 x 3012, shiggs@amrivers.org

Leon Szeptycki, Trout Unlimited: 804-984-
4919, lszeptycki@tu.org

Angela Menegay, Southern Environmental
Law Center: 804-977-4090, amenegay@
selcva.org
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N E W J E R S E Y , N E W Y O R K

TH R E AT: UR B A N DE V E L O P M E N T

H a c k e n s a c k R i v e r

Summary
The Hackensack River and the Meadowlands
in New York and New Jersey face rapidly esca-
lating development pressure that threatens to
destroy a significant portion of the largest
block of wetlands left in the region and
increase the amount of pollution entering
reservoirs that supply drinking water for one
million people. This year, federal, state and
local authorities must demonstrate resolve to
protect the river from an unpopular proposal
to construct an enormous shopping, entertain-
ment, and office complex and take steps to
slow new developments which are multiply-
ing on the reservoirs upriver.

The River
Flowing right through the heart of the New
York City metropolitan area, the Hackensack
River winds south from Rockland County,
New York, into New Jersey where it empties
into Newark Bay. The river’s estuary — the
Meadowlands — is the last large block of open
space in this densely populated region.
Although most of the Meadowlands’ original
white cedar swamps have been replaced with
phragmites (a common reed), the area still sup-
ports a remarkable diversity and concentration
of birds, fish, and other animal life, including
55 rare and important species of birds and 29
rare or important species of fish. The area has

been designated Essential Fish Habitat by the
National Marine Fisheries Service.

The Risk
Once comprised of roughly 21,000 acres of
wetlands, open water, and lowland forests, the
Meadowlands has
been reduced to about
7,000 acres of wet-
lands today — and
development pressure
is unrelenting. Since
1995, the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection
Agency (EPA), U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Hackensack Mead-
owlands Development Commission (HMDC),
and the New Jersey Department of Environ-
mental Protection have been developing a Spe-
cial Area Management Plan (SAMP) to guide
development in this ecologically sensitive
area. The current draft of the SAMP allows for
465 acres of Meadowlands’ remaining wet-
lands to be filled for development and does
not impose limits on impacts — such as pol-
luted runoff — to surrounding wetlands. An
Environmental Impact Statement for the
SAMP has never been completed.

A developer has since proposed to con-
struct an enormous shopping, entertainment,
and office complex on 206 of those acres. In
addition to the outright destruction of a large
block of habitat, the mall and its associated
parking lots would produce large volumes of
runoff, carrying high concentrations of pollu-
tion, such as grease and heavy metals, into an
estimated 300 acres of surrounding wetlands.
Although the EPA is leading development of
the SAMP, it has joined the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fish-
eries Service in opposing this development
due its severe impacts on the entire Meadow-
lands ecosystem and the ready availability of
suitable alternative sites for the complex.

The project cannot move forward until the
developer receives a permit to fill the wet-
lands from the Corps of Engineers. During the
preparation of a draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the development last fall, the
Corps received 9,000 public comments —

ABOVE AND UPPER RIGHT:

THE HACKENSACK-MEADOW-

LANDS ESTUARY SUPPORTS

55 RARE BIRD AND 29 RARE

FISH SPECIES.

RIGHT: DEVELOPMENT

PRESSURE IS DEGRADING THE

RIVER AND THE ESTUARY. A
L

L
P

H
O

T
O

S
H

A
C

K
E

N
SA

C
K

R
IV

E
R

K
E

E
P

E
R

S



H a c k e n s a c k R i v e r ◆ 3 7

85% of which strongly objected to the project.
Development pressure is also mounting in

the upper reaches of the river, and the forested
buffers that historically surrounded the drink-
ing water reservoirs on the upper river have
been disappearing. The private company that
owns and operates the local drinking water
system has created a real estate company to
market these lands for development, and in
places the buffers have been reduced to strips
only 50 feet wide. The loss and fragmentation
of riverside habitat will result in more pollut-
ed stormwater and runoff reaching the reser-
voirs, threatening the quality and quantity of
drinking water. Remaining margins of open
space for local residents will also vanish.

What Can Be Done
Federal, state, and local agencies have com-
pelling reasons to exercise their authority to
prevent further damaging development and to
strengthen protection of the Hackensack and
the Meadowlands. The Corps of Engineers
should heed the concerns that local citizens
and federal and state agencies expressed dur-
ing the preparation of their Environmental
Impact Statement and deny the permit for the
proposed shopping center development in the
wetlands. Other more suitable sites are readily
available nearby and will bring jobs and

economic development to the very same
communities.

The remaining Meadowlands marshes
should be given permanent protection by fed-
eral and/or state agencies, and the SAMP
should be finalized with the primary goal of
conserving — not developing — the Meadow-
lands. The long-delayed Environmental Impact
Statement on the SAMP should be revived and
completed through an open and public
process. The agencies involved in developing
the SAMP should set an explicit standard of
allowing development only if it can be demon-
strated to be compatible with protecting the
estuary.

Local communities along the upper Hack-
ensack River’s remaining forest buffers should
act to protect the habitat that protects their
drinking water. Riparian forests and other
existing open space tracts within the water-
shed should be protected through such meth-
ods as land purchase, conservation easements,
and development setbacks.

Personal Contacts
Betsy Otto, American Rivers, 202-347-
7550, botto@amrivers.org

Capt. Bill Sheehan, Hackensack Riverkeep-
er, 201-692-8440, captain@keeper.org

Andy Willner, NY/NJ Baykeeper, 732-291-
0176, nynjbay@keeper.org

Rebecca Lubot, Hackensack Meadowlands
Partnership, 973-353-3230, rebecca@meadow-
landspartnership.org

Richard Kane, New Jersey Audubon
Society, 908-766-5787
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C a t a w b a R i v e r

Summary
Explosive urban growth along the Catawba
River in North and South Carolina threatens
to overwhelm the river’s capacity to provide
drinking water, assimilate sewage, support
wildlife, and serve the recreational needs of
Charlotte and growing communities through-
out the basin. The governments of North and
South Carolina must take steps towards devel-
oping a comprehensive long-term plan for
managing the shared resources of the Catawba
River. Otherwise continued “first-come-first-
served” allocation of the river’s finite
resources could well lead to the Southeast’s
next “water war.”

The River
As the Catawba River descends from moun-
tains to the piedmont, it turns south and pass-
es close by Charlotte, North Carolina — one
of the fastest growing cities in the country —
before crossing the border into South Carolina
and emptying into Lake Wateree, just a half-
hour drive from Columbia, South Carolina.
The river provides habitat for abundant
wildlife — including 50 fish species and the
world’s largest colony of the rare Rocky Shoals
Spider Lily — and is a popular destination for
boaters and anglers.

Archaeological and historical sites along
the river indicate that people have depended
on the Catawba River for over 10,000 years —
but never so many as today. According to one
estimate, the region’s population is increasing
by more than 200,000 people per decade.
There are 11 dams along the Catawba, and

just one of its
reservoirs pro-
vides drinking
water for 8% of
the people in
North Carolina,
but cities and
industry hold per-
mits to discharge
more than175
million gallons of
pollution into the
watershed daily

— and that number is expected to double
within the next ten years.

The Risk
The greatest risk to the Catawba River’s
future is that development will continue to
race forward without protection of irreplace-
able resources and without a fair and compre-
hensive allocation of stream flows to
competing uses. Even as the growing popula-
tion demands more drinking water, the river
is threatened by proposals to expand the num-
ber of wastewater treatment facilities, poor
regulation of existing sewage systems, and
increased pollution from runoff and erosion,
as the river’s scarce flows decrease even more.

Five large wastewater plant expansions are
under construction or on the drawing board,
and Charlotte
area business
interests pro-
pose to install
large sewer
lines along a
20-mile stretch
of the Catawba
River to carry
wastes down-
stream to South Carolina. The facilities would
dump as much as 100 million gallons of treat-
ed waste per day into one of the last free-flow-
ing segments of the river, and the sewer line
would promote more sprawl, disrupt valuable
wildlife habitat along the riverbank, and could
destroy historical and cultural treasures.

A large number of small wastewater treat-
ment systems along Catawba basin streams
threaten the safety of water users, as well.
Pumping station malfunctions and sewer line
overflows sent at least nine million gallons of
untreated human wastes into the Catawba
basin last year. Small residential treatment
facilities known as “package plants” could
further exacerbate these problems, due to poor
maintenance and inadequate discharge quality
standards.

The explosive development along the
Catawba has increased erosion and polluted
runoff washing into the river. Each day,
approximately 40 acres of green space is
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North Carolina Department of Environ-
ment and Natural Resources officials must
grant petitions from citizens to revise permits
for “package plants” discharging to Catawba
River reservoirs. Revisions should require
additional safeguards for human and environ-
mental health, including increased monitoring
and reporting of facility performance.

Personal Contacts
David Sligh, American Rivers: (423) 265-
7505, dsligh@amrivers.org

Donna Lisenby, Catawba Riverkeeper,
(803) 789-7007, riverkeeper@InfoAve.Net

Harry McMillan, Wateree Homeowner’s
Association, (803) 337-2600, hkmcmillan
@aol.com
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cleared in the Charlotte metro region alone.
The lack of proper stream-bank buffers and
other runoff controls will further degrade the
river and downstream reservoirs.

What Can Be Done
Citizens should encourage the Governors and
legislators in North and South Carolina to
build on recent efforts by local individuals and
groups, such as the Catawba River Basin Con-
ference and Catawba-Wateree Relicensing
Coalition, to form comprehensive plans to
preserve and equitably share the river’s finite
resources. Agreements between the states
must include orderly processes for allocating
water supplies, stream flows, and waste assim-
ilation capacities to protect aquatic species
and the interests of future generations.

The North Carolina
Environmental Manage-
ment Commission should
adopt increased stream-
side buffer zones for the
river and its tributaries
before they lose the statu-

tory authority to do so in July 2001. South
Carolina must also implement buffer rules in
its portion of the Catawba River Basin.

South Carolina officials must not allow
proposed regional treatment facilities to
degrade water quality, riparian habitats, or cul-
tural and historic treasures. Alternatives for
waste disposal must be examined that do not
foster urban sprawl and are less damaging to
important resources.
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