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But attitudes to dams vary...

(after Yanko Tsvetkov)

Bl Wine Europe Bl Have many dams
Beer Europe Have fewer dams
I Vodka Europe " Don’t give a dam

ION3:TALK2  Lessons learned, outlook & recommendations: Blue Rivers mhsdm| AMBER -
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Figure 6. (a) River Fragmentation Index (RFI) at the basin and subbasin scale (circa 2010). T
quartiles (0—-25th, 25-50th, 50—75th, and 75-100th percentiles).
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Small weir, Valladolid Province, Spain © Pao Femindez Garrido
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More than one millionbarriers fragment
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Barrier Removal for River Restoration :
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Record number of dams removed from
Europe’srivers in 2021

More than 200 barriers were taken down last year, helping to
restore fish migration routes and boost biodiversity and climate
resilience
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Figure 1. Number of removed barriers per country in 2021.
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Weir Removal — Why Remove Weirs?

e Improve fish passage

e Restore river
continuity

e Reinstate natural
river processes
upstream

e Reduce maintenance
requirements

e Reduce flood risk e

WWwWw.ciria.org
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, 2020, Samlesbury weir(H=2m, L=62m)
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AMBER Field Manual

Best Guidance on River - -] a
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Guidelines for Dam E
Decommissioning Projects a

d'accompagnement
des porteurs de pro

dans les opérations d’effacement River weirs
ou d'arasement de seuils en riviére

Design, maintenance
modification and removal

July 2015

Prepared by the USSD Commitice on Dam Desommissioning
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Step 1: Planning/Feasibility Phase

will Collect Available data ‘ Field Investigation
- S::Ieﬂt;ti(:in % P:'olje:i:t the owner YeS  Identify Key Issues for Site w/ Geomorphic assessment
< Plao oza o IZttlm = K consider *  Refer to Checklist* W .
= 0, Oppontinistic/or «  Select Design Firm** * Infrastructure/ Utilities
Decision Point for Dam removal? at Risk Sediment
- ine Fundi i
Betermine Cunding Options * Historic/Archeological Investigation
4 no | Consultation . zh_‘:sr‘::t'e -
Identify Project Goals Consider ) ) | + Quantity (probes)
«  Fish Passage Alternatives Review key issues Stakeholder/Public «  Quality (approved
+ Dam Safety *  Repair/Replace Input Meeting(s) sampling plan, =
*  Water Quality *  Lower < sampling & testing) %
= Etc: +  Fishway * Configuration <
™ (dewater or survey) <
’ Conduct Surveys ves “Are there = g
< + Potential: Topographic, bathymetric, Consultation with 2
c < Hydrologic & , x-section / profile, (determined by any show Regulators 8
= Hydraulic Analysis regulatory, construction and H&H public stoppers? kg
= i 2
Z Desi n:ans & L gzxis:cl:gszeu:gz)delineations Meprg %
S @ 8 « Base map preparation N no S
E Report *  Monument if monitoring Alternatives Analysis Secure Funding £
= c L c = « Dam Removal Options only + For Design & g
5 < onstruction Cost Delineate Regulated / W - sciectapesion fieme> Permitting 2
g Estimate & Specifications Protected Resources §
2 = * Wetlands, sensitive flora/fauna, etc. =
E’ % Stakeholder/Public +  Additional ecological inventories/ Develop Sediment 8
- A i
'E Meeting studies (as needed) MaP::sgh:T:nt Pla? ves
= Refine sediment management approach +  Staged Release ;
a - Obtain Permits & assess transport if needed » * Excavation (full or partial; ¢
X X mechanical or hydraulic dredge) no
) i Oversight by Design Team * Relocate On-site (possible capping
Step 3: Construction *+ To ensure consistency with design or stabilization)
Phase * Export Off-Site (determine
disposal/reuse options)
* Combination of Methods ]

Bidding Process §
*  Unless project is Design-Build Construction / Regulatory 4

* Secure funding for monitoring

Adaptive
o . SR s 0 . Monitorin
g9k Monitoring & Adaoiiva Managamant Phasa g - Management

i perats attachment 4 Repeat as needed |
** Depends on how complicated the project is

*  Order materials Demolition Sign Off Consultation with Regulators

PROJECT COMPLETE

Are the contaminants > or < background levels?
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France

Fully removed obstacles (naturally or artificially): 2,425
Partially removed obstacles: 5,728

Sweden

Over 1,600 removed, mostly small barriers

Finland

E At least 450 obstacles removed

—— T TT——

" England & Wales: > 129 obstacles removed
Scotland: 9 obstacles removed
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