(08

magistrates or other designated individuals to
remove all obstructions from the river,
including dams, that interfered with the
upstream migration of fish. By the mid-
cightcenth century, however, only a few Native
Americans still lived along Delaware’s stretch
of the Brandywine or just over the line in
Pennsylvania, with the last, Indian Hannah,
dying in 1803. Now it was the turn of whites,
who were also dependent on the spring run of
spawning fish, to step forward and oppose the
dam-building proclivities of the Brandywine’s
millers.?

Dams were more acceptable to fishermen
if they included “fishways” or fishruns that
allowed at least some shad, herring and other
anadromous species to fight their way upstream
to spawning grounds beyond the dams. But
often these fishways were not kept open by the
millers. [n 1756, petitions from white residents
of the Brandywine Valley living in both
Delaware and Pennsylvania caused a
commission to be appointed to police the river
and to break through dams that did not have
fishways or to open those fishways that were
now closed up. In 1760, four Brandywine
dams—their exact locations arc unclear-—wetre
breached by government-appointed officials.
After that date, however, “there were no more
dam wars, but also no more shad.”

The shad and other anadromous fish
stopped making their annual spring spawning
runs because Delaware’s colonial government
decided that it was good public policy to
support Brandywine millers in their ongoing
dispute with the river’s fishermen. Encour-

aging entrepreneurs to construct water-powered
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mills and their related mill-dams along th
Brandywine made good sense because the mill
provided “a public benefit and ought therefor
to be encouraged.” Thus, in 1760, the samr
year that four dams on the Brandywine we
breached, Delaware’s colonial legisiatu
annulled the law of 1727 that provided offici
support for the breaching of those dams.?!

To a colonial assembly intent on encou
aging the construction of water-powered mil
abolishing the 1727 law made good sen
because that piece of legislation discourag
the building of mill-dams and was, therefo!
a barrier to progress. As Henry Seidel Can
later observed, after 1760 “[water] power w
now dominant on the lower Brandywine” a
the “fish were somewhere turned bacl
Canby remembered that during his childho
in Wilmington, in the latc nineteenth centu
the migratory instinct of a certain type
herring—sometimes called alewives
continued to be so strong that every spring tl
fought their way, by the thousands, through
Brandywine’s Great Falls, “vainly trying to
past the bulwarks of dams and races t
blocked” their way upstream.?? The act
taken by the colonial legislature to favor
Brandywine’s dam-builders indicated that
the future, the public’s traditional fishing ri
along streams and rivers would be prote:
by Delaware’s government only where
when those traditional rights did not con
with the legislature’s more modern com
ment to industrial development.

Despite the construction of nume
milldams along its length, the suppc
domestication of the Brandywine was far -
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To a colonial assembly intent on encour-
aging the construction of water-powered mills,
abolishing the 1727 law made good sense
because that picce of legislation discouraged
the building of mill-dams and was, therefore,
a barrier to progress. As Henry Seidel Canby
later observed, after 1760 “[water] power was
now dominant on the lower Brandywine” and
the “fish were somewhere turned back.”
Canby remembered that during his childhood
in Wilmington, in the late nineteenth century,
the migratory instinct of a certain type of
herring—sometimes called alewives—
continued to be so strong that every spring they

fought their way, by the thousands, through the
Brandywine’s Great Falls, “vainly trying to get
past the bulwarks of dams and races that
blocked™ their way upstream.? The action
taken by the colonial legislature to favor the
Brandywine’s dam-builders indicated that, in
the future, the public’s traditional fishing rights
along streams and rivers would be protected
by Delaware’s government only where and
when those traditional rights did not conflict
with the legislature’s more modemn commit-

ment to industrial development.

Despite the construction of numerous
milldams along its length, the supposed
domestication of the Brandywine was far from
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moderating influence on the Brandywine’s flow knocked out ¢
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down of trees and the draining of wetlands 1o Philadelphia
during the seventeenth and eighteenth

: was direct]
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All of this meant that, despite the backnpar::)l?i;
construction of numeroys dams, the flow of the ice broke, huge
Brandywine was often either too strong or oo the crest of ac
Wf.ak to meet the industria] needs of the river’s scouring out |
millers. Days when jts volume reached flood structures built
proportions and caysed cascading water 1o droughts caused
thunder over jts dams and Surge across its  drop so fow that
rapids, were more than matched by long periods
when there was so little water flowing
downstream from the dams that much of the  in the summer of 1
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resident Elizabeth Montgomery correctly .
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February 21, 1822, the Brandywine rose more introduction of stea
than twenty feet after a hard rain, About 9:30
p.m., milier Edmund Canby was sitting in his
parlor when he heard “g tremendous ¢
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