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Abstract: Indian Himalayan basins are earmarked for widespread dam building, but aggregate effects of
these dams on terrestrial ecosystems are unknown. We mapped distribution of 292 dams (under construction
and proposed) and projected effects of these dams on terrestrial ecosystems under different scenarios of land-
cover loss. We analyzed land-cover data of the Himalayan valleys, where dams are located. We estimated
dam density on fifth- through seventh-order rivers and compared these estimates with current global figures.
We used a species–area relation model (SAR) to predict short- and long-term species extinctions driven by
deforestation. We used scatter plots and correlation studies to analyze distribution patterns of species and
dams and to reveal potential overlap between species-rich areas and dam sites. We investigated effects of
disturbance on community structure of undisturbed forests. Nearly 90% of Indian Himalayan valleys would
be affected by dam building and 27% of these dams would affect dense forests. Our model projected that
54,117 ha of forests would be submerged and 114,361 ha would be damaged by dam-related activities. A
dam density of 0.3247/1000 km2 would be nearly 62 times greater than current average global figures; the
average of 1 dam for every 32 km of river channel would be 1.5 times higher than figures reported for U.S.
rivers. Our results show that most dams would be located in species-rich areas of the Himalaya. The SAR model
projected that by 2025, deforestation due to dam building would likely result in extinction of 22 angiosperm
and 7 vertebrate taxa. Disturbance due to dam building would likely reduce tree species richness by 35%, tree
density by 42%, and tree basal cover by 30% in dense forests. These results, combined with relatively weak
national environmental impact assessment and implementation, point toward significant loss of species if all
proposed dams in the Indian Himalaya are constructed.
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Efectos Potenciales del Desarrollo Hidroeléctrico Actual y Propuesto sobre la Diversidad Biológica Terrestre en el
Himalaya Hindú

Resumen. Las cuencas del Himalaya Hindú están destinadas para la construcción extensiva de presas, pero
se desconocen los efectos agregados de estas presas sobre los ecosistemas terrestres. Mapeamos la distribución
de 292 presas (en construcción y propuestas) y los efectos proyectados de estas presas sobre los ecosistemas
terrestres bajo diferentes escenarios de pérdida de cobertura de suelo. Analizamos datos de cobertura de
suelo de los valles del Himalaya, donde se localizan las presas. Estimamos la densidad de presas en ŕıos de
quinto a séptimo orden y comparamos estas estimaciones con cifras globales actuales. Utilizamos un modelos
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de relación especies-área (REA) para predecir extinciones de especies a corto y largo plazo provocadas por
la deforestación. Usamos gráficas de dispersión y estudios de correlación para analizar los patrones de
distribución de especies y presas y para revelar el traslape potencial entre áreas ricas en especies y los sitios
de las presas. Investigamos los efectos de la perturbación sobre la estructura de la comunidad de bosques
no perturbados. Casi 90% de los valles del Himalaya Hindú pudiera ser afectado por la construcción de
presas y 27% de estas presas podŕıa afectar bosques densos. Nuestro modelo proyectó que 54,117 ha de
bosques quedaŕıan sumergidas y 114,361 ha seŕıan dañadas por actividades relacionadas con las presas.
Una densidad de presas de 0.3247/1000 km2 seŕıa casi 62 veces mayor que las cifras globales promedio
actuales; el promedio de 1 presa por cada 32 km de ŕıo seŕıa 1.5 veces mayor que la cifra registrada en ŕıos de
E.U.A. Nuestros resultados muestran que la mayoŕıa de las presas estaŕıa localizada en áreas ricas en especies
del Himalaya. El modelo REA proyectó que, en 2025, la deforestación debido a la construcción de presas
probablemente resultaŕıa en la extinción de 22 taxa de angiospermas y 7 de vertebrados. La perturbación
debido a la construcción de presas probablemente reduciŕıa la riqueza de especies de árboles en 35%, la
densidad de árboles en 42% y la cobertura basal de árboles en 30% en los bosques densos. Estos resultados,
combinados con una evaluación e implementación de impacto ambiental relativamente débil, apuntan hacia
una pérdida significativa de especies si son construidas todas las presas propuestas en el Himalaya Hindú.

Palabras Clave: cambio en el uso de suelo, cambio en la cobertura de suelo, extinción de especies, presas,
riqueza de especies

Introduction

Humans have been damming rivers for thousands of
years, but during the second half of the 20th century,
the number of rivers regulated for hydropower and ir-
rigation increased substantially. There were 5000 large
dams worldwide in 1950. By 2000, this number had in-
creased to 45,000 (Khagram 2004). In the early years of
this century, exponential growth of dam building ebbed
worldwide due to technical, financial, and social and po-
litical reasons, but the number of dams in developing
countries, particularly India and China, is rising (Pandit
2009; Grumbine & Xu 2011). In 2003, to meet a pro-
jected doubling of electricity demand by 2020, the Gov-
ernment of India (GOI) announced an ambitious plan
to generate 50,000 MW (annual average electricity con-
sumption of 400–900 households in the United States
equals 1 MW) through the development of new hy-
dropower infrastructure (GOI 2008). This would entail
construction of 292 new dams to more than double
India’s existing capacity to generate electricity and add
(in <15 years) new power equivalent to over half of all
that currently exists in the United States (Dharmadhikary
2008).

Results of studies carried out in the developed coun-
tries in the northern hemisphere show river regulation
is the most substantial and widespread human effect on
riverine ecosystems (Dynesius & Nilsson 1994). Specific
effects range from changes in river geomorphology and
hydrology (Brandt 2000) to impairment of the ecologi-
cal integrity of rivers through the extirpation of species
and loss of ecosystem services (Richter et al. 2003). Al-
tered flow regimes due to river regulation often result in
the destruction and fragmentation of riverine and ripar-
ian ecosystems and extirpation of fishes (Lovett 1999),
other freshwater fauna (Armitage et al. 1987), crocodiles

(Dudgeon 2000), molluscs (Kowalewski et al. 2000),
mayflies (Malmqvist & Englund 1996), benthic biota
(Ward 1976), and riparian vegetation (Nilsson et al.
1997). Damming rivers changes downstream ecological
processes and sets in motion complex chain reactions
that transform floodplain vegetation dynamics (Wieringa
& Morton 1996). Similar studies have not been conducted
in Asia (Dudgeon 2000), and effects of river regulation on
terrestrial and downstream riparian ecosystems in India
remain largely unknown.

India has some of the densest human populations in
the world and the GOI’s numerous dam proposals would
affect people. But little is known about project-specific
effects, and no one has attempted to calculate, even for
one river basin, the cumulative effects of multiple, closely
spaced dams (but see CISMHE 2007). Civil societies in
India are urging the GOI to improve assessment of the
effects of dams on local communities. But federal reg-
ulatory mechanisms, such as the environmental impact
assessment (EIA) process, have proven inadequate even
for single dam projects (Nandimath 2009). On paper,
there are robust GOI environmental impact policies for
hydropower project appraisal, but their implementation
remains uncertain. The law, for example, requires assess-
ment of effects on biological diversity, including rare and
endangered species and protected areas, but few projects
have ever been rejected on the basis of these concerns
(CSE 2011). Given this history and the scale of proposed
hydropower development, it is doubtful that policies as
they are currently implemented can adequately address
up to 300 new proposals.

We reviewed proposed dam construction in the In-
dian Himalaya to examine land-cover change in regions
where dams are being or will be built; predict species
losses across taxonomic groups; quantify the effects of
dam building on forests; and briefly review GOI’s EIA
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Figure 1. Distribution and density of dams, forest cover, and rivers across the Indian Himalaya.

policies and make suggestions for mitigating the adverse
effects of dams.

Methods

Study Area and Data Sources

We considered all 3 major river basins of the Indian
Himalaya (Ganga, 1,086,000 km2; Indus, 930,000 km;
Brahmaputra, 580,000 km2) in which dams are being
planned (Fig. 1). The Brahmaputra has the highest mean
annual water discharge (629.05 km3/yr), followed by the
Ganga (525.02 km3/yr) and the Indus (73.31 km3/yr)
(Kumar et al. 2005). These river basins have a cumula-
tive hydropower potential of over 100,000 MW (CWC
1992).

We obtained names, locations (elevation), and installed
capacities (i.e., megawatts) of 292 proposed dams and de-
tailed data on 113 of these dams from GOI agencies (CEA
2004) (see Supporting Information). For the remaining
179 dams, we obtained these data from other sources
(Supporting Information). We procured data on building
of dams in forests from completed EIA reports on 32
dams (Supporting Information). Our data included size,
height, water-storage and run-of-the-river design, and de-
tails of dam-building activities in forested or nonforested
areas (Supporting Information).

Spatial Analyses

We used ArcGIS 9.1 software (ESRI, Redmond, Califor-
nia) depicting geographic locations of states, river chan-
nels, and river valleys to prepare a georeferenced base
map of the Indian Himalaya from Survey of India topo-
graphic maps at 1:50,000 or 1:250,000 scales. River val-
leys were demarcated following major watershed bound-
aries (not shown here). We classified climatic zones in
these valleys as tropical or subtropical southern plains
(≤1000 m), temperate (1000–3000 m), and subalpine
and alpine (>3000 m) (Grytnes & Vetaas 2002). We used
the distance-measuring tool in ArcGIS 9.1 to calculate the
length of fifth- to seventh-order river channels. We added
dams to the base map as a distinct layer.

Once the spatial data layers were completed, we used
remotely sensed data from Landsat ETM+ (Arunachal
Pradesh, 2001, 2005, 2006; Sikkim, 2005; Uttarakhand,
Himachal Pradesh, and Jammu and Kashmir, 2000, 2001)
(30-m resolution) to delineate forest and nonforest land
cover with Erdas Imagine 9.1 software (Intergraph, Madi-
son, Alabama, U.S.A.). We converted the satellite data to
a false-color composite (FCC) image (bands 2, 3, and 4)
and extracted the area of interest with Erdas Imagine 9.1
software. We classified the FCC with supervised and un-
supervised procedures (Jha et al. 2000). Forest cover was
classified as dense, canopy cover >40%; open, canopy
cover between 10% and 40%; and degraded, forest or
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scrub with <10% canopy cover (FSI 2005). We consid-
ered dense forests undisturbed and open and degraded
forests disturbed land-cover types.

We overlaid the land-cover images on the base map
to visualize dam locations on the basis of forest cover
classes (Fig. 1). The remotely sensed data were prepro-
cessed and therefore did not require geometric and radio-
metric corrections. We reduced errors in the interpreta-
tion of satellite images and their classification to delin-
eate forest and nonforest land cover (Congalton 2001) by
sourcing cloud-free and georeferenced data from a single
satellite and through maximum ground truthing. Ground
truthing to validate land-cover types was carried out by
surveying land-cover classes in the selected areas of river
basins earmarked for dam building. We used a global
positioning system (GPS) (GIS-GS5 with ArcPad version
6 software [Leica Geosystems, Switzerland]) to corrobo-
rate the land-cover types in the field with those of the
classified remote sensing images by matching their geo-
graphic coordinates. We followed standard protocols to
classify land cover (Joshi et al. 2001). We did not estimate
spatial extents of different land-cover classes; rather, we
used published information on forest cover, background
deforestation (deforestation due to expansion of agricul-
ture, human settlement, development of infrastructure,
logging) rates (Pandit et al. 2007), and projected remain-
ing forest cover classes after deforestation due to dam
building.

Geographic Distribution of Dams

We analyzed the spatial distribution of dams to locate
dams in different valleys and to project dam density, land-
cover types affected by dam building across elevational
gradients, extent of land-cover change driven by dam
building, and loss of land cover assuming all planned
dams were built. We compiled a list of proposed and
under-construction dams and stating for each installed
capacity, elevation, and land-cover type around the dam.
From the composite overlay map, we collated informa-
tion on the number of dams in each valley, dam den-
sity/1000 km2 of basin area, average number of dams per
kilometer of river channel, and number of dams in dif-
ferent land-cover classes and climatic zones. To analyze
current average dam density per 1000 km2, we down-
loaded data on 23 global river systems from Northwest
Alliance for Computation Science & Engineering (NACSE
2011). We designated conversion of forests for dam build-
ing as loss of land cover due to intense human use and
loss of natural values. Data on land area submerged un-
der reservoirs were available for 113 dams (CEA 2004),
but data on the area of forest converted for dam build-
ing was available for only 32 projects (Supporting Infor-
mation). From the data on the 32 dams, we calculated
average forest area used per megawatt hydroelectricity
generated to project forest lost due to submergence and

to other dam-building activities. These activities include
infrastructure building, mining, muck dumping, tunnel-
ing, and adits, which cumulatively can result in land-cover
losses that have effects similar to that of submergence.
We compared average land submergence for 113 dams
(0.78 ha/MW) (CEA 2004) with our projections of land-
cover loss for 32 dams (0.53 ha/MW) and found that
our estimates were conservative (Supporting Informa-
tion). The average forest submerged per megawatt and
diverted for other dam-building activities was scaled for
the projected power generation of 102,108 MW from
284 of 292 dams (8 dams are located in nonforested
areas).

Species-Rich Zones and Dams

To estimate potential effects of dams on species, we plot-
ted species richness across various taxonomic groups
and the distribution of dams against elevational gradi-
ents and compared the resulting patterns. We used pub-
lished data on the distribution and elevational ranges of
angiosperms, mammals, birds, fishes, and butterflies to in-
terpolate species’ presence between maximum and min-
imum elevations (Supporting Information). We divided
the Indian Himalayan elevational gradient (from 300 m,
lower montane limit, to 4700 m, beyond which no dam
is proposed) into 44 equal horizontal bands of 100-m
elevational range. We assumed no species had an eleva-
tional distribution range of <100 m and that a species was
represented at all elevations between its minimum and
maximum elevational records (Grytnes & Vetaas 2002).
This elevational species distribution pattern represents
an estimate of the gamma diversity (i.e., total richness
of an entire horizontal elevational band) of the taxo-
nomic groups we analyzed (Lomolino 2001). We used
scatter plots fitted with Friedman’s supersmoother func-
tion (a nonparametric curve fit) to analyze patterns of
distribution of species and dams on the basis of ele-
vational gradient. Analyses were conducted with Spot-
fire S+ 8.1.1 software (TIBCO, Palo Alto, California,
U.S.A.). We used Pearson’s correlation coefficient (Spot-
fire S+ 8.1.1) to test the strength and significance of the
correlation between the number of dams and species
richness.

Land-Cover Change

In the Indian Himalaya, background deforestation due to
multiple land-cover changes has resulted in species ex-
tinctions across various taxonomic groups (Pandit et al.
2007). Dam building is expected to further increase de-
forestation rates, so we estimated the extent of species
loss driven by deforestation due to dam-building activities
alone and in combination with background deforesta-
tion. To make new projections of forest cover in 2025
and 2100, we used known forest cover and deforestation
rates in the Indian Himalaya (Pandit et al. 2007). We then
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added our projections of forest loss due to dam-building
activities on the basis of 2 scenarios: dams built only
in already-degraded forests and dams built haphazardly
across the landscape including in dense forests. We pre-
dicted the loss of angiosperm, mammal, bird, fish, reptile,
and amphibian species on the basis of this projected de-
forestation data with a species–area relation (SAR) model
(May & Stumpf 2000) (S = cAz, where S is the ratio of
contemporary to original species composition; A is the
ratio of present to original habitat area [forest area of the
study region], and c and z are constants [z = 0.25]). We
examined projections of species extinction on the basis
of z values ranging from 0.25 to 0.35. These z values are
reported to be typical for mountain ecosystems (Pereira
& Daily 2006). Short-term projections of species extinc-
tions were made up to 2025 and long-term projections
were made to 2100.

Some researchers question the linear relation between
species richness and area (Lomolino 2000) because the
SAR results of some studies are significantly affected by
sampling design, spatial scale, and the types of organisms
or habitats assessed (Drakare et al. 2006). Others, how-
ever, warn about underestimating its value (Koh et al.
2010; He & Hubbell 2011). Other models, such as the
endemic SAR, have proven less reliable than SAR (Ulrich
2005). Given this debate and following Lewis (2006),
who states that the power function (z) is often the best-
fitting relation between species number and area, we
used a conservative z value of 0.25 to derive extinction
estimates (see Pereira & Daily 2006).

To quantify the effect of disturbance on tree commu-
nity structure in dense forests, we measured tree species
composition, species richness, density, and basal cover
at 14 sites around proposed dams across the region. We
analyzed whether differences in these variables might be
due to regional variations or changes in land cover in
disturbed and undisturbed forests. We considered only
the tree species because of their dominance in the for-
est ecosystems. We selected study sites randomly within
a 10-km2 radius of proposed dams. Each site had undis-
turbed forest (control) and disturbed forest. We laid belt
transects of 1–1.5 km × 10 m across each site. Each
belt transect was subdivided into 10–15 quadrats of 10
m × 10 m and a species area curve was plotted. To en-
sure adequate sampling, we plotted species accumula-
tion curves for all the sampling sites until curves reached
a clear asymptote, which suggests no new species are be-
ing added. We quantitatively analyzed tree species rich-
ness and density and total basal cover following standard
methods (Sagar et al. 2003). We tested the significance of
differences in the studied variables between undisturbed
and disturbed forests with 2-way analysis of variance with
land use and land-cover type (disturbed or undisturbed
forest) and region as fixed effects and land cover and re-
gion as interaction factors. This analysis was carried out
in TIBCO Spotfire S+ software (version 8.1.1).

Results

Geographic Distribution of Dams

There were 109 dams in the Brahmaputra, 89 in the
Ganga, and 94 in the Indus River basins (Supporting In-
formation). Average dam density across the Himalaya was
1.6120 dams/1000 km2. Sikkim had the highest density
(4/1000 km2), followed by Uttarakhand and Himachal
Pradesh (both 1.5/1000 km2) (Table 1). If all dams were
built, the Indian Himalayan river basins would have an av-
erage dam density of 0.3247/1000 km2 (current global av-
erage is 0.0053/1000 km2) (Table 1). Dam densities in the
Brahmaputra (0.5825/1000 km2), the Indus (0.2895/1000
km2), and the Ganga (0.1022/1000 km2) basins would be
110, 55, and 19 times higher, respectively, than the cur-
rent global average.

Out of 32 major river valleys, 28 would be affected
by dam building and nearly 90% of the dams would be
located between the subtropical and temperate zones
(Supporting Information). On average if all dams were
built there would be one dam for every 32 km of fifth- to
seventh-order river channel in the Indian Himalaya. The
Ganga basin would have the highest number of dams
(1/18 km of river channel dammed), followed by the
Brahmaputra (1/35 km) and the Indus (1/36 km). Tem-
perate regions would have the highest number of dams
(52%), followed by tropical and subtropical (36%) and
alpine regions (12%) (Supporting Information).

Land-Cover Change and Species Losses

In scenario 1 (if dams are built only in already-degraded
forests), total forest affected was 51,001 ha excluding
dense forests. In scenario 2 (if dams are built haphaz-
ardly across the landscape including in dense forests),
forest lost to dam-building activities was 114,361 ha,
including 63,360 ha of dense forests (Table 2). At cur-
rent deforestation rates combined with loss of forest
cover due to dam-related activities, total forest cover in
the Indian Himalaya in 2025 was reduced by 0.32% and
0.73%, respectively (of 1970 baseline value) (Supporting
Information).

Species richness of angiosperms, birds, and butterflies
peaked around 600–1600 m (Fig. 2). This pattern was
common to all taxonomic groups except fishes, which
peaked around 500–600 m and had a second, minor
peak between 1300 and 1500 m, and mammals, which
exhibited a uniform distribution throughout the eleva-
tional gradients. Maxima of dams and species richness
clearly overlapped (Fig. 2). For example, Sikkim, the most
species-rich region of India (CISMHE 2007), would have
the highest dam density in the world. There was a sig-
nificant positive correlation between number of dams
and species richness of angiosperms (r = 0.846; p <

0.01), birds (r = 0.740; p < 0.01), fishes (r = 0.800; p <

0.01), and butterflies (r = 0.735; p < 0.01). For mammals,
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Table 1. Distribution and density of dams in the Indian Himalayan states and river basins and current density of dams in the major river basins of
the world.

Dam density Dam density
Geographic (dams/km2 of (dams/1000 km2 of

State/Basin No. of dams area (km2) area of the state/basin) area of the state/basin)

Arunachal Pradesh 80 83,743 0.00096 0.9600
Sikkim 29 7,096 0.00400 4.0000
Jammu & Kashmir 23 222,236 0.00010 0.1000
Himachal Pradesh 81 55,673 0.00150 1.5000
Uttarakhand 79 53,484 0.00150 1.5000
Himalayan States 292 422,232 0.00161 1.6120
Ganga 89 861,452 0.00010 0.1022
Indus 94 321,290 0.00029 0.2895
Brahmaputra 109 194,413 0.00056 0.5825
Himalayan Basins 292 1,377,155 0.00032 0.3247
Global basins∗ 194 36,591,693 0.00001∗ 0.0053∗

∗On the basis of 23 major basins distributed across the 7 continents (NACSE 2011).

however, the correlation was not significant (r = 0.293;
p > 0.05).

Projected extinction rates across taxonomic groups
varied markedly depending on the specific species-area
exponent (z) value used (Supporting Information). The
lowest estimates of extinction across species groups had
z values of 0.25 under both scenarios. For z = 0.25,
7.25% of angiosperm taxa and 7.27–7.62% of vertebrate
taxa in the study area were extinct by 2025 due to for-
est loss. The highest extinction rates occurred when z
= 0.35, in which case 10% of angiosperm and vertebrate
taxa were extinct by 2025 (Supporting Information). Un-
der the conservative SAR model in scenario 1, over the
next 13 years, dam-building activity alone, if carried out
in already-degraded forests, was predicted to lead to the
extinction of 10 angiosperm and 3 vertebrate species.
In scenario 2, haphazard dam building resulted in the
loss of 114, 361 ha of forests (including 63,360 ha of
dense forests) and in species extinctions doubling over
the same period (Fig. 3a). By 2100 extinction projections
under conservative SAR estimates indicated the potential
loss of 1505 angiosperms and 274 vertebrates driven by
background deforestation and dam building combined
(Fig. 3b). We have been cautious with these projec-
tions. Our estimates of forest loss from dam building are
lower than those projected by the GOI and we selected
the most conservative z value (0.25) from the range of
values recommended for mountain regions and matrix
habitats.

Disturbed forests had 35% lower tree species richness,
42% lower tree density, and 30% lower tree basal cover
compared with undisturbed forests (Fig. 4). Species rich-
ness differed significantly between disturbed and undis-
turbed forests (F1,10 = 37.57; p < 0.001). However,
species richness did not differ significantly by region
(F1,10 = 0.02; p > 0.88 and F1,10 = 0.07; p > 0.79). Den-
sity and tree basal cover differed significantly between
disturbed and undisturbed forests (F 1,10 = 20.69; p <

0.001 and F1,10 = 18.15; p < 0.002). Regional and inter-

action factors did not significantly affect density (F1,10 =
0.23; p > 0.64 and F1,10 = 0.03; p > 0.86) and tree basal
cover (F1,10 = 1.78; p > 0.21 and F1,10 = 1.02; p > 0.34)
of disturbed and undisturbed forests (Fig. 4).

Discussion

Distribution of Dams

Our results provide the first broad portrait of the effects
of proposed dam building in the Indian Himalaya on ter-
restrial ecosystems and their biological diversity. Our es-
timates of dam densities did not include existing dams;
we considered only projects under construction and pro-
posed projects for which feasibility studies have been
carried out by the GOI. If all proposed 292 dams are con-
structed, on the basis of the current global number of
dams, the region will have the highest density of dams
in the world. The average of 1 dam/32 km of fifth- to
seventh-order river channel would be 1.5 times greater
than figures reported from the United States, where the
results of a study of the effects of dam density showed
continental-scale effects favoring spread of cosmopolitan,
non-native species at the expense of native biota (Poff
et al. 2007). A disproportionately high percentage (90%)
of dams would be concentrated in species-rich subtrop-
ical and temperate zones in the Indian Himalaya. Yet at
present, due to limited studies and little certainty about
the likelihood of all projects being built, it is difficult to
quantify precisely the full extent of ecological changes
that may result from proposed dam building.

Terrestrial Species Losses

We found a clear overlap between areas with maximum
numbers of dams and species in the Indian Himalaya.
More specifically, our results show that the projected
forest loss from submergence and dam-building activi-
ties would have adverse effects on the persistence of

Conservation Biology
Volume 26, No. 6, 2012



Pandit & Grumbine 1067

Ta
bl

e
2.

Es
tim

at
es

of
to

ta
lf

or
es

ta
nd

no
nf

or
es

ts
ub

m
er

ge
d

an
d

di
ve

rt
ed

by
da

m
s

un
de

r
di

ffe
re

nt
da

m
-b

ui
ld

in
g

sc
en

ar
io

s
in

th
e

In
di

an
H

im
al

ay
aa . P

ro
je

ct
ed

fo
re

st
lo

ss
d

R
ep

o
rt

ed
P

ro
je

ct
ed

H
yd

ro
el

ec
tr

ic
la

n
d

n
o
n

fo
re

st
la

n
d

d
en

se
o
th

er
to

ta
l
fo

re
st

N
o
.o

f
ca

p
a

ci
ty

su
b
m

er
ge

n
ce

su
b
m

er
ge

n
ce

fo
re

st
su

b
m

er
ge

n
ce

a
ct

iv
it

ie
s

lo
ss

(h
a

)
St

a
te

d
a

m
s

(M
W

)b
(h

a
)c

(h
a

)d
lo

ss
(h

a
)

(h
a

)
[1

]
(h

a
)

[2
]

[1
+

2
]

A
ru

n
ac

h
al

P
ra

d
es

h
42

27
,2

93
17

,0
26

18
,2

86
7,

64
2

14
,4

65
16

,1
03

30
,5

68
Si

kk
im

10
1,

46
9

44
2

98
4

41
1

77
9

86
7

1,
64

5
U

tt
ar

ak
h

an
d

33
5,

28
2

1,
13

4
3,

53
9

1,
47

9
2,

79
9

3,
11

6
5,

91
6

H
im

ac
h

al
P

ra
d

es
h

15
3,

32
8

81
9

2,
23

0
93

2
1,

76
4

1,
96

4
3,

72
7

Ja
m

m
u

&
K

as
h

m
ir

13
2,

67
5

11
,9

00
1,

79
2

74
9

1,
41

8
1,

57
8

2,
99

6
T

o
ta

l(
H

im
al

ay
a)

11
3

40
,0

47
31

,3
21

26
,8

31
11

,2
13

21
,2

25
23

,6
28

44
,8

53
La

n
d

co
ve

r
lo

ss
d

en
se

fo
re

st
s

(>
40

%
ca

n
o

p
y

co
ve

r)

80
56

,5
71

–
37

,9
04

15
,8

40
29

,9
83

33
,3

77
63

,3
60

N
o

n
fo

re
st

la
n

d
8

60
7

–
40

6
0

0
0

0
D

am
-b

u
ild

in
g

sc
en

ar
io

1e
20

4
45

,5
37

–
30

,5
10

12
,7

50
24

,1
35

26
,8

67
51

,0
01

2f
28

4
1,

02
,1

08
–

68
,4

12
28

,5
90

54
,1

17
60

,2
44

1,
14

,3
61

a
Se

e
m

et
h

o
d
o
lo

gy
se

ct
io

n
a

n
d

Su
p
p
o
rt

in
g

In
fo

rm
a

ti
o
n

fo
r

co
m

p
u

ta
ti

o
n

a
l
d
et

a
il

s.
b
T
h

is
is

in
st

a
ll
ed

ca
p
a

ci
ty

,w
h

ic
h

re
fe

rs
to

m
a

xi
m

u
m

a
m

o
u

n
t

o
f

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

th
a

t
a

p
o
w

er
p
la

n
t

ca
n

p
ro

d
u

ce
a

t
a

n
y

gi
ve

n
p
o
in

t
in

ti
m

e.
c L

a
n

d
su

b
m

er
ge

n
ce

fr
o
m

1
1

3
d
a

m
s;

d
a

ta
so

u
rc

ed
fr

o
m

C
en

tr
a

l
E

le
ct

ri
ci

ty
A

u
th

o
ri

ty
(2

0
0

4
)

(–
,d

a
ta

n
o
t

a
va

il
a

b
le

).
d
O

u
r

es
ti

m
a

te
s

o
n

th
e

b
a

si
s

o
f

d
a

ta
fr

o
m

3
2

d
a

m
s

(f
o
r

so
u

rc
es

se
e

Su
p
p
o
rt

in
g

In
fo

rm
a

ti
o
n

)
u

n
d
er

4
ra

te
s

o
f

co
n

ve
rs

io
n

o
f

n
o
n

fo
re

st
la

n
d

a
n

d
fo

re
st

u
se

p
er

m
eg

a
w

a
tt

h
yd

ro
el

ec
tr

ic
it

y
ge

n
er

a
te

d
to

p
ro

je
ct

fo
re

st
lo

st
d
u

e
to

su
b
m

er
ge

n
ce

a
n

d
to

o
th

er
d
a

m
-b

u
il

d
in

g
a

ct
iv

it
ie

s:
n

o
n

fo
re

st
la

n
d

su
b
m

er
ge

n
ce

,0
.6

7
h

a
/M

W
;d

en
se

fo
re

st
lo

ss
,0

.2
8

h
a

/M
W

;f
o
re

st
a

re
a

s
su

b
m

er
ge

d
,0

.5
3

h
a

/M
W

;a
n

d
fo

re
st

s
lo

ss
d
u

e
to

o
th

er
d
a

m
-b

u
il

d
in

g
a

ct
iv

it
ie

s,
0

.5
9

h
a

/M
W

.
e
D

a
m

b
u

il
d
in

g
re

st
ri

ct
ed

to
a

lr
ea

d
y

d
eg

ra
d
ed

fo
re

st
s.

f
D

a
m

-b
u

il
d
in

g
a

ct
iv

it
ie

s
ca

rr
ie

d
o
u

t
h

a
p
h

a
za

rd
ly

a
cr

o
ss

th
e

H
im

a
la

ya
n

la
n

d
sc

a
p
es

,i
n

cl
u

d
in

g
in

d
en

se
fo

re
st

s.

Conservation Biology
Volume 26, No. 6, 2012



1068 Hydropower and Himalayan Biodiversity

Figure 2. Species-richness of
different taxonomic groups by
elevation and relation between
number of dams (dashed line) and
elevation across the Indian
Himalaya (fitted lines, constructed
with Freidman’s supersmoother
function and meant only as a
guide).

species across taxonomic groups. Submergence would
result in direct elimination of species, but a high density
of dams and associated construction activities would also
change land cover and thus be detrimental to species
survival. Forest loss and fragmentation negatively affect
species diversity, and when forest loss and fragmentation

are associated with the creation of dams and reservoirs,
the altered ecosystems can have sudden species losses
(Terborgh 1974; Terborgh et al. 2001; Laurance et al.
2002). Although various taxonomic groups may respond
differently to forest fragmentation and degradation
(Irwin et al. 2010), our results concur with observations

Figure 3. Projected number of
species extinctions within
taxonomic groups due to
ongoing deforestation and forest
loss due to dam building in the
Indian Himalaya for
species–area relations with a z
value of 0.25 in (a) 2025 and (b)
2100 (scenario 1, dams built
only in already-degraded forests;
scenario 2, dams built
haphazardly across the
landscape including in dense
forests). Predictions of extinctions
are based on forest area data
from Pandit et al. (2007).
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Figure 4. Differences between tree species richness,
density, and total basal cover (TBC) in undisturbed
and disturbed forests in the Indian Himalaya (n = 14;
numbers above bars, p values from significance tests;
error bars, standard deviation of the mean).

that show disturbance leads to decreases in abundance,
species richness, and density and basal cover of trees and
negative effects on community structure (Trzcinski et al.
1999; Fahrig 2003; Vellend et al. 2006).

Of course our species-extinction projections are sub-
ject to errors, which include over- or underestimation of
species richness. We have already mentioned debates sur-
rounding SAR models, but in addition, deforestation rates
can be miscalculated on the basis of land-cover change
analyses. However, considering the paucity of data on

species richness, the density of proposed dam build-
ing, and lack of cumulative effects analyses in the Indian
Himalaya, our results may underestimate extinction risk
and species losses. Additional factors we did not con-
sider include the effects of increased fragmentation of
montane vegetation due to other anthropogenic activ-
ities, topographic isolation and endemism of biota, and
effects of climate change—all of which could result in un-
derestimation of extinction rates (Malcom et al. 2006).

Applications to Conservation Planning

Hydropower is an important energy option for devel-
oping countries that need to meet power demands and
reduce global carbon emissions. Dams also provide flood
control and water for irrigation and drinking. Therefore,
it may appear as if the GOI and Indian citizens are will-
ing to trade species losses for the economic and social
benefits of dams. But given that ours is the first study to
outline potential effects of proposed hydropower devel-
opment on biological diversity of the Indian Himalaya, it
is unknown whether the public, once informed of the
consequences, would be willing to choose social goods
over ecological benefits. This situation is exacerbated by
the fact that the GOI has never carried out studies of
the country’s future energy requirements that examine
alternatives beyond hydropower that may find a reduced
need for so many dams (WWF 2007). And, according to
a recent study from the Ganga basin, even the assumed
social benefits of dams may have little scientific basis
(Sadoff et al. 2011). Our results lend support to these
claims, but in India, so far, there remains little attention
paid to ecological evaluation of large-scale development
(Bandyopadhyay & Gyawali 1994; Agrawal 2010).

EIA regulations in India do make assessment of biolog-
ical diversity “a criterion” for project evaluation. How-
ever, lack of scientific studies and poor implementation
of EIA processes remain problems, and no projects have
been rejected because loss of biological diversity has been
cited, except in rare cases involving protected areas and
flagship species such as the tiger (Panthera tigris) (Singh
2006). In addition, there is no legal requirement in cur-
rent EIA regulations for analyses of cumulative effects,
but given the density of planned dams on all the ma-
jor rivers in the study area, our results point toward the
need to consider this standard in hydropower assessment
(Menon & Kohli 2009; Choudhury 2010).

India has the greatest number of people living with-
out electricity (Sargsyan et al. 2010) and the largest civil-
society antidam movement in the world. As in many
developing nations, this opposition has been based pre-
dominantly on social issues, including loss of traditional
lands and inequitable resettlement (Choudhury 2010).
Up to the present, due to lack of data, there is no
precedent for civil groups to consider ecological informa-
tion in their arguments against dams. However, as more
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scientific studies on hydropower effects are completed,
the public will likely use them as a tool to critique poorly
designed projects. We expect our results to prove useful
in establishing an empirical basis for resolving conflicts
between conservation and development priorities.

Given the absence of information on effects of dam-
building activities on terrestrial ecosystems and their bio-
logical diversity, our study assumes more significance be-
cause it points toward the need for improved assessment
of hydropower development in the Indian Himalaya. At
minimum, it would be desirable to locate dams in de-
graded forest areas and to subject plans for construction
of dams in species-rich regions and dense forests to sci-
entific and social investigation before final development
decisions are made.
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