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6.	Dissemination	of	finDings
The Marmot Dam removal generated media coverage not only locally and regionally, but also nationally.  
There was an interest among the river restoration community, as well as the geomorphology community 
to learn lessons from the dam removal and subsequent sediment redistribution.  To this end, the NCED/
JHU/GMA team has been actively sharing and reporting the data and findings of this project. In addition 
to the formal venues listed below, we have been actively engaged with numerous parties interested in 
sharing our data for further studies on river response to dam removal. All the reports and presentations 
listed below are available at: http://www.jhu.edu/marmot.

6.1.	 monitoring	team

All data collected by the OWEB-funded researchers has been freely shared with all the researchers 
monitoring the Marmot Dam removal – primarily USGS scientists from the Cascade Volcano 
Observatory and the Oregon Water Science Center.  Reciprocal data sharing by these same scientists has 
provided us with a plethora of additional survey and sediment transport data. Much of the outcome from 
this collaborative effort is captured in a USGS Professional Paper (Major et al, 2011).  

6.2.	 LocaL	community

The Sandy River Basin Watershed Council has arranged annual presentations in the City of Sandy for 
anyone who was interested in the research being conducted on the dam removal.  We presented our work 
and a summary of preliminary findings to an enthusiastic audience in the town of Sandy on July 29, 
2008 and on July 28, 2009.  For the 2010 presentation we opted for a field presentation on August 21, 
2010.  This involved a presentation of the monitoring results combined with a walking tour of the dam 
area. Many attendees to all of the events were well informed on the previous work that had been done on 
the river, and were interested to discuss the changes that had been observed.  

6.3.	 regionaL	scientists	&	Practitioners

§	In November, 2008, we presented the OWEB-funded work to the US Forest Service Pacific 
Northwest Regional Watershed and Aquatics Program Managers meeting, in Hood River, Oregon. 

§	In February, 2010, and again in February, 2011 the research was presented in an oral presentation at 
the River Restoration Northwest Symposium, where it was well received.  

6.4.	 nationaL	&	internationaL	scientists	&	Practitioners
In addition to sharing the findings and research on a local and regional stage, the project has also been a 
frequent topic at national-level meetings.  
§	There were poster presentations at the 2008 and 2009 annual meetings of the American Geophysical 

Union (Devillier et al, 2008a; Podolak et al, 2008; Podolak and Wilcock, 2009b; DiLeonardo et al, 
2009).  

§	At the annual meeting of the American Geological Society, the Marmot Dam was the central focus of 
an invited presentation (Podolak and Wilcock, 2009a) as well as a field trip (which Podolak was a co-
leader).  

§	The NCED interns who worked on the project produced a group report and presentations given at the 
University of Minnesota (Devillier et al, 2008b, and others at http://www.jhu.edu/marmot). 

§	The Marmot Dam was presented by Podolak as a case study to a series of working groups tasked by 
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Federal Advisory Committee on Water Information Subcommittee on Sedimentation to create dam 
removal analysis guidelines for sediment.  

§	This research is featured in two electronic supplements to a new geomorphology textbook.  They can 
be found at: http://serc/carleton.edu/39733 and http://serc.carleton.edu/39732.

§	In 2010 Podolak presented a paper to the 2nd Joint Federal Interagency Conference analyzing the 1-D 
numeric modeling done for the Marmot Dam Removal (Podolak and Wilcock, 2010).  

§	This research received international attention when it was presented at the Gravel Bed Rivers 
conference in Tadoussac, Quebec in the fall of 2010 (Podolak et al, 2010).  

§	Finally, we are currently coauthoring a manuscript to be published as a USGS Professional Paper 
(Major et al, 2011) bringing together our data collection efforts with the other collaborators in the 
monitoring effort.

 

http://serc/carleton.edu/39733 and http://serc.carleton.edu/39732
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