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Does Low Water Lead 


To Good Deals on Boats?   Do We Need To Keep Them As Prophylactics Against Polluted Water?


By  Linda VanLuik


Earlier in the Spring, our good friend Cris Leonard sent us articles from the Richmond Times providing information about the impending statewide drought.  Cris prefaced the articles with the thought that this might be a year when we’d see good buys on used boats. The Roanoke Times was a bit late in bringing the drought issue to the general public, just as Roanoke City’s management was caught short with no immediate solutions to remedy a repeat of water shortages experienced in a drought two years ago. 


Recent Richmond Times articles from Cris highlight another problem: the questionable state of the James through Richmond, similar to many of Virginia’s rivers and streams that are not safe for swimming and wading.  The Roanoke Times has also run recent articles related to pollution and contamination of local streams.  Stories similar to these have probably appeared in papers across the state, with the drought receiving more attention, since water restrictions affect the population as a whole.  Both issues serve to highlight the facts that: 1) there is a finite amount of water available for human use and 2) we all pay heavily for the indiscriminate use of water as a “pollution dilution” solution. 


John and I, with a few other Floats-- Doris and Tom Berdeen, Ruth Dickerson, Mike Haney-- and eight other folks recently returned from a trip on the main fork of the Salmon in Idaho. When we travel out West, it always amazes me to see how heavily those folks rely on irrigation: for crops, for lawns, etc. For those of us who 











 





have quit watering our lawns and feel guilty when we water our outside plants, and sympathize with local farmers who have lost their crops, it was difficult to watch all that water spraying around. Then we put on the river, and the water issue was something else.  


 On the six-day trip, we filtered water from the Salmon for drinking after we used up our supply of potable water. We washed dishes in plastic buckets filled with river water, some of which was boiled and some of which contained a dash of Clorox to be on the safe side. We took solar showers which were limited to wetting down before soaping up, and if we were lucky, enough water was available to rinse most of the soap away. Learning how to use a limited amount of water should be mandatory training for all persons, so when water shortages threaten, people will know that they can do with less.


Washing and bathing had to be done well above the high water line, as no soap is allowed in the river.  All solid wastes—trash,  food leftovers and what passed through the human body  --has to be packed out.  People are encouraged, however, to urinate in the river; that was the only thing we left behind.  Sounds like pollution dilution, doesn’t it?


Remember, however, than in certain cultures, in times past and present --when and where water was/is  scarce, --urine, which is amonia, has been used as a cleaning agent  Urine is not the carrier disease-causing agents found in fecal matter. Nor does urine create problems that soap residue in water produces. I’m not advocating indiscriminate peeing in the stream; I am certainly not advocating dumping a municipality’s untreated waste into a river. The issue is this:  in what amounts does something have an adverse effect on water. In this case, with only six groups permitted to put on the river each day, the urine contributions were probably the least harmful of what some overnight campers leave in or along the banks of most rivers. 


	If strict rules have been established to protect wilderness waters, why is it so difficult to protect the rivers and streams more easily accessible and used more heavily in our great Commonwealth? Why do groups disagree on what is or is not safe and acceptable? Is it an issue of state government vs. Federal government (DEQ vs. EPA)? Is it that big business and money dictate what contaminants and what levels of those contaminants are acceptable?


  Although standards for pollution control have been established, they do not seem to be strictly enforced. It seems that the minimum water levels that have been established to protect the riverine environment and to ensure recreational activities are more often the issue that determines whether certain enterprises are allowed to use river water or to discharge used water into rivers.  Man does not have exclusive control over the levels of water in a river  (dams excluded); Mother Nature does.  Man can control what he dumps into a river.  With record low flows, over which we have little control, becoming the norm,, how can we continue to allow our water ways to serve as sewers ?


	As concerned boaters, Floats have long asked these questions. And it seems we keep getting the same tired old answers. So keep that boat; you’ll need it!





 WARNER REVAMPS DGIF BOARD





Governor Warner has removed  J. Carson Quarles, the chair of the DGIF Board and replaced him with Sherry Smith Crumley, who headed the governor’s “Sportsman for Warner” campaign.  This move has created some controversy, as Quarles had three years remaining in his term.  Quarles was a supporter for Warner’s competitor, Mark Early. Quarles opposed the importation of elk into Virginia until the possibility of bringing in chronic whirling disease with the imported elk was reduced to zero. He also led a fight to beat back a crippling 20 percent raid on the game department budget—a raid launched by Warner’s predecessor Gov. Gilmore. 


Crumley brings impressive credentials to the job. She is chair of the Wildlife Foundation of Virginia, a member of the board of directors of the National Wild Turkey Federation and of the Virginia Hunters for the Hungry organization. 	


               (More NEWS BRIEFS on back page)








