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Dam Project SummaryDam Project Summary

• Cuddebackville Dam: 2 segments; southwest segment 
to be removed winter 2003; northeast dam to remain (rock 
ramp to be installed 2005) for feeder canal

• SW Dam Vitals: 5.5 ft high, 107 ft long, pier stop log 
dam

•Built 1912 for hydropower diversion through canal

•Abandoned 1948, ownership to Orange County

• Context: First dam removal for ecological reasons in NY 
State History



Project ConstraintsProject Constraints

• Endangered & threatened species 1 mile downstream

• Philadelphia District Corps/TNC first dam removal (learning curve for both) 

• New partnership, different organizational cultures

• Cumbersome New York State permitting system for dam removal

• NYS DEC concerned about turbidity, permit required construction in the dry

• TNC does not own dam or land necessary for access

• Difficult access to dam site

• Historic & community concerns about D & H Canal  

• Environmental window of late summer (low flows, spawning fish)



ProjectProject Summary Summary ((contcont’’dd))

• Authority: Environmental Restoration under Continuing Authorities 
Program, Section 206 of WRDA 1996.

• Sponsor: The Nature Conservancy’s Eastern New York Chapter

• Cost Sharing: 65%/35% cost share includes work-in-kind.

• Planning Design & Analysis (PDA) Phase: Initiated January 2000, 
completed June 2003.  Total cost:$289,000.

•In Kind Services: Sponsor providing $150,000 in materials and 
$449,000 in other project requirements

• Construction: Contract awarded June 2003 ($715,000). Winter 
shutdown December 2003. Remobilization Summer 2004. 
Adjustments to contract: $610,000.



Cuddebackville Dam (Southwest Side)Cuddebackville Dam (Southwest Side)



Project FeaturesProject Features
• Access Road: Approximately 1 mile access road required

• Cofferdams: Two: one upstream, one in impoundment channel

• Culvert: Needed where road crosses feeder canal spillway 
outlet

• Temporary Bridge: 65’ crossing east channel of Neversink 
River

• Dam Removal: mechanical demolition (excavator with hydraulic 
hammer)

• River Restoration & Right Bank Stabilization: Initial design 
included shoal removal, bed armoring, abutment removal and 
bank stabilization

• Environmental Monitoring: Includes 3 years pre- and 5 years 
post-removal monitoring





Access Road & FencingAccess Road & Fencing



Temporary Bridge CrossingTemporary Bridge Crossing



Cofferdams: Cofferdams: 
Take 1Take 1



Design Design 
CharacteristicsCharacteristics
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LessonsLessons
• TNC is a different type of “sponsor” (greater 

involvement requires more communication)
• Different project management challenges 

(both TNC and USACE)
• Careful selection of contractor (don’t rush)
• 206 Aquatic Restoration Program 

oversubscribed in FY04 (adequate funding 
and prioritization needed)

• At all stages, simplify to dodge Murphy’s Law 
(e.g., coffer dam type)



• TNC/USACE partnership, different organizational 
cultures

• How do we overcome the challenges & risk inherent 
in engineering for dynamic, natural systems?

• How do we maintain consistent team throughout 
process which shares ecological goals of project from 
design through construction?

• How do we leverage restoration experience of ERDC 
and others?

• How can we streamline decision making process for 
changes in design that arise from unexpected on-site 
conditions?

• Can we improve cooperative work on small 
restoration projects by using smaller, fully integrated 
project teams?

Overarching IssuesOverarching Issues
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