“Fresno landfill being named a national historic landmark” – archive of messages posted on Envirotech, Envirotech@lists.Stanford.EDU, 31 August – 4 September, 2001.  

Note the subject shifts from Fresno landfill to Fresno dam here and there, but the thread is the same.  Toward the end the subject “Water and energy use in the West” appears, which I have identified, but fits in the overall thread. 

Fri, 31 Aug 2001 08:52:25 -0700

From: Nancy Farm Mannikko nmannikk@up.net
Does anyone have any thoughts on this?  I thought it made perfect sense as the landfill is historically important, probably far more so than many NHL sites which seem to have been selected based on their aesthetic qualities rather than for any intrinsic historic importance, but the Dept of Interior seems to be preparing to dump the landfill from the list.  Despite news reports indicating the landfill was de-listed almost as soon it was listed, the process actually involves a lot more than Gale Norton saying, wait a second, this was a mistake.

Nancy Farm Mannikko, Ph.D.

HCR02 Box 773

L'Anse, MI 49946 USA

home:  nmannikk@up.net

work:  Nancy_Mannikko@nps.gov
Fri, 31 Aug 2001 08:15:20 -0700 (PDT)

From: Teresa Sabol Spezio tsspezio@darkwing.uoregon.edu
Greetings

It is my understanding that the DOI did not realize that the site was part of a Superfund site. I also read that this was the first time that this had happened. How does one handle contaminated sites that are considered landmarks?  I know in Pittsburgh there was a move to make an old steel mill on the Monagahela River a landmark but I think that failed due to contamination. 

Teresa Sabol Spezio

Adjunct Lecturer

Environmental Studies

University of Oregon

Eugene, OR

ph: 541-434-6050

fax: 541-684-8077

tsspezio@darkwing.uoregon.edu
Fri, 31 Aug 2001 12:56:47 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com
Hi Nancy,

From my perspective as an environmental activist, I had to laugh when I heard about this proposal. Even more when Gale Norton and the Park Service immediately began back-pedaling--before lunchtime.

I think the issue of the site being on the Superfund list is irrelevant to whether it has historical value. The question I think is of much greater importance is whether the recognition of a particular historical site tells a story that is consistent with an understanding and a perspective of our history that recognizes the role that a site plays or played in the people we are today.

Landfills are everywhere today, and they certainly represent a key aspect of who we are as a society. But that is not necessarily representative of who and where we OUGHT to be, or where we should be going.

To me, the fact that the Fresno dump was the first sanitary landfill is of some mild interest, but I see it not as something to be honored but as an example of something to be deplored. Landfills represent the wasteful society we have become, and to "honor" the first landfill seems misguided. This nomination strikes me as a misguided attempt to glorify the culture of excess that ours has become. The US is the most wasteful culture in world history, and if that is what the Fresno landfill nomination was trying, awkwardly, to do, then I think it was an interesting comment. 

Why not portray some aspect of the pre-landfill era, when people reduced, reused and recycled because they had to? No one thought about wasting, because they couldn't afford to do so.

It would be one thing if the Park Service were putting this nomination forward as instructive of how terribly wrong things have gone, but that is not what they were doing. They were doing this, in a sense, to honor the landfill industry. Too often, the Park Service plays politics with its interpretation. We rarely see in our national parks any serious discussion of the environmental impacts wrought on the land and in the air and on the waters by the industries of the region. 

If they go forward with this landmark designation, then I think we all must hold their feet to the fire and insist that they tell the story of the nation's first landfill in the context of how landfills permit our society to avoid dealing with over consumption and waste. The relatively cheap operating costs of landfills have made it virtually impossible for activists to push "bottle bills" through state legislatures. it is cheaper in the short term to landfill than it is to reuse. Out of sight, out of mind. And most of these structures have become or will become toxic time bombs, for future generations to deal with. This is the sad story of the landfill culture in which we live, and that is the story that I hope will come back to haunt Gale Norton.

David Orr david@livingrivers.net
Director of Field Programs

Living Rivers

PO Box 466, Moab UT 84532

Tel 435.259.1063/Fax 435.259.7612

www.drainit.org -and- www.livingrivers.net

Fri, 31 Aug 2001 13:15:32 -0400

From: poiriema@shu.edu
Oh for heaven's sake!  Not all history is pristine.  While I lived in DC a few years back, the first local strip mall got historic designation.  I understand crummy old barracks on Hawaii at the Pearl Harbor installation got historic designation.  It seems to me the issue is really about whether such sites receive some kind of interpretive setup so that the public's understanding of their historic significance is facilitated.  I think Love

Canal would make a *lovely* historic site.

Of course the issue of whose interpretation can become a landmine too. What do you say about a site where our forebears massacred Native Americans?  Is it cause for celebration or shame?  Similarly, consider a once important mine that also resulted in massive pollution.

I have a sort of related question, about historic designation for recreational uses  (sorry, no technology here.)  Does anyone know of sites where regular use of the landscape -- such as recreational or fishing use of a beach by Native Americans or an immigrant group -- over a long period of time has been enough in and of itself to establish historic status?  It's not the structure, but the place and its historic use that are important.

I'm curious because such a designation might actually help is some local land use preservation fights.

Professor Marc Poirier

Seton Hall University School of Law

Onew Newark Center

 Newark, NJ  07079

973-642-8478

poiriema@shu.edu
Fri, 31 Aug 2001 10:37:24 -0700

From: James Williams techjunc@pacbell.net
I find this episode most interesting.  Groups such as the Society for Industrial Archaeology and the Public Works Historical Society are no doubt most interested in gaining recognition for sites such as the Fresno's sanitary landfill.  Of course this puts the technological in conflict with the environmental, which brings to mind a century of conflict.  Why should toxic contamination scotch making a technological site a landmark?  It's still a landmark.  Indeed a landmark which might remind us more poignantly of humankind's mistakes than not.  By removing landmark status, aren't we simply continuing the effort to put our waste out of sight, out of mind?

Although hardly comparable, I can't help but thinking about Auschwitz and other Nazi concentration camps that have been designated landmarks.  Should they not have been because horrific things happened there?  To be sure, nobody sees them the same as other sorts of historical landmarks, but they are landmarks nonetheless.

Final thought: perhaps we should simply designate ALL our superfund sites as landmarks.

James C. Williams                     Mailing address:

History Department                      790 Raymundo Avenue

De Anza College                            Los Altos CA  94024-3138

Cupertino CA  95014                    Phone: 650-960-8193

Office Ph: 408-864-8964               Email: Techjunc@pacbell.net
Fri, 31 Aug 2001 11:36:07 -0700

From: Christine Rosen crosen@haas.berkeley.edu
I agree with David.  From an historian's perspective, it is important to honor the entire history of an historic site, especially one like this.   Maybe "honoring" is the wrong word.   It is important to recognize the historical significance of the "first" sanitary landfill -- and the improvement over conventional dumps it represented at the time, as well as to recognize the historical significance of the sanitary landfill concept as a flawed method for handling human waste and the fact that it ultimately became a superfund site and hand to be cleaned up.   The problem we have with land marking sites like this is that it become difficult to modify sites, when what we need is a way to recognize/honor the past while allowing the processes of change (i.e. of historical develop) to continue -- hopefully in a more positive direction.

Chris Rosen

Fri, 31 Aug 2001 14:42:18 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com 

I like Prof. Williams' idea, to make all superfund sites national landmarks.

That may spur the government to get them cleaned up faster, so that they can become tourist attractions (come see how much we've cleaned up this mess!).

I hereby nominate Love Canal, Times Beach, Stringfellow Acid Pits, Rocky Flats, and Hanford as national landmarks!

And while we're at it, why not nominate Glen Canyon Dam as a landmark for being one of the most unnecessary and environmentally destructive large dams ever built?

There are lots of bad dams and power plants that could be nominated.

Three Mile Island!

The list could (and should) go on...

David Orr 

Fri, 31 Aug 2001 12:49:03 -0700 (PDT)

From: Teresa Sabol Spezio tsspezio@darkwing.uoregon.edu
Greetings

Actually Hoover Dam and Bonneville Dam are already National Landmarks.

Teresa Sabol Spezio

Adjunct Lecturer

Environmental Studies

University of Oregon

Eugene, OR

ph: 541-434-6050

fax: 541-684-8077

tsspezio@darkwing.uoregon.edu
Fri, 31 Aug 2001 16:58:51 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com
I was aware that Hoover Dam is a landmark; did not know about Bonneville.

Unfortunately, these designations, such as the one at Hoover Dam, have generally used to glorify and not to tell the full story. The use of the Hoover Dam designation by the Bureau of Reclamation and dam supporters to tell one side of the story, ignoring the many negative consequences and effects of the dam.

This is a perfect example of why I'm concerned about the way that the designation of the Fresno landfill went forward. It was not done as a way of educating people about the cons as well as the pros of the site. 

I would suggest that no more designations should occur until/unless there is some serious commitment to making sure that all sides of the story are told, and that they do not continue being essentially government-sponsored advertisement for this industry or that political interest.

For example, I would support a Glen Canyon Dam designation ONLY on the condition that it be made very clear that the dam is of historic significance because of its symbolic importance to the environmental movement, and because of the environmental harm that it has caused and the 250 miles of canyons that were needlessly destroyed (temporarily).  And any discussion of the benefits has to be accurate and limited to "just the facts," not framed so as to continue the misinformation from the industry that any need exists for the reservoir.

Finally, and most importantly, any designation would have to be accompanied by a clear and explicit statement that such designation will in no way be used to justify not tearing down the dam.

For those of you who may not be aware, there is an active campaign underway (our group is leading this effort) to decommission Glen Canyon Dam. 

The dam, to us, is already an informal "National Monument"--to the senseless, shortsighted, and destructive acts of government and politicians.

David

Fri, 31 Aug 2001 17:30:42 -0500

From: Thomas Zeller tzeller@oakland.edu 

Since no one has pointed it out: National Public Radio carried an interview with Martin Melosi on the very subject of the Fresno landfill's designation on Tuesday's "All Things Considered". Melosi is part of an advisory panel and defended the concept of historical significance for historical landmarks--not normative preference, but historical significance.                                                             

Appropriately, I was listening to the interview in my car while following a large recycling truck.                                                  

Thomas Zeller                                                             

Oakland University                                                        

Dept. of History                                                          

378 O'Dowd Hall                                                           

Rochester, Mich. 48309-4483                                               

Tel 248.370.3525                                                          

Fax 248.370.3528     

Fri, 31 Aug 2001 23:49:41 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com
Hi Bob Kluck:

You are making incorrect assumptions about the supposed "need" for water and power from Glen Canyon Dam.

The electricity generated by Glen Canyon Dam constitutes at most about 3% of the region's generating capacity. By implementing conservation measures and demand side management, we can reduce the need for electric generating capacity by up to 50%, according to studies done by the Rocky Mountain Institute.

We simply don't need power from Glen Canyon Dam. We do need to conserve electricity, though. The customers that purchase power from the dam pay some of the lowest electric rates anywhere--all subsidized power courtesy of federal taxpayers. If we shut down the power plant tomorrow, the only difference it would make is that a small number of customers' power rates would go up at most a few dollars per month. 

The situation with respect to water supply is even more astonishing. Glen Canyon Dam wastes far more water than it supplies, and the water it does supply could easily be provided without the dam.

The reservoir evaporates and loses to seepage more than a million acre-feet on average annually. That's more than the City of Los Angeles uses in a year. The only consumers of Lake Powell Reservoir water are the City of Page, Arizona (pop. 8000) and the Navajo Generating Station coal-fired power plant (for cooling water). Both these users will be able to obtain water from the river once the dam is gone.

I was not kidding when I stated that Glen Canyon Dam was the most unnecessary and environmentally destructive large dam ever built in this country. If you'd like more reasons (lots more) why this dam must be decommissioned, please get in touch with me.

Take care,

David Orr

Fri, 31 Aug 2001 22:03:16 -0700

From: bob kluck r.a.kluck@ieee.org 

Especially now, as grass grows over the landfills and the aeration basins are covered, it is vital to come up with new ways to remind people of the consequences of municipal and toxic waste.  Yet as a North Jersey resident, I've seen ample evidence of why toxic contamination SHOULD scotch landmark status. Superfund sites are just now starting to be redeveloped, and this is allowing some economically devastated cities, like Elizabeth to get a new chance. This has come about only after legal reforms to the Superfund laws. If these waste sites had been doubly encumbered with Landmark status, this would not be happening.

I imagine that making this one landfill a historic site into a landmark can help remind us of our mistakes. Yet the reality is that no one wants to live, shop, or work next to a dump. This has left too many places stuck in a post-industrial rut.

Regards

Bob Kluck

MA Candidate, NJIT/Rutgers-Newark History of Technology, Environment and

Medicine 

and

Instrumentation Engineer, IRI Instrumentation, Clifton, NJ

Fri, 31 Aug 2001 22:30:07 -0700

From: bob kluck r.a.kluck@ieee.org 

It would seem that landmark status would severely hinder your efforts to decommission the dam.

I would, however, ask what you are doing to prepare the people of the Western US to live without the power and water resources they are currently extracting from the Glen Canyon Dam. I had the chance to travel to Nevada and Colorado this summer, and both these states seem to be seriously addicted to the cheap power and water these dams have yielded (most of the lawns I saw were MUCH better watered than my own patch of New Jersey crabgrass). Hayduking Glen Canyon without major power, population and water reforms*would be just as short sighted as building it may have been.

Bob Kluck

Sat, 01 Sep 2001 04:21:57 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com 

Hi Bob,

I gather from your response that you agree that water supply is not an issue for decommissioning Glen Canyon Dam. 

Do you agree that with significant changes in pricing structures and implementation of conservation and DSM, we could make do with a lot less generating capacity than we have today?

And specifically with respect to that 3% or less of the regional capacity that Glen Canyon Dam generates, don't you think that we can easily compensate for that tiny fraction with some painless conservation measures?

There is no need for Glen Canyon Dam, and I think that when you take the time to really look at it closely, you will agree.

David

Sat, 01 Sep 2001 03:40:39 -0700

From: bob kluck r.a.kluck@ieee.org 

I am not assuming very much in the area of power.

I have spent the better part of my adult life working on energy conservation projects - Especially DSM projects- and I know the Rocky Mountain Institute and admire Amory Lovins a great deal. I consider him a visionary who has transformed thinking about the demand for energy. However, I think that you are quoting those studies out of context. The California power crises spawned a series of grossly overstated projections for new generating capacity, and I'd suspect that any study predicting a 50% reduction was using one of those studies as its baseline. (Even Barons recognizes the weakness in these studies.  They are predicting a downturn in the stocks of Power Plant construction firms because the crisis put way too many plants on the boards. Thankfully not all the gas-fired plants on the boards will be built). DSM measures can make a huge dent in these PROJECTIONS, and in fact they already have helped to kill some of these projects. However it is much harder to make a dent in EXISTING capacity with DSM as we know it. DSM that can reduce real demand would need to  be much more systemic, and would require state and federal governments to assume a much more intrusive role than they have felt comfortable with.

I agree that the west has absurdly low power rates. But the region has become structurally addicted to them, and will probably continue this way for a long time. Cheap power keeps the Air Conditioners cranking, and the price shock from a 4x increase in power rates would be economically destructive to the region, and probably to the whole nation. Replacing all air conditioners with more efficient designs could help ease this, but they would have to be implemented immediately on a large scale, and also be implemented in a way that would discourage people from using their savings to make their houses bigger. Without this type of structural change in advance, you will end up with rapid disruption on the scale as was seen in California.

Bob Kluck

Sat, 01 Sep 2001 09:24:39 -0700

From: Nancy Farm Mannikko nmannikk@up.net 

Landmark Status isn't a burden -- all the designation does is remind people that an event occurred, and the city isn't even obligated to put up a marker.

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 08:05:21 -0500

From: "Reuss, Martin A HQ02" Martin.A.Reuss@HQ02.USACE.ARMY.MIL 

Hello, all:  I have been traveling so have not received some of the latest communications on NHL's till now.  Perhaps some additional perspective might help.  First, NHL designations are not meant to "honor" a landmark, but only testify to the importance of the landmark in American history.  This is NOT a celebratory designation, as a moment's reflection might show:  landmarks connected with slavery or Japanese Internment Camps are certainly not celebratory either.

Second, for your information, Wilson, Bonneville, and Hoover are the three federal dams currently designated as NHL's.  The NHL Advisory Board currently is considering nominations for Grand Coulee, Tygart, and Fort Peck.  These nominations were based on careful research.  Ann Emmons of History Research Associates of Missoula, Montana, did the actual nominations.  A "theme study" co-authored by David Billington (PI), Donald Jackson, and Marty Melosi help support the nominations.  The Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation sponsored the study, and the

National Park Service administered it.  We anticipate that the theme study will be published by an academic press.

Now we can debate the merits of these nominations, but we should not allow the fact that these nominations deal with controversial subjects or were funded by developmental organizations preclude a careful analysis of the historical facts.

Hope this helps. 

Marty Reuss

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 12:23:32 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com 

Hi Marty,

I think that no one has really argued against the nomination of controversial subjects, nor has anyone suggested that there should be no "careful analysis of the historical facts."

What I and others have argued is that, absent any presentation of the nominations that recognizes the pros and the cons, the designations of certain sites does get used by the government and industry to tell THEIR side of the story, and any other voices are ignored.

For instance, I believe there exists no plaque at Hoover Dam that explains the down side of the damming and development of the Colorado River. However, the government recently opened a multimillion-dollar visitor center to tell the unqualifiedly heroic story of the dam's construction and its benefits to society.

The "careful analysis of the historical facts" that you mention cuts both ways, and I think that that is precisely what is at issue here. Analysis by whom, and to what end? The agencies themselves often have very biased viewpoints. I presume that the Army Corps of Engineers (which you apparently work for) and the Bureau of Reclamation were active supporters of the nominations that you refer to. Have environmental groups been involved? Have the Indian tribes whose fishing rights and water rights were infringed upon been contacted?

In other words, is the whole story being told, and by whom is it being told, and in what context?

I am actually quite concerned about the proposal to designate more dams historic landmarks at this time, because I have seen no discussion of this within the environmental community. Is any consultation going on outside the agencies and the academic community? Who is being consulted?

Grand Coulee should be recognized as one of the greatest fish killing and river ecosystem-killing structures ever built, as well as one of the greatest violations of Indian treaty rights embodied in any piece of concrete. The development of the Columbia River for hydropower not only doomed immeasurable salmon, not only destroyed a traditional way of life for the Native American people along the river, but also set up an economy for the Northwest that thrives on cheap, federally subsidized electricity that encourages waste and sprawl and discourages conservation and careful land use planning. If past designations are any guide, none of these "down sides of development" will be given any significant recognition, and only the fact that the dam is a recognized historic landmark will receive any play at the dam site, and then only in the context of an advertisement for the usual heroic men who conquered the river, made the desert bloom, lit the cities, won the war, etc. 

It would be a travesty of history if that were allowed to play out as the historic landmark designation of Hoover Dam has. And those who make the nomination to the Park Service have that burden on them.

The Fort Peck Dam also did huge damage to Indian cultures and the Missouri River ecosystem. Wilson Dam, part of the notorious Tennessee Valley Authority, has played a major role in promoting production of nuclear weapons and nuclear power plants, and is the cornerstone of a system that wiped out entire communities and thousands of archeological sites.

I agree that designation in itself does not equate with "honoring" but the experience we have had with these designations is that they are used by the government and industries as if the designations were indeed honorary. And it is the fault of the Park Service and others that no system was put in place to make sure that such misuse of the process are effectively countered. In fact, the Park Service's silence amounts to acquiescence.

The Park Service and its sister agencies, and the community of historians that are involved in nominating and designating historical landmarks need to slow down and rethink the entire process, and the kind of outcomes that derive from this program. Until they can figure out a way to correct past abuses and ensure that future designations will be free of such abuses, I think that all new designations should cease. 

It is time for professional historians to speak out and call for reform.

Thank you for your consideration,

David Orr

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 13:20:25 -0500

From: "Reuss, Martin A HQ02" Martin.A.Reuss@HQ02.USACE.ARMY.MIL 

Hi, David:  Glad to see we agree on letting the facts speak for themselves.  The Corps and Bureau did NOT attempt to influence the nominations, though we did supply material as requested.  The nominations come from professional historians, and the Corps and Bureau accept those recommendations.  The question is whether the Advisory Board does.

Of course, I have no problem with telling all sides of the story.  In fact, it was at the Corps' insistence that the environmental story was told.  Marty Melosi was "hired" to tell that story.

Pardon me if I sound a bit petulant, but it is about time that all of us recognize that agencies can be concerned about good history and do not automatically attempt to slant the story.

Regards—Marty

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 14:58:01 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com
Hi Marty,

I'm glad to hear that you are concerned about good history.

What I don't hear is that there is any effort by the agencies to tell the "other side" of the story. It may not be an "automatic attempt to slant the story," but the story is almost always slanted.

And that is why I believe it is critical for professional historians to pull back and take a careful look at how these designations are being handled, and how or whether the other side of the story is being told.

We know from experience that we cannot count on the agencies to do this on their own; they need pressure put on them from the outside.

I recognize that there are many good people who work for these agencies.  I know a number of agency staffers who are far more progressive than some in the environmental community. Unfortunately, it seems not to matter how many good folks work for an agency because it is all about political interference at the top.

The day I see the Army Corps brochure for Bonneville Dam advertising how many wild salmon have been killed by that dam, instead of how many plastic hatchery fish pass through the fish ladder, is the day that I will realize that the good people in the agency have the upper hand.

Take care,

David

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 12:37:59 -0700

From: bob kluck r.a.kluck@ieee.org 

Hello, David:

I think my concern still lies with water, but as your comments pointed out, the issue of Glen Canyon water is quite local, while Glen Canyon power is regional.

I know very well that 3% energy reductions COULD be achieved. I can walk into virtually any building and make recommendations that will reduce their energy usage by 10-15%, some of which could be achieved with little or no capital expenditure. Yet the question that needs to be asked BEFORE ripping down power plants is whether 3% of regional peak demand WILL be achieved.

This is much less clear. Regional electric demand is far more complex, and is linked to regional growth. If people continue to move to the West in large numbers, and contractors continue to build 3,000-5,000 SF houses* for them to move into, then peak demand would still go up.

Repricing electricity can affect attitudes about conservation, the California debacle has proved this. However, I cannot advocate California style changes to occur in the rest of the West because it was far from painless.

I also think that since I am most concerned with power, I find it hard to limit my thinking to just the Glen Canyon Dam. For I know that while you are limiting your discussion to the removal of Glen Canyon, MANY other dams are on the list to be decommissioned. Before Glen Canyon and HALF these dams are removed from the power grid, the West will need to seriously rethink its power and water usage, and then act on its doings.

Regards

Bob Kluck

* On Wednesday or Thursday, the NY Times just had an article on the trend of building 5,000 SF houses in the West that incorporate all the latest energy efficient features. These allow the house to use far less than they otherwise might have, but still end up drawing a fabulous amount of power for someplace that will house 2-4 people. I also noticed the trend with water usage when I was in Nevada and Colorado. Many people irrigating their lawns were using rather sophisticated water conservation techniques to minimize water waste. However, they were ignoring the greater question of whether growing a lawn in an arid or semi-arid climate is an appropriate way to use such a precious resource.

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 15:49:36 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com 

Norton's 'historic' dump may haunt her

Landfill also a Superfund clean-up site

By Bill McAllister 

Denver Post 

Washington Bureau Chief

http://www.denverpost.com/Stories/0,1002,53%257E127679,00.html 

Sunday, September 02, 2001 - WASHINGTON - Whatever she does as interior secretary, Gale Norton seems certain to be remembered for what she did Monday. That's the day she declared a garbage dump in Fresno, Calif., a national historic landmark.

The ink on that pronouncement was hardly dry before her aides began signaling a retreat. It seems that the former Colorado attorney general and her aides didn't realize that the Fresno Sanitary Landfill had another government designation. The Environmental Protection Agency had declared the landfill a Superfund site in 1989, a designation given lands filled with the most hazardous of wastes.

That discovery, made by reporters moments after Norton's announcement of the Bush administration's first 15 historic sites, led to a series of less than flattering newspaper articles.

"Something rotten on Bush's first list of U.S. historic sites," declared a Los Angeles Daily News headline.

And there was lots of snickering among the environmental groups that have been among Norton's harshest critics. "This is just what the Bush administration would like to do to the entire state of California," Sierra Club executive director Carl Pope told the AP. "Trench it, compact it and shovel dirt over it."

By midweek it was clear the dump's designation was in doubt. The Fresno Bee took a tongue-in-cheek approach. "Cancel the parades. Reroute the tours. Shut down the T-shirt concessions. The dump has been dumped," proclaimed the paper under the headline "Garbage in, garbage out for Fresno."

The paper quoted Martin Melosi, a professor at the University of Houston and chief proponent of the landfill's historic designation, as being stunned that officials had overlooked the Superfund designation. So did EPA officials who noted that the dump's unsavory history is outlined on their website.

Fresno Mayor Alan Autry was peeved at Interior's "knee-jerk reaction," but city officials said they didn't plan to protest any withdrawal of the landmark status. After all, taxpayers have spent $38 million trying to clean up the site that Interior had hailed as "the oldest "true' sanitary landfill in the United States."

It was the first to use the so-called trench method of disposal and the first to use compaction, Interior had said in describing the dump's worthiness for national historic landmark designation.

What the mayor didn't talk about is how California health officials in 1983 had discovered that methane gas and vinyl chloride had migrated from the landfill to surrounding areas, contaminating groundwater for wells in the area. Nor did he mention how the landfill is fenced and locked to keep the public out.

The fall guy in the whole affair appeared to be Dennis Galvin, deputy director of the National Park Service. He was the interim head of the agency when it recommended the landfill to Norton.

On Monday night, he quickly fired off a memo to Norton saying he was "unaware" that the landfill was a Superfund site and urged that the issue be reconsidered.

Park Service spokeswoman Elaine Sevy held out hope that the agency would retain the historic designation. "Our history isn't all wonderful and beautiful," she said.

Oh, yes, all that happened the same day that lawyers in the big Indian trust case against Norton and her department renewed their efforts to get the secretary cited for contempt of court. Their charge: Norton is part of a continuing cover-up and deception of the true status of 300,000 trust accounts held by Interior for American Indians.

All in all, it was a week that the secretary would probably just as soon have spent at home in Denver.

<snip>

Bill McAllister's e-mail address is bmcallister@denverpost.com. Denver 

Post staff writer Mike Soraghan contributed to this column.

Note this is a subject shift in the thread to “Water and energy use in the west”

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 15:51:29 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com 

Hi Bob,

Thanks for your comments.

I agree that growth complicates planning for water and energy supplies.  But to turn an old saying on its head, if we don't build it, they won't come.

You said you're more concerned about water, but you did not acknowledge my point that the need for water at Glen Canyon Dam is virtually nonexistent. In fact if we want MORE water to flow downstream past the dam, then we need to drain Lake Powell reservoir to eliminate the evaporation and seepage losses.

You correctly point out the waste factor, but you seem to be missing the fact that that waste is tied very closely to cost. So long as the federal government subsidizes water and power, there is little incentive for the user to conserve.

In the case of water, western water laws penalize those who conserve by offering up conserved water for other users. This must be changed, and we invite your help in this regard.

As for power, you seem to be arguing that we should not bother trying to decommission hydropower dams because even if we were to implement conservation and efficiency strategies that would reduce our consumption dramatically, there will eventually be more people who will just push consumption back up. Yet we can replace much of our current generating capacity with less-polluting forms of power such as solar even as we reduce our consumption. 

We don't need Glen Canyon Dam for power or for water.

The campaign to decommission glen Canyon Dam is not occurring in a vacuum. We know that structural changes have to occur, too, and they will even if it takes a few decades to take out the dam. 

We know that there are many dams that need to go. We are campaigning to take down lots of dams. But again, base load power can be replaced by power that doesn't burn fossil fuels or rely on nuclear chain reactions, and does not require destroying river ecosystems. Even as the population grows.

But we don't have to assume that sprawl will continue, either. People are already beginning to wonder about the wisdom--and the expense--of building subdivisions across the desert. The day will come when people will begin supporting real growth control, and one way that they will likely do that is by limiting the availability of water to new development. In some areas, there simply is no more water to spread around. 

These changes are sure to come, and progressive minded individuals are seizing the opportunity to raise public awareness now and push for the changes to happen sooner. Societal values are changing, and people today want their rivers to have water in them. They want to know that their lifestyle is not harming the planet. As more and more find out that lifestyle in the Southwest has very much to do with the survival of ecosystems, they are more willing to accept the need for change.

In the Salt Lake valley, and in many other urban areas in the West, the single largest use for municipal and industrial water is for lawns and landscaping. Never mind that people willingly chose to live in a desert; they want to "make the desert bloom." Brigham Young probably did not have Glen Canyon Dam or golf courses in mind; he was talking about small family farms and gardens. That vision has been perverted by agribusiness and over-consuming lifestyles that ignore the limits of ecosystems. 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 had a 160-acre limit on the size of farms that could qualify for federal irrigation subsidies. Guess what? The politicians got hold of it and now most Reclamation-subsidized farms are in the order of thousands of acres, many of them owned by large corporations.

The dams of the Colorado River were built in order to provide subsidized water to isolated farms and municipal water to small towns and a few cities. As a secondary purpose, they were authorized to provide power to pump that water. Probably no one conceived a century ago that the Colorado River's entire flow would be consumed, and most of it used to grow low-value crops by large corporations.

We find ourselves in a trap. We overbuilt the water and power supply system to make both commodities cheap and plentiful. Now we have reached the limit of supply for both. We simply cannot continue supplying the system without making major structural changes.

Can we change this system? You bet! Not only by addressing the low cost of water, but by questioning what is done with the water. Currently in the upper basin, about 80% of the federally subsidized irrigation water is used to grow alfalfa for cattle feed. Despite the fact that cattle growing in this region makes up between 2% and 4% of the nation's beef supply. Alfalfa uses on average about 4 times as much water per acre as most vegetable crops. We could feed far more people at less cost while diverting less water from our rivers just by banning the growing of alfalfa and other cattle feed crops on federally subsidized irrigation lands.

We can either advocate for major beneficial changes in the system and lead the way for these, or just sit back and wait for the system to begin collapsing and watch while inept and uninformed politicians race for "solutions" that only further complicate the mess. Note the recent experience of California.

Our campaign to decommission Glen Canyon Dam is about much more than restoring a canyon's free-flowing river. It is about catalyzing interest and support for re-engineering our society and the mindset that assumes we can have it all at no cost.

I hope you'll join us!

David Orr

Note the subject shift to “Water and energy in the west” continues

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 16:10:17 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com 

I need to correct a misimpression present in my last message to the list.

I said that cattle growing "in this region" constitutes between 2-4% of the nation's beef supply. This would be interpreted in the context of the paragraph to mean the upper Colorado River basin region. Actually I meant to say, "on public lands across the West." The percentage of U.S. beef cattle grown in the upper Colorado River basin would be less than 1% of the nation's supply.

I also said that our campaign "is about catalyzing interest and support for re-engineering our society and the mindset that assumes we can have it all at no cost." I should have said "...assumes we can 'have it all' at LITTLE cost TO US OR TO THE ENVIRONMENT, UPON WHICH OUR EXISTENCE DEPENDS."

Sorry for the errors.

Note the subject shift back to 1937 Fresno Landfill as Landmark
Sun, 02 Sep 2001 17:39:29 -0700

From:  "Robert W. Cherny" cherny@sfsu.edu 

This item from H-Urban may be of interest ...

Sat, 1 Sep 2001 09:27:35 -0500

From:    H-Urban

Posted by Wendy Plotkin wplotk1@uic.edu 

An August 29, 2001 NEW YORK TIMES article "Its Notorious Past Unearthed, Dump Loses Landmark Status" by Barbara Whitaker describes how an innovative California municipal landfill was removed from the U.S.'s list of national historic landmarks because of its more recent status as an environmental hazard.  The Fresno site was the nation's first sanitary landfill, and its inclusion as a landmark by the National Park Service was recommended by University of Houston historian (and H-Urban subscriber) Martin Melosi, author of THE SANITARY CITY: URBAN INFRASTRUCTURE IN AMERICA FROM COLONIAL TIMES TO THE PRESENT (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press 2000) and GARBAGE IN THE CITIES: REFUSE, REFORM, AND THE ENVIRONMENT, 1880-1980 (College Station, TX: 1981) (1)

The article is available free of charge for a week from publication, at http://www.nytimes.com/2001/08/29/national/29DUMP.html?ex=1000132218&ei=1&en=63ff6c852030c00a  

According to Whitaker,

"More than 2,300 landmarks are listed among the some 73,000 sites in the national register."

The inclusion of the Fresno site was intended to add to the list of historical civil engineering projects in the U.S. (2) In describing its significance, the Park Service director, Fran Mainella, said "This landfill has those qualities that help us as a nation understand trends in emerging and developing technology."

Information from Professor Melosi's report supported the designation.  Whitaker reports "The Fresno landfill was the first to use a trenching method of covering trash with dirt every day, rather than burning the trash or just letting it sit. The result was a significant reduction in infestations of rats and other vermin and set a national standard that is still in use."

In 1937, Jean Vincenz, Public Works Director for Fresno, developed the procedure used in the disputed landfill, which was copied by other cities in the U.S.  Reflecting the incremental nature of environmental knowledge, the Fresno site did not include lining, and in the 1980s it was discovered that methane gas produced at the site had polluted the groundwater and adjacent land.  In 1989 it became a Superfund site, and began receiving millions of federal dollars for clean up.

Melosi's report prominently noted that the site was a Superfund project, but this information was apparently overlooked in the process of nominating it as a landmark.

A Superfund report on the site is available at http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/nar1030.htm
In addition, the site is used in a California education page sponsored by Dow Corporation, at http://thechalkboard.com/Corporations/Dow/Programs/EducatorGuide/Land/CA.html
According to the TIMES, "Now a dusty mound, it and surrounding land are being transformed into a park and sports complex in the southwest section of town."

The politicization of the issue is apparent at democrats.com, which features a photograph entitled "The George W. Bush National Historic Landmark" with a picture of President Bush in a landfill.

In spite of the opposition to including the site as a historic landmark, other Superfund sites have received the designation, including a mine in Montana.

It might seem that giving landmark status to a site that eventually ended up on the Superfund would serve as a useful illustration for the nation on the complexity of technological solutions to societal problems.  I welcome information on historical preservation of infrastructure such as sewers and landfills, especially in a comparative perspective from outside of the U.S., and whether this issue has arisen elsewhere.

Wendy Plotkin

H-Urban Editor

(1) A review of THE SANITARY CITY is available at

http://www2.h-net.msu.edu/reviews/showrev.cgi?path=13074983817017
Melosi is also the editor of the volume URBAN PUBLIC POLICY: HISTORICAL MODES AND METHODS (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1993), which included an essay "Down in the Dumps: Is There a Garbage Crisis in America?" and another essay by Alan Mayne on historical preservation entitled "City as Artifact: Heritage Preservation in Comparative Perspective" that bemoaned the shortage of sites that dealt with urban infrastructure (and other aspects of city life) from the U.S. and Australian heritage lists.

(2) See the Historic American Building Survey (HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) at http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/hhhtml/hhhome.html
That site includes a plan of Philadelphia's Dock Street Sewer at

http://WWW.NR.NPS.GOV/iwisapi/explorer.dll?IWS_SCHEMA=NRIS1&IWS_LOGIN=1&IWS_REPORT=100000048 and an attractive St. Louis sewer cover at

http://WWW.NR.NPS.GOV/iwisapi/explorer.dll?IWS_SCHEMA=NRIS1&IWS_LOGIN=1&IWS_REPORT=100000048
Note the subject returns again to “Water and energy use in the west”

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 21:30:48 -0400 (EDT)

From: DavidOrr@aol.com
On 9/2/2001 r.a.kluck@ieee.org wrote:

>No one is talking about building more dams.

Au contraire, mon ami!

The Bureau of Reclamation announced last week that they will have the groundbreaking ceremony for the destructive and useless Ridges Basin Reservoir near Durango, Colorado on November 9th. This will cost federal taxpayers close to a billion dollars to build, despite the fact that there are no uses for the water that will be wasted!

>The other possible variation of the saying... If you rip it down, they will leave...would >be an awful mistake.

You are interpreting something that I didn't say. I pointed out quite clearly that we can accommodate an even larger population than we have now in the Southwest with fewer dams. But I don't understand your comment that people leaving the Southwest would be an "awful mistake." Sounds like the best thing we could hope for, if we want to have the best chance of restoring our ecosystems.

Note the subject shift to “Water and energy in the west” continues

Sun, 02 Sep 2001 21:11:41 -0700

From: bob kluck r.a.kluck@ieee.org 

David, its a bit late to turn the saying around... We built it, they came.  And they're still coming. No one is talking about building more dams. The other possible variation of the saying... If you rip it down, they will leave...would be an awful mistake.

I think that the fact that this discussion thread has turned the Fresno landfill first into a dam, and then into a region should serve as a warning that we are taking this discussion off the point, and I think we should probably either end it or let others do more of the talking.

Best Regards,

Bob Kluck

Note the subject shift to “Water and energy in the west” continues

Mon, 03 Sep 2001 13:30:17 -0600 (MDT)

From: FRANK LAIRD flaird@du.edu 

I would like to briefly enlarge on David's point.  

As a number of good histories have shown us recently, the US govt. has subsidized both energy and water (and, for that matter, mining), which means that they have subsidized environmental harm, making market prices of these goods cheap in areas where purely market prices would be much higher.  From an environmental perspective, that is bad public policy.  Even from the perspective of promoting economic growth, it may not work in the long run.  

The changes need not be as wrenching as California has experienced recently. I don't think David is advocating jacking up prices by a factor of 10 over a few months.  But why should bad policy continue indefinitely just because it has been bad in the past?  Why not make the price of resources steadily but gradually come closer to their real costs?  

One thing that strikes me when I read environmental and technological history is how fluid and contingent human affairs are.  If the past is that way, I suspect the future offers us more choices than we think when we are stuck in the present.  

Frank N. Laird

Grad. Sch. of Int'l Studies

2201 S. Gaylord St

University of Denver

Denver, CO 80208

303/871-4462

fax 303/871-2456

flaird@du.edu
Note subject shifts to dams as historic landmarks

Tue, 04 Sep 2001 15:45:01 -0400 (EDT)

From: Ray Andre Wakefield wakefiel@fas.harvard.edu 

Hello all. I've been following the discussion with interest. One point in particular caught my eye, especially as articulated by David:

"Unfortunately, it seems not to matter how many good folks work for an agency because it is all about political interference at the top."

I must confess that, based on my own experience working for EPA during the Bush 1 Administration, this doesn't seem quite right. Agencies, and the career officials who work in them, can and do push certain policies over the long haul. Political appointees, who come and go every 4-8 years, cannot hope to alter the administrative mission or culture of an executive agency, even though they always try, and rarely succeed.  In a word, though changing administrations undoubtedly have an impact on agency policy, we shouldn't underestimate the power of day-to-day bureaucrats--both good and bad--to effect lasting change.

Andre Wakefield

Dibner Institute for the History of Science

M.I.T.

Note subject shifts back to Significance of Fresno historic landmark

Tue, 04 Sep 2001 15:26:20 -0700

From: Christine Rosen crosen@haas.berkeley.edu 

Although this discussion seems to have pretty much run its course, I'd like to say one last thing.   Like all symbols, landmark designations are always manipulated by interest groups, powerful and not so powerful.  People always read different things into them.   That is not a good reason not to have them in my opinion.  The fact that Martin Melosi was interviewed on NPR (I heard him too!) speaks to opportunity the effort to landmark the Fresno landfill has given historians (and others - like activists) to speak out and explain the significance of a site from their perspective.

The issues raised by the Fresno controversy are complex and speak to the paradoxes and ironies of the history of municipal and sanitary engineering.  Marty's book on the Sanitary City gives a lot of background on how and why people thought sanitary landfills to be a great advance over previous methods of dealing with solid waste.  It was not that people were bamboozled by a bunch of demented sanitary engineers and powerful construction companies into foolishly spending money on useless urban infrastructures.  Sanitary landfills were serious, albeit flawed, efforts to deal with real problems.  Waste and pollution problems existed long before the development of sanitary landfills; they were not created by them!  Unfortunately, they were also not ended by them.   They are part of society's long, probably never ending struggle to deal with its waste.

In my capacity as business school professor, I'm am doing research on recycling in the computer industry and, unfortunately, it is a mistake to assume that recycling will be a panacea for this industry's waste.   Product take back, disassembly, asset recovery, etc. are complicated processes that use up resources, and energy, and also generate waste, including toxic waste.   Entropy, one of the laws of thermodynamics, prevents us from reclaiming everything we put into a product and makes it impossible for us to get back much of what we can use without colossal inputs of energy and more waste.  We can do a lot better than we are doing, but, I hate to say it, we are going to be struggling with the problems epitomized by the Fresno land fill for a long time to come, even if we never build another sanitary landfill.

Chris Rosen

