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Abstract: This Environmental Impact Statement describes and evaluates five
alternatives regarding possible inclusion of the Clarks Fork River in Wvomino
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The free-flowing nature and ~
scenic, recreational, and historic characteristics are described. The environmental, social, and economic effects of implementing each of the alternatives are
described. The Forest Service preferred alternative, nurrber 3, recofl111E!nds Wild
River designation for 21.5 miles. The rationale for this reco11111endation is shown.

SUMMARY

I.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION: The study has concluded that the lower 22.5 miles of
the 23-mile long stud~rea on the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River is eligible for inclusion
in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System under the Wild River classification. The recommendation is
to include 21.5 miles of the study area in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, excluding 0.5 miles
of private land on the upstream end of the study area and one mile on the downstream end. Opportunities for construction of recreation facilities will be provided. The entire 21 .5 miles would
be classified as a Wild River.
This recommendation provides Congressionally designated protection of a highly scenic river, in
keeping with the spirit and intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. At the same time, this
recommendation provides opportunities for increasing the diversity of dispersed recreation along
the river.
Major issues and concerns identified for the river area and the study process are as follows:
A.

Further restrictions on public land in an area where much of the National Forest lands are
now classified as wilderness.

B.

Imposing constraints on a parcel of private land (scenic easements) in an area wrere there
is very little private land, and in a state wrere only 17% of the total land area is in
private ownership.

c.

Foregoing further consideration of dams within the study area and reducin9 development
potential for Wyoming's allocation of Clarks Fork River water.

D.

Foregoing further consideration of extending Wyoming Highway #292 westward through the
Clarks Fork River canyon.

No other Federal actions are discussed in this Environmental Statement.
II.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:
A.

Alternative l. Continue the management in effect prior to the Wild and Scenic River Study
and include construction of an overlook and one trail to the river. There would be no Wild
and Scenic River recommendation under this alternative, thus allowing development along the
river and placing minimal constraints on existing or potential uses. The primitive road in
the mouth of the canyon would remain open without improvements.

B.

Alternative 2. Recommend Wild and Scenic River designation for the lower 22.5 miles of the
study area as a Wild River. Emphasis would be given to protection of the scenic and recreational values of the river, and to day-use recreation activities. A river overlook and two
trails to the river would be constructed. Zoning ordinances or scenic easements would restrict
development on a parcel of private land within the study area. The primitive road in the
mouth of the canyon wculd remain open without improvements.

C.

Alternative 3. Recommend Wild and Scenic River designation for 21.5 miles of the study
area, excluding the private land at the lower end of the study area. The recommended status
would be as a Wild River. Zoning ordinances on scenic easements would restrict development
on the one remaining parcel of private land within this recommendation. Two overlooks and
two trails to the river would be constructed. The primitive road in the mouth of the canyon
would remain open without improvements. Day-use recreation would be emphasized. This
alternative is preferred by the Forest Service.

D.

Alternative 4. Recommend Wild and Scenic River designation for the 21.5 miles of the study
area, excluding the private land at the lower end of the study area. The western threefourths of the area would be classified as a Wild River and the eastern one-fourth would
be classified as a Scenic River. Zoning ordinances or scenic easements would restrict
growth on the parcel of private land included in this recommendation. The road in the
mouth of the canyon (the segment classified as Scenic) would be improved to a single land,
low speed gravel road with pullouts and a terminal parking facility. An eight unit picnic
area would be constructed near the canyon mouth. Two canyon overlooks and two trails to the
river would be constructed. Day use recreation activities would be emphasized.
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E.

Alternative 5. Reco!ll11end Wild designation for 21.5 miles of the study area excluding the
private land at the lower end. Zoning ordinances or scenic easements would restrict development on a parcel of private land within the study area. The road in the mouth of the
canyon would be improved to a single lane, low speed gravel road with pullouts and a terminal
parking facility. Two canyon overlooks and two trails to the river would be constructed. Day
use recreation activities would be emphasized.
No economic development alternatives are considered due to the lack of documented needs or
opportunities witiiin the study area, and in light of feasibility, cost effectiveness, and
public input.

III.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: Construction of trails and overlooks will impose minor modification on-the natural envTronment. Increased use of these recreation facilities will cause minor
soil compaction and vegetative alterations on small areas. Recreation use will also increase as
a result of the classification as a Wild and Scenic River.
Increased recreation use will provide opportunities for development on µrivate lands not included
within the area recorrrnended for classification. Zoning ordinances or a scenic easement will
reduce development potential on a parcel of private land within the classified area.

IV.

CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS: Public input meetings were held on July 10 and September 11, 1978 at
Powell, Wyoming, with a total of 31 people attending. Several newspaper articles during all
phases of the study were run in local and state newspapers. In addition, several magazine articles
concerning the study were published and considerable local radio covera~e was given to the study.
Slide talks and presentations were made before twelve groups and organizations with a total
attendance of about 400 people. All landowners and several individuals knowledgeable about the
study area were consulted. All of these contacts provided input to the planning process.
Specific information has been provided by the Bureau of Land Management, Water and Power Resources
Service, Department of Energy, Department of Army, Wyoming State Archeologist, Wyoming Highway
Department, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, and Wyoming State Engineer.
One hundred and ninety copies of the Draft Environmental Statement were distributed and comments
were received from the following:
Federal Agencies
U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Regional Environmental Officer
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Soil Conservation Service
Federal Energy Regulatory Corrrnission
Department of Army
Department of Co11111erce
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Wyoming State Agencies
Game and Fish Department
State Planning Coordinator
Wyoming Governor, Ed Herschler
Park County Wyoming
Chairman, Board of Park County Corrnnissioners
Park County Planning Coordinator
Water Commissioner
Organizations
Shoshone and Heart Mountain Irrigation Districts
Sierra Club, Northern Great Plains Office
Sierra Club, Wyoming Chapter
Powell Area League of Women Voters
Friends of the Earth, Northern Great Plains Representative
Wildlife Management Institute
Federal Timber Purchasers Association
Trout Unlimited, Colorado Council
Trout Unlimited
Public Lands Institute
Shoshone River Water Users Association
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Individuals

Russell Faus
Dr. Gary Sturmer
Lynne Barna
Patti Bugas Harris
James E. Nielson
Howard E. Sparhawk
Steve J. Sparhawk
Dr. Frank J. Sparhawk
John S. Bugas
Garnett L. Cary
Florence J. Higgins
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Craig Willcox
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Ella Powell
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Craig Leeper
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Robert W. Koelling
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James R. Stebren
Lin Copeland Burke
Polly P. Copeland
Anne Model
John R. Strong
Mrs. John R. Strong
Norman P. Dodd
Meredith Taylor
Brad Donovan
Melvin C. McGee
Don Miller
Jo Miller
Margaret Boree
William H. Dunn
Anna Jane Dunn
Dewitt Dominick, M.D.
Elizabeth P. Dominick
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CLARKS FORK OF THE YELLOWSTONE
WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY AND FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

I.

INTRODUCTION
A.

The Study
The Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone Wild and Scenic River Study was being conducted in direct
response to a 1975 Amendment to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (P.L. 93-621 and P.L. 90-542,
respectively). The 1975 Amendment lists the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River, plus an
additional 28 rivers or sections of rivers, to be studied for possible inclusion into the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Completion date for the study was October 2, 1979,
at which time the study and recommendations should have been submitted to the Congress.

B.

Study Objectives
Section 4.(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act directs the Secretary of Agriculture or the
Secretary of Interior to report on the suitability or nonsuitability of selected rivers for
addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Furthermore Section 4.(a) directs the
Secretaries to evaluate the existing and potential uses of the rivers and to recommend future
management of the rivers. In accordance with directives from Section 4.(a), two objectives have
been formulated for the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River Study:

C.

l.

Evaluate suitability of the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River for inclusion in the Wild
and Scenic River System.

2.

Recommend whether eligible segments of the river should be included as components of the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Study Area Location
The Clarks Fork River originates in the Beartooth Mountains north of Cooke City, Montana, and is
a major tributary of the Yellowstone River. The Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River is named
after William Clark of the Lewis and Clark Expedition. The river flows into Wyoming, carving a
deep, narrow canyon which is the section included in the study area. The river then flows back
into Montana to join the Yellowstone River near Laurel, Montana. Figure I shows the river in
relation to major features. The entire study area is within Park County, Wyoming, and is approximately ninety minutes from Billings, Montana by automobile.
The study area as specified in Public Law 93-62I includes a 23-mile segment along the main stem
of the Clarks Fork River from Crandall Bridge (locally referred to as the Clarks Fork Bridge),
Section 4, T56N, RI06W, downstream to the mouth of the Clarks Fork Canyon, one mile east of the
Forest boundary (the line between Sections 7 and 8, T56N, Rl03W). Width of the study area is
about one-half mile wide, approximating the canyon rim in the Upper and Middle canyons. Width of
the study area in the Lower canyon is the width of the visible rim as viewed from the River,
about one to two miles. Refer to Figure 2.
The boundaries of the study area were established by the study team on the basis of a statement
in the National Park and Recreation Subcommittee, U.S. House of Representatives, Hearing Record,
October 29 and 30, 1973, on H.R. 8501 which says, "The segment proposed for consideration, from
Crandall Creek Bridge, downstream through the Clarks Fork Canyon, passes through rugged mountain
country."
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II.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
For brevity, the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River will be referred to as the Clarks Fork
River throughout the remainder of this Final Environmental Statement.
A.

River Segments
The area specified in P.L. 93-621 is considered as one unit throughout the study, but for
descriptive purposes it is divided into three segments. These divisions are based on the
physical characteristics of the canyon.
l.

Upper Canyon. This segment runs from the Crandall Bridge downstream to Canyon Creek and
is approximately eight miles long. It is characterized by slopes of 40 to 90 percent
covered by stands of Douglas-fir, with some Engelmann spruce and lodgepole pine. Most of
this segment has a well developed flood plain which supports stands of Englemann spruce.
In the central portion of the Upper Canyon, the river is contained within a shallow,
narrow canyon. The river gradient here is very steep for a short distance, resulting in
several waterfalls, cascades, and rapids, most of which are impassable by boat or raft.
However, most of the Upper Canyon has a gentle gradient. In places 500-foot granite
cliffs contain the river and its immediate environment.
Vehicular access is limited to the extreme upstream portion of this segment. There are
two unimproved roads for high clearance vehicles which provide access to the confluence
of Crandall Creek and the Clarks Fork River. The Lewis and Clark Trail (Forest Development
Trail #628) parallels the river for the eastern two-thirds of this segment after dropping
into the study area on the north side of the river. Although named for the Lewis and
Clark Expedition, no part of the study area was crossed by the expedition. Several
unconstructed trails and scrambling routes also provide access.

2.

Middle Canyon. This segment runs downstream from the confluence of the Clarks Fork River
and Canyon Creek for approximately eight miles. This segment is deeply incised into
granite, with walls towering up to 1,200 feet vertically from the water's edge. The
river drops very fast throughout this entire segment, forming several rapids, plunge
pools, and waterfalls which preclude raft or boat use.
Douglas-fir with limited shrub understory is confined to benches or narrow floodplains
where some soil development has occurred.
The Middle Canyon is accessible only by primitive nonconstructed trails or scrambling.

3.

Lower Can on. In the eastern segment of about seven miles the river character changes
dramatica y. The canyon opens to a half-mile wide "U" shaped glacial valley with canyon
walls towering up to 4,000 feet above the river. A combination of granite and overlying
sedimentary rock form a very interesting and scenic geological display. There are a few
rapids, but generally the river gradient is nearly flat in this segment.
Vegetation on the canyon walls is limited to widely scattered Douglas-fir and grasses and
forbs. Vegetation in the canyon bottom is typical of extremely dry sites which is
unusual for mountain valleys in the Absaroka-Beartooth Area. Yucca and common junipers
are the most noticeable species. Prolonged periods of high wind have prohibited the
junipers from growing as trees, resulting in dense mats and mounds known as krummholz.
Access through the Lower Canyon is provided by a primitive road which can be travelled
with high clearance vehicles. This road enters the mouth of the canyon from the east,
becomming a four-wheel drive route up the north side of the canyon and leaving the study
area.

B.

General Setting
The Clarks Fork River area is within the Shoshone National Forest which was established in
1908. The area was previously set aside from the Public Domain in 1891 as the Yellowstone
Timber Land Reserve. Management questions have been addressed o~ a case-by-case basis within
the framework of Multiple Use Guides for the Clarks Fork District prior to the Wild and
Scenic River Study. General management direction has been toward maintenance of natural
conditions in the study area.

4

The gradient of the Clarks Fork River within the Canyon is very steep,
droppinq over 100 feet per mile.
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Because of the extremely rugged terrain and the lack of products sought by early Forest
users, there has been very little development or use within the study area. There has been
and is now some grazing of cattle in the Upper and Lower Canyons. Fires have occurred very
infrequently, although some evidence in the form of vegetation patterns suggests past
wildfires.
Scattered artifacts indicate that Indians travelled through but did not settle in the study
area. The canyon or benches adjacent to it were traversed by early white explorers and used
by Indians as travel routes. The most famous historical event in the area was a chase of
the Nez Perce Indians, led by Chief Joseph, by the U.S. Cavalry. The Nez Perce eluded the
Cavalry by slipping through a narrow gorge into the Clarks Fork Canyon. The exact escape
route is not known.
Four homesteads were patented within the study area. Segment one contains three of the old
homesteads, two are near the Crandall Bridge and are now subdivided and one is in the middle
of the segment. The fourth homestead is in segment three at the mouth of the canyon. See
Figure 2, page 3. No mineral development has occurred within the study area. Historically,
the most frequent recreational use of the Clarks Fork River has been viewing scenery and
fishing, with small amounts of hunting and camping.
There are no dams, diversions, or structures of any kind which alter the natural stream flow
through the study area.
C.

Legal Setting
The Clarks Fork River area is managed by the Forest Service as part of the Shoshone National
Forest except for the small amount of private land included within and at either terminus of
the study area, and a 40 acre tract of public land administered by the Bureau of Land Management. The BLM land is included with the Forest Service lands for simplicity throughout this
environmental statement. Since the study area is primarily within the Shoshone National
Forest, the Forest Service is the lead agency in conducting the study. The Water and Power
Resources Service, Bureau of Land Management, Department of Energy, Missouri River Basin
Commission, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Wyoming Highway Department, and the Wyoming
State Engineers Department-Planning Division were consulted during the study.

D.

Socio-economic Setting
Scattered ranches and homesites occur near the periphery of the study area including Sunlight
Basin, Crandall, and Clark. Most of the residential developments in the area are second
homes, with a few guest ranches. The local economy is based on ranching and outfitting,
with some logging and tourism. The larger surrounding communities of Cooke City and Red
Lodge, Montana, and Powell and Cody, Wyoming, have primarily petroleum industry, ranching,
farming and tourist related economies, with some industry. Yellowstone National Park, and
the high mountain country of the Shoshone, Gallatin and Custer National Forests, are the
primary tourist attractions.
The local economy is growing at a moderate rate. Exploration for minerals, particularly
oil, gas, and coal, is active in the area and if mineral developments result there will be
rapid social and economic change.
The local public interest in National Forest lands is quite high because the Forest provides
a substantial part of local outdoor recreation needs.
Generally local interests favor a full range of uses with a minimum of constraints, rather
than land classification which may preclude some existing or potential land uses.

E.

Vegetation
Several distinct vegetative types occur within the study area, resulting from glacial and
water formed topography.
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Four riparian zones occur including (l) a broad, flat alluvial zone dominated by lodgepole
pine, sagebrush and aspen; (2) an incised shallow gorge zone with only herbaceous vegetation;
(3) a Middle Canyon Zone with isolated, narrow benches of Douglas fir, grass and shrubs; (4)
a dry valley bottom zone with juniper, yucca, grass, and shrubs. Other associations include
vegetation along small benches, cracks, and pockets in steep granitic walls, and shrub and
grass on talus slopes and alluvial fans, all of which occupy very small areas and therefore
have not been mappeo or classified.
Lodgepole pine, aspen and sagebrush vegetation occur in glacial scoured granitic benches
above the Middle Canyon.
F.

Transportation
Access into the general area of the Clarks Fork River is good, although immediate access to
the river is limited. Wyoming Highway #296 parallels the western two-thirds of the study
area at a distance of one to two miles from the river. Wyoming Highway #292 provides access
to the east end of the Lower Canyon, terminating approximately three-fourths of a mile inside
the study area boundary. Forest Development Read #119 is a primitive road requiring the use
of high clearance vehicles. There are two unimproved roads to the Upper Canyon along either
side of Crandall Creek on Forest Service land which provide access to the confluence of
Crandall Creek and the Clarks Fork River. Both of these roads also require the use of high
clearance vehicles.
There is also a road from Wyoming #296 near Reef Creek Campground to private land known
locally as the Wright Place in the canyon bottom. This is Forest Development Road #174 and
is 0.77 miles long. The road is under a special use permit, with travel restricted to the
current owner of the Wright Place.
The Lewis and Clark Trail #682 parallels the river for six miles in the Upper Section.
Several other unconstructed trails and primitive scrambling routes provide access to various
parts of the canyon.
All of these transportation routes are shown in Figure 2, page 3.
There are three general categories of vehicle users within and adjacent to the study area.
The first group is comprised of those people living and working in the Clark, Cooke City,
Crandall, and Sunlight Basin communities. The second group of travelers originate in the
communities of Powell, Cody, Red Lodge, and Billings. These people travel into the area
primarily for recreation activities. The third group includes people traveling through the
general area on their way to or from the Beartooth Mountains or Yellowstone National Park.
The Northeast Entrance to Yellowstone National Park is three miles west of Cooke City,
Montana.

G.

Recreation
Although the Clarks Fork Canyon is large and contains ample water flow to support a diversity
of recreational activities, the rugged nature of the canyon and relatively poor immediate
river access are currently limiting use. Traditional river-influenced recreational use such
as floating, fishing, hunting, and camping are thus limited. The eastern six miles of the
Clarks Fork Canyon, which is accessible by road, receives a majority of the dispersed motorized use and fishing use. The lightly used Upper Canyon and Middle Canyon can be reached by
primitive roads, constructed and unconstructed trails, or scrambling. These primitive routes
afford access to excellent fishing, outstanding scenery, and a number of unique and unusual
environments such as waterfalls, cascades, extremely wet micro-environments, and narrow
vertical canyon walls.

H.

Range
Parts of four grazing allotments occur within the study area. One hundred ten animal use
months (AUM'S) l/ of cattle grazing are produced within the study area, most of which occurs
in the Upper Canyon. Overall, grazing use is minimal throughout the entire study area. Some
over-utilization of forage occurs in small riparian zones, all of which can be corrected
through improved management. No changes in amounts of types of grazing are expected to occur
within the study area in the foreseeable future.

]j

The equivalent of one cow and calf grazing for 30 days.
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Wyoming Highway #292 provides access to the Lower Section, terrninatin9
approximately 0.75 miles inside the study area boundary.
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I.

Timber
Most of the forested lands within the study area are rocky, steep, and of low productivity,
and therefore are unsuitable for production of commercially valuable wood products. The
Shoshone National Forest Timber Management Plan, approved May 20, 1976, classified all of the
forested lands in the immediate environs of the Clarks Fork River study area as unregulated,
which means that wood fiber produced by these lands is not scheduled for harvest and utilization. The only suitable forested lands on the basis of productivity and operability are
located on the alluvial bottoms of the Upper Canyon. These lands are classified as unregulated
because they are inaccessible and no plan exists to develop access to the area.
A very small timber sale was made in the early 1920's in the canyon bottom, downstream from
the Wright Place. A portable sawnill was used to cut rough lumber for buildings, corrals,
and fences on the homestead.

J.

Water
The Clarks Fork River is a large stream, with an average annual yield of approximately
650,000 acre-feet of water 2/ at the mouth of the canyon. Average annual flow at the upper
part of the study area is about 600 cubic feet per second (c.f.s.) and 900 c.f.s. at the
canyon mouth. The highest recorded flow is 12,000 c.f.s. at the canyon mouth during the 1975
snownelt runoff. The lowest recorded flow in very dry years is about 100 c.f .s. No straightening,
riprapping, impoundment, or other flow modification occurs within the study area.
There is a total lack of extensive, dense vegetation within or adjacent to the study area.
This fact, combined with relatively low precipitation, precludes any opportunity to manage
the area for increased water yield.
Due to the rugged nature of the canyon and limited size of potential storage reservoirs, no
economically feasible sites for water storage occur within the study area. The study area is
included within Bureau of Reclamation and Department of Energy power sites withdrawals. The
Clark's Fork Division of the Beartooth Project, which would develop hydroelectric power
within the study area (four reservoirs, two power plants, several water conduits) was evaluated
by the Bureau of Reclamation in the late 1950's (Bureau of Reclamation, 1959). A 1975 economic
update of the project calculated a benefit:cost ratio of 0.47 to l (Appendix A).
The Clarks Fork River is unique in that only a small amount of the usable water is appropriated for use in Wyoming. The Yellowstone River Compact, which provides a basis for
dividing Clarks Fork water between Wyoming and Montana, allows Wyoming to use 60 percent of
the unused an.d unappropriated waters of the Clarks Fork River, at the time the compact was
signed in 1950. For an average year, Wyoming's share is 429,000 acre-feet of which only
11,000 acre-feet or five percent is consumptively used (Missouri River Basin Commission,
1978). Storage will be necessary to effectively use Wyoming's allocation of the Clarks Fork
water.
Two sites exist downstream of the study area which could be used to store water. The potential
Lake Creek off-stream storage project (SCS, 1964) would provide 5,000 acre/feet of storage
and serve the potential Cyclone Bar and Badger Basin watershed irrigation projects.
The Lake Creek project.would divert 100 c.f.s. of water in Section 7, Township 56 North,
Range 103 West, about one-half mile below the Forest Boundary and transmit the water through
a canal and siphon to the Lake Creek Reservoir. The Lake Creek Project is summarized in
Appendix C.
The Wyoming Water Planning Program (State Engineer's Office) studied a much larger Clarks
Fork Reservoir (750,000 acre/feet) which could be constructed downstream of the study area
(Wyoming State Engineer's Office, 1972, Missouri River Basin Commission, 1978). The objective
of the project would be to provide storage in order for the State of Wyoming to develop its
Clarks Fork compact water. The project would divert water to the Shoshone River for a wide
range of municipal, industrial and agricultural uses. This would include irrigation water
for Chapman and Kimball Benches, Polecat Bench, and Sage Creek Valley.

£/ The equivalent of an acre of water one foot deep, or approximately 350,000 gallons.
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Polecat Bench could also be irrigated from Buffalo Bill Reservoir on the Shoshone River. A
more dependable supply of water for Polecat Bench could be guaranteed if Buffalo Bill Reservoir is enlarged (Missouri River Basin Commission, 1978).
The Clarks Fork Reservoir would back water about one and one-half miles into the study area.
Three alternative plans for development of Clarks Fork Reservoir are described in detail in
Appendix D.
The Yellowstone Level B study team (MRBC, 1978) concluded that the Clarks Fork Reservoir
would not be necessary to provide storage water in Wyoming before the year 2000. The reservoir, however, does provide an opportunity to develop Wyoming's allocation of Clarks Fork
water.
Water quality in the Clarks Fork River is excellent. The cold, clear water of the Clarks
Fork, with a high oxygen concentration, low nutrients, low conductivity, and low fecal
bacteria concentrations, has been designated as a Class 1 Stream by the State of Wyoming
Department of Environmental Quality (Wyoming DEO, 1978). The Class 1 designation does not
allow measurable degradation of water quality below its existing quality by any point source
discharges other than from dams.
Clarks Fork River water yield and water quality reports are included in the Clarks Fork Wild
and Scenic River Eligibility Report, available at the Forest Supervisor's office.
K.

Land Ownership and Use
The total land area within Park County, Wyoming, is distributed as shown in the following
table.

TABLE l
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF LAND IN PARK COUNTY, WYOMING
Percent
Private ownership

17.8

Public ownership
State
Federal
Forest Service
Wilderness
Nonwilderness
Yellowstone National Park
Bureau of Land Management
Water & Power Resources Service

3.6

24.0
12.9
24.8
11. 7

5.2
-100.0%

Of the total land area within 0.25 miles on each side of the Clarks Fork River within the
study area, 94% is National Forest land. The tracts of private land and Bureau of Land
Management land are shown in Figure 2.
Three parcels of private land occur within the study area. The upper 0.5 mile of the study
area (106 acres) has been subdivided, with thirteen present owners. Several houses, cabins,
and trailers have been constructed. A fifteen unit mobile camper park is planned for
construction on the north side of the river, approximately 500 feet downstream from the
Crandall Bridge.
A 136-acre ranch is located on the river below Reef Creek, about four miles downstream from

the western end of the study area. This homestead, known locally as the Wright Place, is
occupied by one owner. The land is occupied by a house, several barns and sheds, and is
being used for the irrigated production of hay.

A 200-acre tract of private land at the eastern end of the study area is occupied by one
owner. This land is in a natural undeveloped state except for a small dwelling near an
access road by the river.
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The western 0.5 miles of the study area adjacent to the Crandall
Bridge is private land with homes, cabins, and trailers.
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III.

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION AND CLASSIFICATION DETERMINATION
A.

Eligibility Criteria and Analysis
The first objective of the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River Study is to determine if the
river is eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. In order to
make this determination it is necessary to interpret Section l.(b) of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542) which states that:
"Lt J.-6 hVLeby decla!led to be .the polic.y 06 .the UIUted S.ta.tu .tha;t c.e/!.tiU.n Mi.ected
ttive.M 06 .the Nation wfU.c.h, w.U:h .th.Ult .bnmecU.a;te env..i/Lo11111ett.t6, poMe6& ou.t.6.t.a.ndingly
1tema1Lka.ble .&c.en.i.c., 1tec.1te.ationai'., geologic., 6J.-6h a.nd wil.dli6e, hii.tottic., c.uUwr.al, 01t
o.the1t .&~ value6, .&hall be p1te6e1tved in 61tee-6lowing c.011.lii;Uon, a.nd .that .they a.nd
theilt .LJrrmecU.a;te env..i!Lonmettth .&hall be p1totected 601t .the bene6it and enjoyment 06 plte6ent
a.nd 6utwi.e gene1ta.tlon.&."

In order to evaluate the river, it was first necessary to determine whether or not the river
is "outstandingly remarkable." Eligibility criteria were written to reflect the intent of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as it applies to streams of the Absaroka-Beartooth Mountains, an
area which includes the Clarks Fork River. These criteria are definitions of the terms
"outstandingly remarkable" scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, and
cultural values.
Because this evaluation can be highly subjective, the evaluation criteria were reviewed and
modified at a public workshop. The accepted criteria are as follow:
1.

Scenic value: The area contains a high variety of landforms, vegetative patterns, and
waterforms which possess unusual or distinctive characteristics not colTl!lon to the general
area.

2.

Recreational value: The area provides either a high potential capacity for at least one
water-influenced recreation opportunity or a diversity of exceptionally high quality
water-influenced recreation opportunities.

3.

Geologic value: The area displays individual or a combination of unique or unusual
geologic features, or provides evidence of geologic processes which are unique or unusual
in character.

4.

Fish and wildlife values: The area provides exceptionally high quality habitat which
contributes significantly to the requirements of large or diverse populations and/or
contributes significantly to the habitat of high interest species of fish and wildlife.

5.

Historic value: Historical events of regional or national interest have occurred within
the area and/or the area contains physical remains of historical events of regional or
national significance.

6.

Cultural value: The area contains scientific, paleontological, archeological, or cultural
resources of regional or national interest.

In addition to the six criteria written in response to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, there
are four criteria contained in the "Guidelines for Evaluating Wild, Scenic, and Recreational
River Areas . . • " written by the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the Interior in 1970.
They are:
The river must be in a free-flowing, natural condition.

7.

Free-flowing River:

8.

Meaningful Experience Opportunity:
experience.

9.

Water Volume: The river should contain sufficient water volume to permit, during the
recreation season, full enjoyment of water-related outdoor recreation activities generally associated with comparable rivers.

10.

The river must be long enough to provide a meaningful

Water Quality: Water quality should meet the criteria for fish, other aquatic life, and
wildlife as defined in the chapter on Aesthetics - General Criteria of Water Quality
Criteria, Federal Water Pollution Control Administration, April l, 1968.
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The application of these criteria to the Clarks Fork River during the eligibility µhase of
the study (May-July, 1978), led the study team to a determination that the entire study
segment was eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. To quote
from the Draft Environmental Statement:
"The application of these criteria to the Clarks Fork River has led thl"
study team to a determination that the entire study segment is eligible
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The Clarks
Fork River meets three of the eligibility criteria for "outstandingly
remarkable" values and also meets the four additional criteria. Table 2
is an analysis of the criteria as they apply to the Clarks Fork Study
Segment.
TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF CRITERIA SATISFACTION
Criteria

Criteria Satisfied

Scenic Value
Recreational Value
Geologic Value
Fish and Wildlife Values
Historic Value
Cultural Value
Free-flowing River
Meaningful Experience Opportunity
Water Volume
Water Quality

Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

The study team re-evaluated the eligibility of the upper 0.5 mile of the study area (just
downstream from the Crandall Bridge) in response to public input to the Draft Environmental
Statement. Several response letters questioned the eligibility of this section. As a
result of the re-evaluation, the study team concluded that this section does not have any
"outstandingly remarkable" values and thus does not meet the el ig1bil ity criteria.
1.

Scenic. value: The lower 22.5 miles of the study area possesses "outstandingly remerkable" scenic value. Evaluation of scenic qualities using the Forest Service
Visual Management System concluded that the lower 22.5 miles of the Clarks Fork River
and visual surroundings classified a~ Variety Class A. This means scenic qualities of
the landforms and waterforms within the Upper, Middle, and Lower Canyons, is of a
tumultous whitewater nature, broken occasionally by deep, slick water pools. The river
and surrounding canyon area typify the rugged beauty of western landscapes.
The upper 0.5 mile of the study area, which is just upstream of the Upper Canyon, does
not meet the scenic value criteria. This section dces not contain landform, vegetative,
or waterform characteristics which are unusual or distinctive and not corrmon to the
general area .
The upper 0.5 mile has a fairly gentle river gradient as the Clarks Fork River flows
through sagebrush grassland with a few riparian conifer trees (page 11). This section,
which is entirely in private ownership, has been subdivided with considerable development within sight of and adjacent to the River. Average lot size is 0.2 acres. The
development consists of nine houses, and 17 trailers, with associated outbuildings,
power lines, TV antennas, fences, gravel road system, and private vehicles. A six-acre
gravel pit occurs just north of the river. In addition, this section is entirely
within viPW of the Crandall Bridge along Highway 296 and 14 houses west of Highway 296.
These developments and associated activities have significantly changed the visual
character of this segment, particularly where compai·ed with the rest of the study area.
Although the upper 0.5 mile is visually pleasant, the scenic value is of a different
nature, judged not to be of an "outstandinqly remarkable" nature as is the rest of
the study area.

2.

RE:creational value: The "outstandinqly remarkable" recreational value criteria is met
by the lower 22.5 miles of the Clarks Fork River. Although traditional forms of waterbased recreation {floating, fishing, swimming) are somewhat limited by rugged access,
the Lanyon provides high potential capacity for two water influenced recreation opportunities. These are (1) viewing scenery and (2) enjoying unique and unusual environments such as waterforms {waterfalls, rapids, cascades), wet micro-environments, narrow
canyon walls, boulder flood plains, and wind-blown juniper krummholz.
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Vertical canyon walls, up to 1200 feet high, contribute sionificantly
to the distinctive scenery in the Inner Gorge.
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Sunlight Falls, located where Sunliqht Creek cascades into the Clarks
Fork River, dominates human presence with its sheer power and force.
Spray from the falls creates a moist environment of saturated soils
and water loving plants.
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The upper 0.5 mile of the study area does not have a high potential capacity for any
water-influenced recreation opportunity. This section does not have the "outstandingly
remarkable" scenery or unique and unusual environments of the Upper, Middle, and Lower
Canyons. The upper 0.5 mile does not offer a diversity of recreational opportunities.
Public access is currently prohibited by private ownership of this section. Barbed
wire fencing runs to the waters' edge in several places and serves as an impediment to
shoreline travel. Even if public access rights were acquired along the river, existing
developments on the private lands (houses, trailers, bridge, power lines) would
dominate the experience of a person engaged in water-influenced recreation opportunities.
Based on the above, the upper 0.5 mile does not possess "outstandingly remarkable"
recreation value.
The upper 0.5 mile is not used, nor is it necessary for public access to the Clarks
For·k River. Two unimproved roads, entirely 011 National Forest, provide access to the
confluence of Crandall Creek and the Clarks Fork River. In addition, a Forest Trail
provides foot and horse access to the north bank of the Upper Canyon (see Figure 2,
page 3).
3.

Geologic value: Although the Clarks Fork Canyon affords an interesting geologic display,
the geological values are not considered "outstanding remarkable." The Clarks Fork
Canyon, particularly the Lower Section, has a spectacular display of rock formations
(Precambrian granite and Paleozic sedimentary forms) and geologic processes (high angle
uplifting and glaciation). These geologic characteristics, however, are quite common
to the area and do not display unique or unusual geologic features or provide evidence
of geologic processes w~ich are unique or unusual in character. In this regard, a
distinction was made between geology and scenery. Although geologically common, these
characteristics contribute significantly to the outstanding scenery.

4.

Fish and wildlife values: Wildlife values of the Clarks Fork River do net meet the
"outstandingly remarkable" criteria. The Clarks Fork Canyon is intermittently occupied
by a large variety of high interest species of fish and wildlife such as grizzly bears,
Rocky Mountain goats, elk, many species of raptors, and Yellowstone cutthroat trout.
However, the study area does not provide exceptionally high quality habitat which contributes significantly to the requirements of these animals. Habitat for the grizzly
bear (a threatened species), as identified by the Shoshone National Forest, includes
the western six miles of the study area on the north side of the Clarks Fork River.
Grizzly bear habitat in the greater Yellowstone area, including the Upper Section of
the Clarks Fork River, is being considered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for
designation as Critical Habitat under the authority of the Rare and Endangered Species
Act. Dowrstream of the Upper Section, the canyon becomes too dry and rugged for
grizzly bears. This is the only known threatened or endangered species within or
adjacent to the study area.
Although the river provides good habitat for Yellowstone cutthroat trout, it is net
considered exceptionally high quality fish habitat. It is limited by a poor poolriffle ratio due to the steep gradient, and the high sediment discharge from tributary
streams which flow through erosive Absaroka volcanic soils. This Yellowstone cutthroat
fishery, however, is one of the few remaining pure Yellowstone cutthroat trout habitats.

5.

Historic value: The middle and Lower Canyons have "outstandingly remarkable" historical
value because of an event of nationwide interest. In 1877, Chief Joseph and the Nez
Perce Indians eluded the U.S Cavalry in a 1,300 mile chase from Oregon to Mcntana. By
slipping through a narrow chasm (tentatively identified as Dead Indian Gulch) and out
of the mouth of the Clarks Fork Canyon, the Nez Perce escaped by a route believed to
be impassable, thus avoiding a Cavalry detachment waiting for them on the plains to
the east. The exact route taken by the Nez Perce is unknown.
The upper 0.5 mile does not have "outstandingly remarkable" historical value as no
known historical events of 1·egional or national interest, including the 1877 Chief
Joseph event, occurred along this segment.

6.

Cultural value: The study area does not meet the criteria for "outstandingly
remarkable" cultural value. The study area does not contain known cultural resources
of greater than local interest.

7.

Free-flowing river: There are no impoundments, structures, or diversions within the
study area. Therefore, the river is free-flowing throughout.
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8.

Meaningful experience opportunity: The portion of the Clarks Fork River under study
provides a variety of meaningful experiences, as identified in the discussions of
scenery, recreation, and history.

9.

Water volume: The average river flow is approximately 9CO cubic feet per second
(c.f.s.) varying between 7,000 c.f.s. and 200 c.f.s. during a normal year. This is a
sufficient volume of water to permit full enjoyment of water-related outdoor recreation
activities.

10.

Water quality: Water quality of the Clarks Fork River is very high, meeting or
exceeding all requirements in "Aesthetics-General Criteria" in Water Quality Criteria,
Federal Water Pollution Control Administration, April l, 1968.

In su1T111ary, the lower 22.5 miles of the study area is eligible for inclusion into the
Nationa 1 Wild and Scenic Rivers System. It possesses "outstandingly remarkable" scenic,
recreational, and historic values and meets other eligibility criteria (USDA, USDI, 1970).
The upper 0.5 mile is not eligible for inclusion in the system as it does not have any
"outstandingly remarkable" values.
B.

Classification
In addition to determining eligibility, the study team concluded that except for the western
0.5 mile, the entire study area is suitable for wild river classification. This determination is based primarily on the degree of development along the shoreline of the river.
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides three classes of rivers in the National System and
defines them as follows:
1.

Wild river areas--Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free of impoundments and
generally inaccessible except by trail, with watersheds or shorelines essentially
primitive and waters unpolluted. These represent vestiges of primitive America.

2.

Scenic river areas--Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free of impoundments,
with shorelines or watersheds still largely primitive and shorelines largely undeveloped, but accessible in places by roads.

3.

Recreational river areas--Those rivers or sections of rivers that are readily accessible
by road or railroad, that may have some development along their shorelines, and that
may have undergone some impoundment or diversion in the past.

These are the criteria by which the Clarks Fork was judged.
how a wild classification for the river was determined.

The following analysis indicates

The one-half mile of private land i1T111ediately east of the Crandall Bridge has six houses
and nine trailers near the river on the south shore, and three houses and eight trailers on
the north side, with the associated outbuildings, TV antennas, power lines, gravel road
system, and vehicles. This section is not suitable for designation. A few ether developments occur within the study area which, in the judgment of the study team, are of
insufficient magnitude to compromise the potential "wild" status of the river.
Private land along the Clarks Fork River near the confluence with Reef Creek (the Wright
Place) has cultivated hay fields, buildings, and a private four-wheel drive access road.
These developments are well screened from the river. Two cables spanning th~ river are
used to support small platforms on wheels which provide access across the river when it is
too deep to ford. A powerline and a telephone serve the ranch. All of these cables and
lines are minor features within the surrounding landscape.
The eastern end of the study area is accessible via Wyoming #292 (a paved highway). The
eastern six miles of the Lower Section are access·ible via Forest Development Road #119, a
road suitable only for high clearance vehicles. For most of the distance, FDR #119 cannot
be seen from the river. The road climbs out of the canyon as a very narrow four-wheel drive
trail which provides access to the Switchback Ranch, above and out of the study area. The
switchbacks are not visible from the river directly below, although they can be seen from
the river downstream. The road and switchbacks have low visual impact and do little to
detract from the "Wild" status of the Lower Section.
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IV.

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES
These criteria are in the form of standards or tests which are used to select a preferred
alternative for future management of the Clarks Fork River. They must be specific enough to
determine the degree to which they can be met by the alternatives, yet they must contain
enough flexibility for minor changes in policy or needs. The evaluation criteria are derived
from laws, regulations, and policies that apply to the Forest Service management of public
lands. The evaluation criteria also reflect the capability of the study area to produce
outputs demanded from it by the public.
Evaluation criteria for selecting a preferred alternative for the Clarks Fork River are as
follows: The criteria are grouped by priority, with the most important criteria in the first
group and the least important criteria in the last group.

1.

Protect or enhance scenic, recreational, and historic values.

2.

Give high priority to maintaining the free-flowing conditions of the Clarks Fork River.

3.

Generate outputs consistent with issues and concerns identified through public involvement.

4.

Provide additional opportunities for dispersed primitive recreation in the Upper and
Middle Canyon and more opportunity for dispersed motorized recreation in the Lower
Canyon.

5.

Maintain or enhance opportunities for development of recreation facilities by private
land owners.

6.

Maintain or improve diversity of the local economic structure.

7.

Construct environmentally sound, cost-effective developed recreation facilities which do
not conflict with non-Forest Service developments.

8.

Provide on-Forest water storage only when increases in water use effectiveness are
co1m1ensurate with benefits foregone.

9.

Maintain opportunities for mineral discovery and extraction.
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Primitive trails and r ock scrambling routes provide the
only access to the middle canyon's tumultuous whitewater.
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V.

ALTERNATIVES
A.

Alternative Formulation
Eligibility re-evaluation of the upper 0.5 mile, in response to public input which was received
on the Draft Environmental Statement, concluded that this section was not eligible for inclusion
in the Wild and Scenic River System. The alternatives presented below are modified from those
presented in the DES released in June, 1979 to reflect this change.
Several basic considerations were used by the study team during the formulation of alternatives.
These define the opportunities and constraints appropriate for this planning situation.
This process eliminates alternatives which have no potential for serious c~nsideration, and
at the same time promotes the development of sound alternatives which can provide long-term
solutions to problems.
The considerations are:
l.

Feasibility. The alternatives must be within Forest Service authority, and must be
achievable and manageable.

2.

Cost effectiveness. For the forseeable future, benefits must outweigh costs, or
expenditures must be conmensurate with qualitative benefits, such as recreation opportunities provided.

3.

Uniqueness. Each alternative must offer a distinctive choice; alternatives should not
be variations of one theme.

4.

Land capability. Alternatives must be within the land's inherent capability to produce
the expected outputs.

5.

Implementation of alternatives must be within the capability of the various levels of
government and nongovernment interests involved in the decision.

6.

One or more of the alternatives should reflect the position of the State of Wyoming.

7.

All alternatives should provide opportunities to manage grizzly bear habitat consistent
with grizzly management guidelines used on the Shoshone National Forest.

Because decisions made in this study affect water development and uses and other related
land uses, the Water Resources Council's Principles and Standards for Planning Water and
Related Land Resources were used to formulate and evaluate alternatives.
In brief, the Principles and Standards require formulation of plans serving co-equal national
objectives called National Economic Development (NED) and Environmental Quality (EO). Once
established, the alternatives are analyled and their effects are displayed in an accounting
matrix that considers regional economics and social well-being as well as environmental
quality and national economics.
A so-called no action alternative is also formulated to provide a baseline for comparison of
effects of all alternatives. No action does not mean that planned management is absent; to
the contrary, it is the deliberate continuation of the current management and existing plans
into the future. Under no action, the river would not be designated as a wild and scenic
river component since that would be a departure from the current management. Similarly, no
major investments for economic benefit would be made unless they are currently planned.
Two conditions underlie the formulation of an NED Alternative. First, there must be a need
for economically measurable goods and services of a resource and, second, the planning
agencies must be able to implement actions that satisfy the needs.
Chapter II described the social and economic character of the region that includes the
Clarks Fork River. Tourism and ranching are the mainstays of the economy. The national
economy, as characterized by an NED Alternative, could be enhanced by increased or more
efficient production of several commodities. Minerals, timber, livestock, grazing, water
for irrigation or hydroelectric power, and recreation at developed sites could all be
considered as logical components of an NED Alternative. However, the second requirement of
action to achieve increased production of these components is lacking. Timber production in
the canyon is infeasible because of low productivity and inaccessibility.
Livestock grazing is currently at greatest desirable levels and no increases can be made.
Mineral exploration, though active in the Region, has not disclosed deposits of economic
value in the study area. Developed recreation needs are increasing, but the topography and
lack of suitable sites precludes large scale developments in excess of that now planned.
Although several potential water development projects have been considered by various entities,
none have economic characteristics favorable enough for firm prcject proposal at this time.
It appears that most water benefits can currently be obtained from other sources at lower
cost.
20
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From this analysis, the study team concluded that no viable NED Alternative exists. The nc
action alternative serves the NED objective best by keeping development options open and
continuing the present level and trend of recreation development.
Several Environmental Quality alternatives are possible. They vary chiefly in the proposed
treatment of privately owned lands. The EQ alternatives are based on the need for protection
of the free-flowing nature of the Clarks Fork River and protection or enhancement of outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, and historic values. These needs can be met in
varying degrees, by designation of all or part of the Clarks Fork River segments under
study.
The alternatives are:
Alternative 1. Alternative l is a continuation of management in effect prior to the 1975
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act amendment which required this study. The river, its immediate
environs, and current land uses would remain essentially unchanged. This alternate includes
construction of a river overlook and one trail to the river. Future options to provide
additional facilities would remain open.
Under this alternative, decisions for management would rest with the Forest Supervisor and
District Ranger, in accordance with current delegdted authority. This alternative would
allow development along the river and would place minimal constraints on existino uses and
activities in the short-term. The temporary mineral entry withdrawal imposed by P.L. 93-621
would be lifted. This alternative would not preclude construction of the Clarks Fork Division
of the Beartooth Project as outlined in Appendices A and B.
Opportunities for dispersed, primitive recreation would be enhanced with construction of one
trail to the river and a river overlook (accessible by a short trail).
Future management would be directed and controlled under the Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan, to be written in 1981, and environmental assessments of individual proposals.
Alternative 2. Under this alternative, the lower 22.5 miles of the study area containing
about 7100 acres, would be recommended for classification as a Wild River from the Forest
boundary one-half mile below the Crandall Bridge downstream to a point one mile east of the
Forest boundary (the entire study area).
Management of the river under this alternative would <live primary emphasis to protection of
the scenic and recreational values of the river. This alternative would preclude the
construction of the Clarks Fork Division of the Beartooth Project reservoirs or any other
reservoirs on the designated river segment. Water developments above or below the designated
component river which would directly and adversely affect the free-flowing river values
could also be precluded or modified. (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, P.L. 90-542, Section
7.(a)). A mineral withdrawal one-fourth mile wide on each side of the river would be
continued (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, P.L. 90-542, Section 9(a) iii). Opportunities for
dispersed, primitive recreation would be enhanced with construction of two trails to the
river, and river overlook (accessible by a short trail). An overlook along Wyoming #296
would be constructed to allow travelers to view the Clarks Fork Canyon (Figure 3). Vehicular
travel over the existing primitive road in the Lower Canyon would be permitted to continue
although the road would not be improved. There would be no recreation developments in the
Lower Canyon.
Alternative 2 includes some constraints on the development of the 136-acre parcel of private
land below Reef Creek, about four miles downstream from the Crandall Bridge, and the 200-acre
tract of private land at the eastern end of the study area. The intent is not to change
present private land use, but to prevent commercial encroachments, structures such as billboards, large, multi-family residences right on the river, and other changes in historical
use patterns.
These constraints could be the form of State, county, or local zoning ordinances, or in the
form of scenic easements 1/ acquired by the Federal Government on the 336 acres of private
land.
-

]}

A "scenic easement" is a purchase of development rights from private landowners in order to retain the
scenic qualities of an area. Scenic easement means the right to control the use of land (including
the air space above such land) within the authorized boundaries of a component of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, for the purpose of protecting the natural qualities of a designated wild, scenic, or
recreational river area, but such control shall not affect without the owner's consent, any regular
use exercised prior to the acquisition of the easement (Sec. 15, Wild and Scenic Rivers Act). Some of
the most successful scenic easement programs have preserved pastoral areas along hiahways, thereby
maintaining the historical land use and associated scenic values, while compensating the landowners
for the loss of potential development income. In the case of the Clarks Fork the terms of"the scenic
easements would be negotiated with each landowner so that allowances for proposed compatible developments
by the landowners would be built into the easements.

23

If the local government then adopts and maintains zoning ordinances that meet the
spirit of the Federal standards and if the zoning ordinances are approved by the Department
of Agriculture, the Federal Government will not require scenic easements on the private
property. If so desired by the private landowner, the Federal Government could acquire
the scenic easements on a willing buyer-willing seller basis.
In the absence of local zoning ordinances the Federal Government would acquire the scenic
easements, through condemnation, if necessary.
Alternative 3. Under this alternative, a 21.5-mile river segment, containing about 6,800
acres would be recommended for classification as a Wild River. However, the private land
at the lower each end of the study area would be excluded from the recommendation. This
would leave the 136-acre ranch below Reef Creek (the Wright Place) as the only private
land within the Wild and Scenic River recommendation. Constraints on this private land
would be the same as described for Alternative 2 in regard to easements, but would affect
only 136 acres of private land. None of the land administered by the Bureau of Land
Management in the Lower Canyon would be affected in this alternative.
Alternative 4. This alternative excludes the private land at the lower end of the study
area. About 16 miles would be recommended for classification as a Wild River, and about 5
miles would be recoP.1111ended for classification as a Scenic River.
The Federal Government would acquire a scenic easement on 136 acres at the Wright Place
only on a willing buyer-willing seller basis.
Under this alternative, the same opportunities and constraints would apply as for Alternative
2 except that more options for developments would be retained in the Lower Canyon. Forest
Development Road #119 would be upgraded to a single lane gravel road, so that automobiles
could be driven through most of the Lower Canyon (Figure 3). A few fishermen access
pullouts and a terminal parking facility wculd be constructed to facilitate fishing and
other nonmotorized dispersed recreation. A day use concept would be emphasized with
construction of an eight unit picnic area near the canyon mouth. The road improvements
and picnic area would be carefully designed to harmonize as much as possible with the
natural elements of the canyon, reducing visual impact of increased recreation use in the
Lower Canyon. Overnight use will be discouraged due to the unpredictable high winds which
endanger camping vehicles and tents.
Alternative 5. This alternative combines features of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. Under
this alternative, a 21.5-mile river segment, containing about 6,800 acres, would be recommended
for classification as a Wild River. The designated river boundaries would be the same as
Alternatives 3 and 4.
In segment three, Forest Development Road #119 would be upgraded with fisherman access
pullouts and a terminal parking lot. The eight unit picnic area near the canyon mouth
would not be built at this time. The road would be inconspicuous to the river uses and
the area could still be classified as Wild.
B.

Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration
No large scale economic development alternatives were considered because of the lack of
documented opportunities or documented need for such developments in the canyon. The
highway and the Beartooth Project reservoirs, discussed in detail below, do not meet
criteria for alternative formulation.
1.

A proposed highway from the mouth of the canyon west to a junction with Wyoming #296
was rejected by the Wyoming Highway Department in the Final Environmental Statement
for the Clarks Fork Canyon Road (Wyoming Highway Department, 1973). This proposed
highway would have been a westward extension to Wyoming #292. Wyoming Highway #296
will be constructed over Dead Indian Hill. This route will meet transportation needs
identified in the Clarks Fork Canyon Road proposal. Letters stating the Wyoming
Highway Department position and the Department of Transportation position are included
in Appendix E.
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2.

3.

C.

The Clarks Fork Division of the Beartooth Project (4 reservoirs, 3 power plants.
several water conduits and electrical transmission lines as outlined in Appendix A).
most of which is within the study area, was not considered because:
a.

There is no industry, municipality, or government agency proposing the
development of this project.

b.

The Clarks Fork Division of the Beartooth Project is not economically viable
with a benefit cost ratio of only 0.47 to 1.00 (Bureau of Reclamation, 1975).

c.

The Missouri
energy needs
rejected the
mental costs

River Basin Yellowstone Level B Study, which evaluated water and
of the Wind-Bighorn-Clarks Fork Basin for the forseeable future,
Beartooth Project on the basis of need, economics. and environ(Missouri River Basin Conmission. 1978; Appendix B).

No known oil. gas. or hard rock mineral deposits of economic or subeconomic value
occur within the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River study area.

Sunmary of Effects
1.

Alternative 1. The No Action Alternative would not curtail private land uses or
water development. Recreation values would be enhanced slightly by trail and overlook
tonstruction. Private land development will continue at the upp~r end of the study
area and in time may occur at the lower end of the Lower Canyon. The trend toward
corrmercial establishments, large residential subdivisions, and permanent parking of
trailers and mobile homes on the river could accelerate. The private land in the
Upper Canyon (Wright Place) will continue to be used for ranching and hay production
in harmony with the other values of the river. This alternative foregoes permanent
protection of the free-flowing nature and outstanding scenic and recreation values of
the river. Dams and other developments for irrigation and hydropower could be built
if beneficiaries are willing to pay the higher costs of identified potential projects.

2.

Alternative 2. This alternative would curtail some uses and development of private
land and would preclude construction of dams and other water developments on the
designated segments ot the Clarks Fork River. Alternative 2 may cause the potential
Clarks Fork Reservoir downstream of the designated segment to be substantially
modified. Recreation values would be enhanced by protection of the river and construction of trails, overlooks, and parking facilities. Private land uses such as
conmercial development, erection of signs or billboards, large subdivisions, and
permanent trailers or mobile homes directly on the river bank would be curtailed or
precluded. If local zoning ordinances do not adequately protect the river's resources,
the private land uses would be controlled by purchase of scenic easements. Private
landowners would be fully compensated for loss of development rights. Present uses
would not be affected. Ranching, hay production, single family residences, and
unobtrusive conmercial recreation on private lands would be enhanced. Private
owners would retain title to their lands and no restrictions on selling or giving
their land away would be imposed. Public access is not a feature of the scenic
easement; recreationists or other visitors would not be allowed on private land
without landowner permission.

3.

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. These alternatives do not affect the private land at the
canyon mouth in the Lower Canyon. The "Wright Place" would continue to be used for
ranching and production of irrigated hay. A scenic easement, if obtained, would not
affect the present use nor reasonable expansion of uses associated with ranching on
this private land parcel. The attractiv~ rural landscape would be protected from
future development and subdivision or conmercial uses. Title to the private land
would remain with present owner and no restrictions on selling or giving the land
away would be imposed. Public access would not be included in the scenic easement;
recreationists and other visitors would not be allowed without the landowner's
permission. Recreation and scenic values would be enhanced as in Alternative 2.
Alternative 3 would have somewhat less recreation opportunity because Road #119 would
not be upgraded as in Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternative 4 includes a small picnic
facility in segment 3. The free-flowing character of the river would be protected.
Dams and other water developments on the designated segment would be precluded.
These alternatives would not affect the potential Clarks Fork Reservoir downstream as
much as Alternative 2.
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VI.

EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTATION
A.

Display techniques
Including a river in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System may have significant
environmental, social, and economic effects. Chapter V described use of guidelines known
as the Princi les and Standards for Plannin Water and Related Land resources (Federal
Register 38;174;111, Section 10, 1973. As outlined in the Principles and Standards ••• ,
the study will include alternative plans for future management of the study area. Generally,
this planning should serve two equal objectives of national economic development (NED)
and environmental quality (EQ). The effects of achieving these objectives are displayed
in tables called a system of accounts, and include a national economic development account,
environmental quality account, regional development account, and social well-being account.
As discussed previously no NED alternatives were considered because there is no opportunity
for economic developtment on the Clarks Fork River. All alternatives for the Clarks Fork
River can be considered EQ alternatives, although each alternative, particularly Alternatives
4 and 5, have some economic benefits. Because the primary objective of Alternatives 4
and 5, as in Alternatives 2 and 3, is environmental protection, and the magnitude of the
economic benefits is small, these four alternatives are considered primarily EQ alternatives.
Because there is no true NED alternative, and the magnitude of economic outputs and
effects for all alternatives are small, the traditional system of accounts is not used.
Instead, alternatives are displayed in terms of their effects on the production of goods
and services (with emphasis on recreation), costs, employment, and the local economy.

B.

Alternative Effects
The tables in this section display specific comparisons of uses and consequences of each
alternative, including costs and social and economic implications. These values for 1978
are also shown to form a basis for comparison.
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TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF USES OR OUTPUTS FROM THE ALTERNATIVES IN 1990

1978

Activit,t
Water Yield
(acre feet per year)

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

650,000

650,000

650,000

650,000

650,000

0

0

+

+

+

+

NA

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

110
0

110
0

110
0

110
0

110
0

110
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0

0

0

0

Wildlife Habitat

NA

0

0

0

0

0

Fisheries Habitat

NA

0

0

0

0

0

Reservoir Construction
on designated segments
Hardwoods and Softwoods
(Sawtimber & Products
MMBF)
Range (animal use months)
Cattle
Sheep

N

Alternative 2

650,000

Water Quality

.......

Alternative 1

Minerals (oil, gas, hard
rock minerals)
Tons extracted
Exploration
Development

LEGEND
NA
+

0

Not applicable
Enhance opportunities, quantity, quality
No effect, no change
Negative effect on opportunities, quantity, quality

TABLE 4
CHANGES IN RECREATION USE IN 1990

Alternative 1 -2/
Visits RVD's

Alternative 2 y
Visits RVD's

Alternative 3 -3/ Alternative 4 -3/ Alternative 5 3/
Visits RVD's
Visits RVD's
Visits RVD's -

13,790

1.990

16,000

2,310

16,000

2,310

33,910

5,290

27,941

4,300

840

5,030

1,190

5,830 1,590

5,830

1,590

8,180

1 ,910

8, 180

1,910

30
10
1,970
330
280
20
5,040 1,520
0
0
0
0

40
2,230
400
6,810
5,050
0

20
370
30
2,060
7,030
0

50
20
2,230
370
460
40
7,900 2,380
5,050 7,030
0
0

50
2,230
460
7,900
5,050
0

20
370
40
2,380
7,030
0

120
2,480
650
9,930
5,050
2,570

50
400
50
3, 100
7,030
640

120
2,480
650
9,930
5,050
0

50
400
50
3, 100
7,030
0

~

16,160

~

16,160

~

16 '160

680

79,050 19 '150

69 ,511

17,520

1978 1I

Visi~RYD's

Dispersed motorized
recreation
Dispersed nonmotorized
recreation
Water-based
recreation
Hunting
Wildlife nonhunting
Fishing
Camping y
Picnicking §!
Viewing scenery
(overlook)
Total

N

00

10,000 1,440
3,540

y

- -0 - -0

2,310 _..1§.Q_

20,860 9, 160

35,660 13 '170

16,160

53,680 14,420

53,680 14,420

1/
-

Recreation use for 1978 was estimated using available data collected by the Forest Service since 19€2 and observations of the study
study team, Clarks Fork District personnel, and Wyoroin9 Game and Fish personnel.

y

Alternative 1 recreation use increases by 199C are based on percentage increases projected in the Yellowstone Level B study,
Missouri River Basin Corrmission, April, 1978.

y

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 are based on recreation outputs for Alternative l, plus an increase of 1.5% annually as a result of
classification, plus use from additional facilities.

y

Recreation visitor day, which is 12 hours of recreation activity. Ore RVD can be l person en9aginp in an activity for 12 hours,
12 people engaging in an activity for l hour, or any other combination adding up to 12 hours.

y

Camping is defined as camping in constructed camping facilities. The only campground planned is on private land at the upstream
end of the study area, shown here to display potential economic impacts on the river and economic potential for private landowners.

6/
-

Picknicing is defined as picknicing in constructed picnic facilities.
Alternative 4.

The only picnic area proposed is in the Lcwer Section in

Water yield would not be changed under any of the alternatives as there is no opportunity
to increase water yield within the study area. The Forest Service, however, would not
claim the entire 650,000 acre feet of water as needed to fulfill Wild and Scenic River
purposes. Although a determination would be necessary to specifically quantify the
amount of water necessary to fulfill instream flow needs for Wild and Scenic River
purposes (scenery, recreation, and fish and wildlife), a reasonable approximation has
been documented in the Yellowstone Level B Study. The Ad Hoc Cc"'111ittee on Instream Flow
NPeds for the Yellowstone Level B Study (Missouri River Basin Conmission, 1978) estimated
~inimum stream flows below which decreases would significantly affect the River's "ecological,
scenic, or other values," would be:

average annual minimum flow

~ere

feet/year

Western end of study area

250 cf s

180,000

Eastern end of study area

392 cf s

280,000

Minimum flows would not be evenly distributed throughout the year, with lowest flows
during January through March of 150 c.f .s. at the western end and 250 c.f.s. at the
eastern end. The highest flow would occur during June and July, with 400 c.f.s. at the
western end and 525 c.f.s. at the eastern end. Higher flows in the su11111er are necessary
for fisheries, sediment flushing, and stream channel maintenance.
Existing water quality should be maintained in all alternatives. The State of Wyoming
has designated the Clarks Fork River from the Forest Boundary upstream through the study
area to the Wyoming-Montana border as a Class 1 stream. Under this designation, the
water quality will not be degraded below existing quality by any point source discharges
other than from dams. The State, however, could change or rescind the Class l designation.
Opportunities to maintain or enhance water quality would improve with Alternatives 2, 3,
4, and 5 as additional emphasis is given to protection of water quality as specified in
Section 10 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
Reservoir construction opportunities would remain unchanged under Alternative 1 and would
be foregone or changed within the study area in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. If a firm
proposal for the 750,000 acre-foot Clarks Fork Reservoir occurs, the conflict between the
upstream part of the reservoir and the potential Wild and Scenic River would be greatest
in Alternative 2 (with 1.5 mile overlap), less in Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 (0.5 mile
overlap), and nonexistant in Alternative l. At least three methods exist to resolve
potential conflicts between a Clarks Fork Reservoir proposal and a Wild and Scenic River:
l)

A smaller Clarks Fork Reservoir could be constructed which would not back water into
the designated area. Such a proposal could be the 450,000 acre-foot reservoir
outlined in the second plan (page D-2).

2)

The Secretary of Agriculture, under the authority in Section 7a of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, could determine that the conflicting part of the Clarks Fork
Reservoir would or would not "invade the area or unreasonably diminish the scenic,
recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the area". This determination
could result in allowing the Clarks Fork Reservoir to back water for some distance
into the designated Wild and Scenic River segment.

3)

Congress could de-classify the conflicting segment of the Clarks Fork River from the
Wild and Scenic River system if the Congress determined such action was in the best
interest of the country.

No timber harvesting will occur under any alternative. Grazing production will also
remain unchanged. Although no known economic minerals occur, potential to utilize minerals
within the study area will be reduced under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. Wildlife habitat
remains essentially unchanged in all alternatives.
No activities to improve fisheries habitat, or activities which would degrade fisheries
habitat, are proposed in any of the alternatives. Increased recreation use in the Lower
Canyon due to recreation developments and road improvements are not expected to adversely
affect wildlife values. Most of the recreation use increases in the Lower Canyon would
occur in the surrrner months, at which time wildlife use is very limited. Rocky Mountain
goats occasionally descend to the river in the Lower Canyon during severe winter storms.
Recreational use in the Lower Canyon at this time is expected to be extremely light.
Recreation use will increase under all alternatives, with the g1·eatest increases in
Alternative 4, and next greatest in Alternative 5, due to construction of recreation
facilities in the Lower Canyon.
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TABLE 5
COMPARISON OF COSTS (1978 Dollars) 1J

Alternative l

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

0

29,600

44,900

44,900

44,900

44,900

0
0

0
1,000

0
1,000

0
1,000

36,000
5,900

0
1,000

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

350,000
1,000

350,000
1.000

0
800

42,800
1,000

85,500
1,500

85,500
1,500

85,500
1,500

85,500
1,500

900

900

l, 100

1,050

1,450

1,450

5. Scenic Easement
Acquisition y

0

0

672,000

2TI ,400

271,400 Z!

271 ,400

Total Construction and
Improvement Costs
(la, lb, 2a, 3a)

0

72,400

130,400

130,400

516,400

480,400

Total Yearly Cost Maintenance
and Administration (le, 2b,
1,700
3b. 4)

2,900

3,600

3,550

9,890

4,700

1978
l. Recreation
a. Overlook Construction 2/
b. Picnic Area Construct-ion 2/
c. Maintenance~
2. Roads
a. Construction and
Improvement Y
b. Maintenance ~
3. Trails
a. Construction 2/
b. Maintenance ~7
4. FS Administration
w
0

~

lJ Costs are estimates based on normal requirements and average conditions in 1978.

2/ Total dollars spent by 1990 to construct facilities.
3/ Average annual expenditures for maintenance of existing and proposed developments.
!/ Improvements of Road #119 will be only those necessary to allow passage by automobile traffic generated by scenic
river designation.
5/ Average annual expenditures by Forest Service to administer the river area.
6/ Estimated costs to purchase development rights from private landowners within the study area on 336 acres for Alternative 2
- and 136 acres for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5.
I) Easement acquisition only on a willing buyer - willing seller basis for Alternative 4.

Costs were computed in 1978 dollars since predictions of monetary fluctuations through
1990 would be purely speculative.
Alternative l construction and maintenance costs are higher than in 1978 because of one
river trail and a river overlook (constructed as part of the Beartooth VIS project in the
Beartooth Plateau Management Plan} which will be constructed under all alternatives.
Construction costs in Alternatives 4 and 5 are considerably higher than other alternatives
because of developments in the Lower Section (road and picnic area in Alternative 4 and
road only in Alternative 5}. Maintenance and administration costs reflect the number and
use of constructed facilities.
Table 6 shows the relative comparisons of economic and employment effects of the alternatives.
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TABLE 6
ESTIMATED EMPLOYMENT AND CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL INDUSTRY BASED ON ALTERNATIVE OUTPUTS

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

$14,260

$36,080

$39,020

$39,020

$54,930

$54,120

0

0.8

2.4

2.4

15.2

8.4

0.6

1.3

1.3

1.3

2.0

l.6

1978
Contributions to Local
Economy Because of
Alternative
Outputs lJ
Construction Employment
Man-years y
Maintenance, Administration, and Local
Sales Employment
Man-Years 11

w
I'\)

l!

Sales include livestock, repair services, gasoline, dining, retail trade, lodging and other services to local merchants on
average annual basis.

y

Number of man-years of employment generated by construction of facilities in Alternatives 1 through 5.

11

Government and other local man-years of employment generated on an average annual basis.

An economic analysis model (developed during the RARE II process for Park and Teton
Counties, Wyoming) was used to evaluate the effects of expenditures and outputs on the
local economy. Although alternative outputs have a very small effect on the local
economy, some changes can be observed. Contributions to the local economy increase for
Alternatives 4 and 5 because of recreational developments and improved access in the
Lower Canyon. Alternative 5 contributions to the local economy are lower than Alternative 4 because of the assumption that the picnic area would not be constructed.
Construction employment is temporary employment only. Maintenance and administration
employment are highest in Alternative 4 because of increased recreation use in the Lower
Canyon.
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VII.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
A.

Relationships Between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity
1.

Alternative.!_. No loss in long-term productivity of the environment will result
from short-term uses for the foreseeable future under this alternative.
Potential economic developments which could occur in this alternative could reduce
long-term productivity of the river in providing water based recreation derived from
the free-flowing condition of the river. However, these same developments could
enhance productivity of hydroelectric power, irrigation water, and recreation activities
oriented around use of lakes.

2.

Alternative 2. The short-term uses planned under this alternative will not affect
long-term productivity. However, the potential for use of the river within the
study area for water, storage or power production would be legislatively removed for
the foreseeable future, but would remain a potential long-term option. Section 7(a)
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act directs that upstream and downstream water development
projects are permitted if they will not invade the protected river area or deprive
it of the water needed to maintain its remarkable values. Future construction of
impoundments that would have a direct and adverse effect on the outstandingly remarkable values would not be permitted. Opportunities for the construction of the
Clarks Fork Division (Beartooth Project) reservoirs would be legislatively removed
for the foreseeable future.
Outputs from this project that would be foregone are substantial. The firm energy
potential of the Clarks Fork Division is estimated at 873 million kilowatt-hours per
year. Generation of this amount of hydroelectric energy could save the United
States at least 410,000 tons of coal, 1,500,000 barrels of oil, or nine billion
cubic feet of natural gas each year. Designation of the entire study area would not
necessarily preclude the potential Lake Creek diversion and storage project (the
diversion canal for this project would be taken from the River one-half mile into
the study area), but modifications may be required to minimize the visual impact of
the diversion and canal on scenic and recreational values in the Lower Canyon. The
potential 750,000 acre-foot Clarks Fork Reservoir, which would be constructed below
the study area (Appendix D), may need to be mcdified if the project wovld invade or
unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and historic values prese11t in the
area. Such modification could consist of the 450,000 acre-foot capacity Clarks Fork
Reservoir which is the secona plan discussed in Appendix D. The Secretary of Agriculture would determine if the µroject would "unreasonably diminish" the values of
the Wild and Scenic River by backing water into the classified area. (Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, Section 7a).
The Lower Clarks Fork Reservoir, if proposed, would require a complete review and
evaluation through the NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) process. A recommendation in favor of construction of the Clarks Fork Reservoir, without modification,
would have to be based upon a clear showing that the public values to be gained
(Appendix D) exceed the values that would be lost, and that the need cannot be met
outside the designated river corridor. Such a recommendation may be to modify the
Clarks Fork Reservoir to lessen conflict with the designated river segment or to
exclude that section of the river from the designated river corridor. The modification
could involve a reduction in reservoir capacity or a relocation of the dam further
downstream. This could result in increased costs or reduce the water use opportunities
outlined in Appendix D.
Some opportunities for intensive or incompatible development on the two parcels of
private land designated in this alternative will be foregone by zoning ordinances or
acquired by Federal acquisition of scenic easements. However, the potential productivity
of the private land will remain unaltered.

3.

Alternative 1· The relationships between short-term uses and long-term productivity
are similar under this alternative as under Alternative 2. Because the lower end of
the classified area would be at the Forest Boundary in this alternative, the potential
Lake Creek diversion project would be located below the classified area, and not
necessarily encumbered with additional mitigation costs. In addition, fewer adjustments
or constraints would be incurred in construction of the potential Clarks Fork Reservoir,
as only one-half mile of the reservoir would back into the classified area. Under
alternative 3, if the Clarks Fork Reservoir is proposed, and the NEPA process concludes
that the public values to be gained by constructing the reservoir exceed the values
that would be lost, a much smaller section of the river could be excluded from the
designated river corridor. Only one private land holding would be involved in this
alternative, and therefore fewer development options would be foregone.
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B.

4.

Alternative 4. A very small acreage will be committed to the improved road, picnic
area, and parking facility, thus removing some land from vegetative production.
Constraints on potential water development projects and private landholders would be
the same in this alternative as in Alternative 3.

5.

Alternative 5. The relationships between short-term uses and long-term productivity
for potential water development projects and the private land would be the same as
in Alternative 3. A small acreage will be committed to the improved road and parking
facility, thus removing some land from vegetative production. This acreage would be
slightly l~ss than in Alternative 4 because no picnic area is included in Alternative 5.

Summary of Probable Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided
1.

Alternative 1. Short-term probable adverse environmental effects under Alternative 1
are very 11mTted. Scme modifications of the natural environment will occur in areas
of the trail and overlook construction, with additional littering, trampling of
vegetation, and loss of solitude. These impacts are expected to be minimal, and
will probably be less than under the other alternatives. Additional subdivision of
the private lands within the study area could occur under Alternative 1. Unless
carefully planned, subdivision development can have adverse effects on visual qualities,
wildlife habitat, and recreation experiences in the immediate river area.
Long-ter~ probable adverse environmental effects are not expected, but could result
from impiementation of economic development options (reservoirs, highways) which
could occur under Alternative 1.

2.

Alternative 2. Short-term probable adverse environmental effects under Alternative
2 are also quite limited. Modification of the natural environment will occur with
construction of two trails into the Upper Canyon and ~iddle Canyon and two overlooks
at the canyon rim. The adverse environmental effects are expected to be minimal.
Development options on the two parcels of private land within the study area would
be constrained by zoning ordinances or Federal purchase of development rights.
Recreation use in Alternative 2 is expected to increase at a rate of 1.5% annually
for most activities, over and above the rates of increases taken from the Yellowstone
Level B Study (Missouri River Basin Corrrnission, 1978). This is due to increased
recognition of the Clarks Fork River as a desirable recreation area once it becomes
a National Wild and Scenic River. This projected rate of additional use increase is
not nearly as large as other more accessible rivers which have been added to the
system. The generally inaccessible nature of the Clarks Fork Canyon and lack of
potential to generate a large amount of recreational use is expected to continue to
limit use regardless of classification.

C.

3.

Alternative 3. Short-term probable adverse environmental effects are the same as in
Alternative 2 except that development of private land in the Lower Canyon area will
not be controlled by the Wild and Scenic River classification. Some control may
still be exercised through the Park County Land Use Plan currently being developed.
Intensive use of private lands for permanent or vacation homes, trailer sites,
corrmercial campgrounds and picnic ar~as, and recreation-oriented support services
could adversely affect scenic, fish and wildlife, and recreational values of the
study area.

4.

Alternative 4. Short-term probable adverse environmental effects are the same as in
Alternative 3 except for recreational developments which would occur in the Lower
Canyon. Modification of the natural environment of the Lower Canyon will occur from
construction of the picnic area and upgrading of Forest Development Road #119.
Dust, smoke, and noise will temporarily occur during construction activities.
Sedimentation from road construction will be very minor and temporary. The pristine
appearance and solitude of the lower canyon will be somewhat degraded with the
developments and additional people and vehicles.

5.

Alternative 5. Short-term probable adverse environmental effects are the same as in
Alternative 4, except that less modification of the natural environment in the Lower
Canyon would occur because the picnic ground would not be constructed at this time.
Fewer additional people and vehicles would be expected in the Lower Canyon when
compared to Alternative 4. Development constraints on private lands would be the
same as in Alternative 2, except that the private land in the Lower Canyon would be
excluded.

Irreversible or Irretrievable Corrrnitment of Resources
1.

Alternative l· None of the activities proposed under this alternative will result
in an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources in the short-term.
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Economic developments which could occur under this alternative in the future (water
storage, hydroelectric development, highway construction) could result in irreversible
or irretrievable collJliitment of resources but would be addressed, after specific
proposals have been made, through the environmental analysis process.
2.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. Designation as a Wild and Scenic River does not constitute
an irreversible and-irretrTevable commitment for the future, as Congres~ has the
authority to change or rescind Wild and Scenic designation if the need occurs.
Zoning ordinances could be changed or eliminated and scenic easements purchased as a
result of designation could be returned to landowners.
The picnic area in the Lower Section under Alternative 4 is not an irreversible
resource commitment as the facilities could be removed and the area rehabilitated.
However, the improved road in Alternatives 4 and 5 is a long-term facility and is
considered an irreversible commitment of the land upon which it would be constructed.

D.

Goal Satisfaction
In Table 7 the alternatives are evaluated using the criteria outlined in Section V. The
ratings used to measure the degree to which the alternatives meet the criteria are for
relative comparison purposes only, and should not be interpreted to mean absolute criteria
attainment. Table 7 is used for a horizontal comparison of the alternatives for each
evaluation criteria. The ratings must not be added vertically because the evaluation
criteria are not equally important.
The criteria are ranked in order of importance to the task of selecting a preferred
alternative. The first group of criteria (#1, #2, and #3) are assigned highest priority
because protection of the unique values of the Clarks Fork River is considered to be of
greater importance and feasibility in the foreseeable future than large scale economic
development. Criteria #1 and #2 basically reflect the spirit and intent of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. Criteria #3 is ranked with the first group because of the importance
of recognizing public input on the Shoshone National Forest.
The second group of criteria, although important, are not considered to be as important
as the first group in evaluating alternatives. The second group (dispersed recreation,
recreation development by private landowners, and local economic diversity) deals primarily
with local economic issues and locai preference which were not considered as important as
the protection criteria in the first group.
The third group of criteria (recreation development, water developments, mining) are the
least important in the selection of the preferred alternative because of the limited
potential for economic developments of any type within the study area.
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TABLE 7
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Criteria
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

Alternative 1

Protect or enhance scenic, recreational
and historical values.
Give high priority to maintaining the
free-flowing condition of the Clarks
Fork River
Generate outputs consistent with issues
and concerns identified through public
involvement.
Provide additional opportunities for
dispersed primitive recreation in the
Upper and Middle Canyon and more
opportunity for dispersed motorized
recreation in the Lower Canyon
Maintain or enhance opportunities
for development of recreation
facilities by private landowners.
Maintain or improve diversity of
the local economic structure.

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

0

+

+

+

+

0

+

+

+

+

0

0

+

-

0

0

+

+

++

++

++

-

0

+

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

-

0

w

.....

7.
8.

9.

Construct cost-effective developed
recreation facilities which do not
conflict with private developments.
Provide on-Forest water storage only
when increases in water use
effectiveness are commensurate with
benefits foregone.
Maintain opportunities for mineral
extraction.

++
+

0

Alternative
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative

0

++

meets the criteria to a high degree.
meets the criteria to a moderate degree.
meets the criteria to a minimal degree.
does not meet the criteria.

Following is a detailed discussion of the su11J11arized information in Table 7.
1.

Criterion #1. Protection or enhancement of the "outstandingly remarkable" Clarks
Fork River--Values can be achieved without ~ild and Scenic classification in Alternative 1. Such protection can be prescribed within the Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan and could protect the river values for the short-term, although
long-term protection is not assured. With less recreation developments, Alternative
l provides more protection of these values in the short run than other alternatives.
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 provide explicit protection of the "outstandingly
remarkable" river values under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, particularly in the
long run.

2.

Criterion #2. In the short run, the free flowing condition of the Clarks Fork River
can be protected in all alternatives. In Alternative 1, however, no long-term
protection is assured. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 provide protection of the free
flowing conditions as spelled out in Section 7 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

3.

Criterion #3. Alternative 3 generates the best mix of outputs consistent with issues
and concerns identified through public involvement. Response to the Draft Environmental Statement was over 2:1 in favor of some form of Wild and Scenic River classification. Response was strongly adverse to the classification of the upper 0.5 mile
of river and acquisition of scenic easements on those lands. In addition, the
improvements of Road 119 in the Lower Canyon were opposed by nearly all people
co11J11enting on that issue. Although Alternative 3 was not frequently indicated as a
preferred Alternative by respondents, it best meets the overall mix of outputs
requested by the public. Alternatives 2 and 5 were unfavorable to many because of
acquisition of scenic easements on private lands. Alternatives 4 and 5 were unfavorable
to some because of the development of Road 119. Alternative 2 was particulary
unfavorable to many because of the conflict with the potential Lake Creek off stream
water storage project or the potential Clarks Fork Reservoir below the Canyon.
Alternative 1, although generating support of nearly one-third of all respondents,
was not favored by most because of the lack of long-term protection of the Canyon.
Alternative 1, however, historically would best match the concensus of public
opinion in Park County which has generally been adverse to additional Federal preservation classifications of public land.

4.

Criterion #4. Alternatives 4 and 5 provide more opportunity for dispersed motorized
recreation in the Lower Canyon than the other alternatives because of the improvements
to Road 119. The picnic area in Alternative 4 will tend to concentrate people and
draw more people to the area, thus detracting from the opportunities for dispersed
primitive recreation in the Lower Canyon. Alternatives 2,3,4, and 5 provide equally
to additional opportunities for dispersed primitive recreation in the Upper and
Middle Canyon since no public access would be provided to the upper 0.5 mile of
private land which wculd be classified in Alternatives 2 and 5. Alternative #l
meets this criteria less than the other Alternatives because of less recreational
developments although in the long run, Alternative #1 could equal or exceed the
other Alternatives in recreational developments.

5.

Criterion #5. Maintenance or enhancement of opportunities for deveiopment of recreation facilities by private landowners within or near the study area is achieved
best under Alternative 1, with no controls on private land development. Maximum
constraints of private land development occurs in Alternatives 2 and 5 with zoning
ordinances and acquisition of scenic easements on all private lands within the study
area. Alternative 3 does not control development on the private land at the Lower
Canyon, but does include purchase of a scenic easement on the private land at Reef
creek (the Wright Place). Alternative 4 meets the criteria for private landowner
development by not only excluding private land at the Lower Canyon, but also purchasing
development rights on the private land at Reef Creek only on a willing buyer willing seller basis. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 will attract more recreationists
as the river receives publicity as a Wild and Scenic River, thus enhancing commercial
recreation development opportunities.

6.

Criterion #6. Diversity of the local economic structure will be maintained under
all alternatives, but fur different reasons. Under Alternative 1, there are no
constraints on private lands, thus allowing for developments. Under Alternatives 2,
3, 4, and 5, there are varying degrees of constraints on landowners, but these are
offset by slightly increased recreation use generated by designation. These recreationists will spend money locally, thus contributing somewhat to the local economy.

7.

Criterion #7. All alternatives include some construction of developed overlooks.
In the National Forests of Colorado and Wyoming (USFS Region 2), campgrounds and
picnic areas of less than 15 units in size have generally not been cost effective.
This is based on a comparison of the value of recreational use with the cost of
constructing, maintaining, and servicing the facility. The eight unit picnic ground,
which would be constructed in AlternatiNe 4, is too small and remote to be costeffective; the overlooks are assumed to be cost-effective.
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8.

Criterion #8. Reservoirs for water storage could be constructed in Alternative l,
providing that the increase in water use effectiveness is c011111ensurate with benefits
foregone. This would be determined through environmental assessments of water storage
proposals. Reservoir construction or large scale water diversions on designated river
segments are explicitly foregone in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 in accordance with
Section 7 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Conflicts with the upstream portion of
the potential Clarks Fork Reservoir, which could be constructed below the canyon, would
be greatest with Alternative 2, and much reduced in Alternatives 3, 4, and 5.

9.

Criterion #9. Although no known economic minerals occur within the study area, opportunities for mineral and energy resources discovery and extraction are maintained only
under Alternative 1. The mineral withdrawals recommended in Alternative 2, 3, 4, and 5
are subject to valid existing rights but would preclude many future mineral developments
within the immediate river area, and therefore do not meet the criteria.

39

VIII.

IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
A.

Selected Alternative
Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative. This would classify about 21.5 miles of the
Clarks Fork River as a Wild River. The area designated as a Wild and Scenic River System
component would encompass about 6,800 acres, of which 136 are private and 6,664 are
National Forest System lands. The estimated cost, over a ten year period of the action
is $437,300. The Forest Service would administer the designated river component and bear
all costs of the recommended action. State and local agencies will be asked to support
the administration of the designated river but will not share in the costs of the action.
The map that follows shows the proposal of the Wild River for the preferred alternative.

The reasons for the selection of Alternative 3, which is a chan9e from the preferred
Alternative in the Draft Environmental Statement (Alternative 5) are as follows:
1.

The concensus of public input at all levels, including local (Cody-Powell area),
Wyoming, other states, officials, agencies, and organizations and groups was for
some form of Wild and Scenic River designation of the Clarks Fork River.

2.

Although considerable support was provided for the mcst restrictive alternatives
in the Draft Environmental Statement (Alternatives 2 and 5), much opposition was
expressed concerning some of the features of those alternatives. More specifically:
a.

Some respondents questioned the scenic and recreational quality and hence,
the eligibility of the upper 0.5 miles of the study area. A majority of the
public commenting on that part of the study area strongly opposed classification and acquisition of scenic easements on the private land in this
section. The need or desirability to include the upper 0.5 mile, which is
more developed, less scenic, and of a different character that the re'st of
the study area, was questioned. The upper 0.5 mile was found to be ineligible
for designation in a subsequent eligibility re-evaluation.

b.

The proposed improvement of Road 119 in the Lower Canyon received virtually no
public input support but generated strong opposition. Reasons cited for this
opposition was appreciation of the primitive nature of the Lower Canyon, a
desire to see this character unaltered, and questioning the cost effectiveness
($350,000) of this proposal. In order to reflect this input, evaluation criterion
#3 in the Draft Statement was reworded (the wording of this criterion in the
Draft Statement was criticized for being vague) and moved to the second group
of evaluation criteria (#4). The ratings for this criterion were slightly
changed.

c.

Many of the respondents were concerned about potential conflicts between Wild
and Scenic River classification and development of unappropriated water of the
Clarks Fork River in Wyoming. The maximum conflict between a Clarks Fork Wild
and Scenic River and the Lake Creek off-stream water storage project and the
Clarks Fork Reservoir would occur in Alternative 2 where the lower mile of the
Wild and Scenic River could directly conflict with both projects.

3.

Alternative 3 provides a good mix of outputs consistent with issues and concerns
identified through public involvement, particularly with regard to concerns voiced
in response to the Draft Environmental Statement. Although only seven respondents
indicated preference for Alternative 3, several respondents indicated second choice
preference for this alternative. Alternative 3 provides outputs which are the most
responsive to the substantive changes requested by the public from Alternative 5.
In this regard, the substance of the public involvement was considered more important
than simple "vote counting". To reflect this change in the goal satisfaction,
criterion #4 in the Draft Statement was moved to the first group of evaluation
criteria (now #3 in this document) and the ratings adjusted to show that Alternative
3 is the only alternative which meets the public involvement criteria to greater
than a minimal degree.

4.

Alternative 3 is the only alternative which meets all three of the first group of
evaluation criteria to greater than a minimal degree. Alternative 5 only meets the
first two criteria to greater than a minimal degree. As explained on page 18,
varying degrees of significance are assigned to the evaluation criteria, depending
on the relative importance of each criteria to the decision. Evaluation criteria
#1. 2, and 3 are considered to be the most significant.
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The second group of three criteria are next in priority. Alternative 3 meets criterion
#4 to a greater than minimal degree, because of the r~creational developments in the
Upper and Middle Canyons, but only meets criterion 5 dnd 6 to minimal degrees. Constraints on private landowners for developments of recreation facilities on their lands
is applied only to the Wright Place in Alternative 3. The designation of the Clarks Fork
as a Wild and Scenic River may provide some "drawing card" to the area, thus meeting
Criterion #6 to some degree.
The third group of criteria are the ledst important tests used to make a selection among
the alternatives. This group of criteria would become significant only if there was no
outstanding alternative after applying the first six criteria. The weak performance of
Alternative 3 when tested, with the last three criteria is outweighed by the high performance
in the first group of criteria.
B.

Reason for Nonselection
l.

Alternative l. This alternative meets seven of the nine criteria only to a minimal
degree. None of the three most important criteria are met above this minimal level.
The alternative can provide only short-term protection to the "outstandingly remarlc.abl e" values and free-flowing characteristics of the river. In addition, this
alternative does not respond well to public input, being preferred by less than a
third of the respondents.

2.

Alternative 2. This alternative prescribes unpopular constraints at the lower end of
the study area: classification and scenic easement acquisition of the 200 acres of
private land at the lower end of the study area and maximum conflict with potential
water developments below the Lower Cdnyon. This alternative, therefore, does not
meet the first group of evaluation criteria as well as Alternative 3. Of the
remaining six criteria, three are not met at all by this alternative.

3.

Alternative 4. Alternative 4 was not selected because of a poor performance in
generating outputs responsive to public output (criterion #3). This was due primarily
to recreation developments in the Lower Canyon (upqrading of Road 119, construction
of a picnic ground) wtdch were not specifically favored by any respondents and
opposed by many. This alternative meets the second group of criteria as well as any
alternative, being particularly responsive to criterion #4, with the recreation
developments, and criterion #5, by placing the minimum development constraints on
landowners of any of the alternatives. Alternative #4 does not meet any of the last
three criteria, notably #7 because the picnic area is not cost-effective, being too
small and expensive to build and maintain for its size. A larger picnic area cannot
be constructed because of adverse effects on other scenic and recreational values.

4.

Alternative 5. Alternative 5, which was the preferred alternative in the Draft
Environmental Statement, was not selected as the preferred alternative in this Final
Environmental Staten1ent because of strong public opposition to upgrading of Road
119 in the Lower Canyon. For these reasons, Alternative 5 only meets criterion 3 to
a moderate degree, and does not meet the first three important groups of evaluation
criteria as well as Alternative 3.
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IX.

~ONSULTATION

A.

WITH OTHERS

Su11111ary of Public Involvement
As a first step in the study, a public involvement plan was developed to guide the study team
throughout the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River Study. In May of 1978, 80 letters were sent
out to individuals, groups, and agencies notifying them that the study was being initiated.
Newspaper articles announcing the study were published in Cody and Powell, Wyoming, and
Billings, Montana. During June and July, 1978, a slide program describing the study was
shown to 170 people at six clubs and organizations in the Cody-Powell area. Nearly all of
the landowners along the river were contacted in person to explain the objectives and progress
of the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River Study. The few remaining landowners were contacted
by personal letter.
Radio talk shows were conducted in Cody and Powell on several occasions, and a three-part
series of newspaper articles were published in Cody, Powell, Casper, and Billings, prior to
an eligibility workshop. At the public workshop on July 10, 1978, the study team received
public input on the eligibility of the Clarks Fork as a Wild and Scenic River. Only 15
people attended this workshop. Newspaper articles in Cody, Powell, Lander, Casper, Wyoming
and Billings, Montana, plus radio coveraye in Cody and Powell announced a second public
workshop on September 11, 1978. Sixteen people attended this alternative analysis workshop
in Powell and provided input on the selection of the preferred alternative. Newspaper articles
and radio talk shows in Cody and Powell discussed several aspects of the study after the
alternative analysis workshop.
A presentation highlighting the progress of the study was given to approximately 150 people
at a water management seminar, January 9, 1979, in Powell, and to about 75 people at five
organizations in the Cody-Powell area from January to May, 1979. In addition, a presentation
on the study was given to about 150 people at a Rivers and Trails Symposium at the University
of Wyoming, November, 1979.
A three-part series of magazine articles discussing the Clarks Fork Canyon and Wild and
Scenic River Study, by Lynne Barna, was published in Wyoming News from November 1978 to
January 1979. High Country News published a condensed article of the Lynne Barna series
during July 1979. In June, 1979, Wyoming Wildlife printed an article summarizing the study
to date. In June, radio stations and newspapers in the Cody, Powell, and Billings areas
announced the release of the Draft Environmental Statement which was sent to 140 agencies,
officials, Congressional delegates, media, organizations, and individuals (listed in the
Summary at the front of this document). In addition, about 50 copies were distributed at
request in offices of the Shoshone National Forest.
During the 90-day public review period of the Draft Environmental Statement, the Clarks Fork
study received considerable newspaper and radio publicity in the Cody and Powell area.

B.

Summary of Cornnents Received
Over two-thirds of the responses from the public in the eligibility analysis phase of the
study expressed opinions that the Clarks Fork River has "outstandingly remarkable" values
with most responses directed to scenic and recreational values.
A total of 94 written responses were received on the Draft Environmental Statement. Substantive input by some respondents resulted in charges in the Draft Environmental Statement,
including selection of a new preferred alternative.
The following is a surnnary of the respondents:
Respondent Represented
Federa 1 Agency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
State or Local Agency or Official ...... 4
Organization/Group ..................... 14
I ndi vi dual ............................. 69
Residence of Respondent
Wyoming ................................
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ca 1i forn i a . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington, D.C. . . .. .. . . .. .. .. .. .. . .. .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

70
4
5
6
6
2
l

Responses to the Draft Environmental Statement favored some form of Wild and Scenic River
classification by greater than a 2 to l margin (61 to 29). Table 8 contains a summary of
extraction of co11111ents and number of each type received.
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TABLE 8
SUM~ARY

OF RESPONSES TO DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

For Wild and Scenic River designation ••••••••••.•••••••.••.••••••••.

61

Prefer Alternative 2 •••••••••••••••••••••..••.••••.•••••••.••.•

15

Prefer Alternative 3............................................

7

Prefer Alternative 4
Prefer Alternative 5

14

For classification, no alternative preference indicated .•.....•

22

Opposed to Wild and Scenic River designation .....•..................

29

Support acquisition of scenic easements .. . .. .. . .. .. . . .. .. .. .. . .. .. .

2

Opposed to acquisition of scenic easements . .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. .. .. .. . ..

13

Support recreation developments ..•.........•.....•...........•......
Oppose recreation developments ..................•...•........•......

4

Support upgrading Road 119 in Lower Canyon . .. .. . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .

0

Oppose upgrading Road 119 in Lower Canyon .. .. . .. . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .

13

Opposed to water development in Canyon .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .

5

Support water development in Canyon

5

Oppose curtailment of hydroelectric option in Canyon................

7

Support curtailment of hydroelectric option in Canyon...............

5

Desires continuation of present management . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5

For multiple use .. . . . .. . .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . . .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .

4
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Table 8 was not and should not be analyzed as a vote count, but considered a reflection of
concerns and a rough indication of public sentiment toward management of the Clarks Fork
canyon. The foll owing conclusions were drawn concerning public response to the Draft Environmental Statement.

C.

1.

The proposal for designation of the Clarks Fork River as a National Wild and Scenic
River received support by over two-thirds of the respondents. Environmental protection
for the scenic and recreational values and free-flowing river condition of the Canyon
were the most frequent reasons cited for support of Wild and Scenic River designation.
In addition, many respondents expressed appreciation of the "unique undeveloped" nature
of the Canyon and a desire to see the area given additional protective status. Many
letters were received which simply stated preference for Wild and Scenic designation or
preference for one of the classification alternatives (most frequently Alternatives 2 or
5) but did not indicate the reasons for that preference.

2.

The eligibility of the upper 0.5 mile of the study area was questioned by several
respondents. The proposal for acquisition of scenic easements from private landowners
and classification of the upper 0.5 mile of the study area in the preferred alternative
in the Draft Statement received very strong opposition from a large majority of respondents to that issue. Although a large number of responses favored Alt.ernatives which
included designation of the upper 0.5 mile, only two of those respondents expressed
specific support for acquisition of scenic easements or classification of the upper 0.5
mile of the study area. Many of the landowners along the upper 0.5 mile of the study
area indicated no personal plans for future development of their private lands, but
preferred formal development constraints to be in the form of county zoning or other
local controls rather than Federal purchase of development rights. Several landowners
along the upper 0.5 mile of the study area and others questioned the need to include
this relatively developed, gentle river segment with the rest of the essentially pristine,
rugged canyon, particularly since no public access is provided to the upper 0.5 mile of
river but exists closely downstream. In addition, some respondents questioned inclusion
of private land in the Wild and Scenic River at the upper end of the study area, but
excluding the private land at the lower end of the study area.

3.

Although most respondents did not comment on the proposed recreation developments within
the study area (overlooks, trails) those that did encouraged the Forest Service to be
cautious about encouraging more recreation use in the canyon. Concerns about reduction
of the pristine nature of the canyon and loss of solitude were the two reasons cited for
that concern. Three respondents encouraged the Forest Service to consider an alternative
which does not have recreation developments within the Canyon.

4.

Considerable opposition was expressed to the provision of upgrading Road 119 in the
Lower Canyon in the preferred alternative. The Lower Canyon receives most of the
recreation use within the study area and several respondents indicated preference for
leaving the Lower Canyon "as is". All responses specifically mentioning the upgrading
of Road 119 as a factor in their preference of an Alternative expressed opposition to
the proposal for upgrading Road 119.

5.

Several respondents objected to Wild and Scenic River designation because of the curtailment of hydroelectric options in the Canyon. These respondents cited the "energy
shortage" and "need to develop hydroelectric energy" as the basis for their objection.
On the other hand, some responses cited curtailment of hydroelectric options in the
Canyon as a reason for favoring Wild and Scenic classification.

6.

A number of respondents, including local water user groups, expressed opposition to Wild
and Scenic River designation because of potential conflicts with development of unappropriated water of the Clarks Fork River in Wyoming.

7.

Considerable support was expressed for a continuation of present management alternative,
with preference for leaving the Canyon "as is", favoring of multiple use management, and
satisfaction with current Forest Service management.

Su11111ary of Agency Involvement
Letters announcing the initiation of the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River Study were sent to
the following agencies:
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Federal Agencies
Beartooth Ranger District, Custer National Forest
Bureau of Land Management, Cody, Wyoming
Yellowstone National Park
Environmental Protection Agency
President's Advisory Council for History Preservation
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
Federal Energy Administration {FERC)
Bureau of Reclamation
Office of Environmental Projects Review
Soil Conservation Service
Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station
Inter-Agency Grizzly Bear Study Team
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Wyoming State Agencies
State Planning Coordinator
State Forester
Game and Fish Department
Recreation Corrrnission
Highway Department
State Engineer
Substantive comments were received from the Bureau of Reclamation and Federal Energy
Regulatory Conmission which confirmed the lack of foreseeable economic potential for
the Clarks Fork Reservoirs. Comments by and responses to the Department of Interior
and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation are included in Appendix E.
Corrrnents by the Wyoming Highway Department reconfirming the lack of any plans to
build a highway through the Clarks Fork Canyon have already been discussed in other
parts of this report.
Public and agency corrrnents on the Draft Environmental Statement, and Forest Service
responses to those comments are in Appendix E of this document.
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APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF THE CLARKS FORK DIVISION OF THE
BEARTOOTH PROJECT, CLARKS FORK RIVER

In 1959 the Bureau of Reclamation, Region 6, (now the Water and Power Resources Service) Billings,
Montana, published the Report on Clarks Fork Division, Wyoming and Montana, Missouri River Basin Project.
The hydroelectric works described in the report, the Clarks Fork Division, are included in the Missouri
River Basin Project, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944. The Clarks Fork River project is
usually referred to as the Beartooth Unit.
The Beartooth Unit would include three dams and reservoirs on the main stem of the Clarks Fork River, one
dam and reservoir on Sunlight Creek, a tributary, and three powerplants to utilize the regulation and
hydrostatic heads provided by the dams. Power installations in the Unit would have the following characteristics:

Reservoir
Capacit1
(ac.feet

Avg. Wdt.
Head
(ft)

Powerplant
Estimated avg.
Capacity Annual Generation
(MkWhr)
(kW)

Area
Inundated
(acres}

Hunter Mountain

130,000

609

14,400

100.22

1900

Thief Creek

200,000

1404

125,200

504.52

1170

Sunlight

50,000

2003

14,900

111.76

1550

Bald Ridge

14,600

390

23,000

156.51

225

177,500

873.01

Hunter Mountain Dam would be located farthest upstream on the Clarks Fork about seven miles upstream of
the Wild and Scenic River study area. A conduit 34,800 feet long would convey water from Hunter Mountain
Reservoir to Hunter Mcuntain Powerplant (located in the study area) which would contain a single generating
unit.
Thief Creek Dam would be located about 12 miles downstream from Hunter Mountain Dam. A conduit 30,000
feet long would convey water from Thief Creek Reservoir to Sunlight Powerplant. This plant would be
located on the Clarks Fork directly below its confluence with Sunlight Creek and would contain two
generating units to utilize releases from Thief Creek Reservoir and one generating unit to utilize
releases from Sunlight Reservoir.
Sunlight Dam would be located on Sunlight Creek about six and one-half miles upstream from its confluence
with the Clarks Fork and out of the Wild and Scenic River study area. A conduit 34,900 feet long would
convey water from Sunlight Reservoir to the powerplant.
Bald Ridge Dam would be located about seven miles downstream from Thief Creek Dam. A conduit 25,600 feet
long would convey water from Bald Ridge Reservoir to Bald Ridge Powerplant both within the lower canyon
which would contain a single generating unit.
Hunter Mountain Powerplant and Bald Ridge Powerplant would be operated by remote control from Sunlight
Powerplant. The plants would be interconnected with facilities of the Missouri River Basin Transmission
Division.

A-1

DAM PROPERTIES

Dam

Ht. Above
Streambed
(ft)

Length
(ft)

Volume
(cu. yds.)

Outlet Wks.
Discharge*
(cfs)

3,420,000

515

Hunter Mountain

215

1430

Thief Creek

343

750

577 ,000**

700

Sunlight

146

850

444.000

500

Bald Ridge

140

1000

1,236.000

600

* At maximum water surface elevation.
** Thief Creek Dam would be a concrete arch structure.
structures.

The other dams would be earthfill

CONDUIT PROPERTIES
Tunnel

Pens tock

Conduit

Length
(ft)

Diameter
(ft)

Length
(ft)

Diameter
(ft)

Hunter Mountain

31 .ooo

9-1/2

3,800

7

Thief Creek

32,000

13-1/2

7,000

10

Sunlight
Bald Ridge

*
24,500

12,500

*
12-1/2

1,100

3-3/4
10

* Conduit would include 3200 feet of tunnel with a diameter of seven feet and 19,200
feet of concrete pipe in cut-and-cover with a diameter of 5-1/2 feet.

At present time there are about 42,150 acres of land irrigated from the Clarks Fork River.
Except for extremely dry months, such as occurred in August 1940, an adequate supply is
available for those lands from the unregulated flows of Clarks Fork. The infrequent demand
for supplemental water precludes construction of storage facilities to furnish such supplemental water. Hcwever, the stream flow regulation provided by normal operation of the
Beartooth Unit for power production would provide, if required, enough water to irrigate
10,000 to 15,000 acres of new lands in addition to those presently irrigated. This streamflow regulation would provide incidental benefits by reducing operation and maintenance
costs resulting from diversion difficulties now experienced under conditions of extreme
flow fluctuations and would reduce the tendency to over-irrigate during flood periods.
Minimum flows that would be maintained continuously throughout the year for protection and
propagation of fish are as follows:

Min. flow (cfs)

Reach of Stream
Sunlight Dam to mouth of Sunlight Creek

15

Hunter Mountain Dam to mouth of Crandall Creek

20

Thief Creek Dam to Sunlight Powerplant

40

Bald Ridge Dam to Bald Ridge Powerplant

70

These flows would be increased by occasional spills and accretions below the dams.
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If the Beartooth Unit is not constructed, the electrical power probably would be developed
in eastern Montana or Wyoming with a coal-fired thermal power generating plant. Costs
probably would be less, but the environmental impact might be higher.
National Economic Development account projections are determined in accordance with Water
Resource Council "Principles and Standards".

NED ACCOUr.IT
BENEFICIAL EFFECTS

ANN. EQUIV.

Municipal and industrial water ••..•..••....•...........•..•..•
Flood control .•.........••..•.•••.•.•••...•.••.•.••...••..•••. $
7,000.
420,000.
Irrigation ..•..............•..•••.•..•................••.•.••.
48,000.
Recreation ....•..•........•..••......••..•..•......•....•••..•
Fish and Wildlife .....•......•.....•.......•..............•...
Power ......•................••.•..••.•...••......•....•..•....
(Hydro} ...•....••.. 873.0l kWh .•........•..........••.• 9,599,000.
Navigation:
Water Quality:
Unemployment and underemployment .....•.•..••.••••.....•..•..•.
Externalities ......••.••.•.•••••••....•••.••••.•.•.••..••.••..

43,000.

Total beneficial effects .•..•.•.•.•.•••.•..••......••..•..•... 10, 180,000.

ADVERSE EFFECTS
Installation cost •....•.•••.•••.•.••..••.•....•...•••...•.....
Interest during construction ..•••••.••••.••••.•••••••.•....••.
Annual investment cost ..••••••.•••••..•••..••••••••••••.•..•..
(Irrigation cost ann. equiv.) .•••••.•.•..•....••••••.•..
An nu a1 OM&R ...•....•.•.••••••.•.••.•.•••••..••••..•••••••..•••
Total annual cost ..•..•.••.•••••••...•.•..•.•...•..•.••.
External Di seconomics ..••••....••...••••.•••.••••..•••....••••
Tota 1 adverse effects ....••••••••..•••.•.•••.••••.•••••..••.•.
(annual equivalent value)

18, 120,000.
1,642,000.
19,762,000.
(255,000.)
1,849,000.
21,611,000.
21 ,611 ,000.

BENEFICIAL EFFECTS .••..•••••••..•.••.••.•••.••••.••••.••..•••• $11,431,000.
(($50/kW-l.8 MILLS)-RATIO .47)

The costs and benefits present in the National Economic Development (NED) and Regional
Development account are indexed to 1975. An interest rate of 6-1/2 percent was used to
compute interest during construction (IDC) and annual equivalent costs and benefits.
Power benefits are based on $50. per installed kW plus 1.8 mills times the energy produced.
As can be seen, the benefit:cost ratio of the project is 0.47:1 which precludes economic
development of the Beartooth Project at this time.
Indexing of costs and benefits to 1978, however, would show still another relationship.
Power benefits are based on a coal fired electric generation plant costs. These costs are
increasing at a more rapid rate than costs to build hydro plants. Therefore, these 1975
indexed costs and benefits should be used with caution and be it further understood that
they are at the reconnaissance level.

A-3

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT (ANNUAL EQUIVALENTS)

REGION
BENEFICIAL EFFECTS:

ADJACENT
REGION

REST-OFNATION

TOTAL

258,000

$ 420,000

33,000

70,000

(ANNUAL)

USER BENEFITS
IRRIGATION
MUNICIPAL AND INDUS. WATER
FLOOD
FISH AND WILDLIFE
RECREATION
POWER (HYDRO l) Jj

$ 162,000

37,000

$

---

$

12,000
2,399,750

12,000
2.399,750

24,000
4.799,500

48,000
9,599,000

REGIONAL BENEFITS
EMPLOYMENT IMPACT
INDUCED AND STEMMING FROM
EXTERNALITIES

1,050,600
807,750
17,000

4,202.400
2,423,250
1,000

5,253,000
3,231,000
25,000

10,506,000
6,462,000
43,000

TOTAL BENEFICIAL EFFECTS

4,486,000

$9,038,000

$13,624,000

$27.148,000

):>
I

.i>o

Jj

@ $50 kW/ 1.8 MILL COEFFICIENTS

APPENDIX B
EVALUATION OF THE CLARKS FORK DIVISION OF THE BEARTOOTH PROJECT
YELLOWSTONE LEVEL B STUDY

The Yellowstone Level B Study of the Missouri River Basin CO!llllission (MRe.c) is a reconnaissance
level evaluation of water and related land resources with potential reco11111endation for implementation subject to the satisfactory completion of a Level C study. Major objectives of the
study are to:
1.

Display beneficial and adverse effects of alternative water resource plans.

2.

Develop information for establishing State--MRBC priorities.

3.

Define future study and research needs.

4.

Provide information to resolve critical water use conflicts.

5.

Identify crucial state and federal legislative needs.

Chapter 5 of the final report (Missouri River Basin C011111ission, Report on the Yellowstone
Basin and Adjacent Coal Area Level!!_ Study, Volume 7, Wind-Bighorn-Clarks Fork, April, 1978,
4'32ji".}entitled "Water and Related Land Resource Problems and Opportunities" describes several
potential water development projects. Description of the Beartooth Project is listed in the
section "Rejected Reservoir Sites" and is included here in its entirety.
In 1956 the Bureau of Reclamation proposed development of the Beartooth hydroelectric unit in
the upper reaches of the Clarks Fork study area. The Unit would include three reservoirs on
the main stem of the Clarks Fork, one reservoir on Sunlight Creek, and three powerplants and
related facilities. A firm energy supply of 873 million kilowatt-hours per year could be
supplied by the unit. The Project costs were estimated in 1956 to be $131,000,000 and annual
benefits were estimated to exceed annual costs by 1.09 to 1. At 1975 price levels, the Beartooth Unit would have a benefit-cost ratio of 0.47 to 1.00 if it were developed by the Bureau
of Reclamation as a part of the Missouri River Basin Project. If power from the project was
sold at going private-sector rates for capacity and energy, the benefit-cost ratio would be
1.03 to 1.00. If pumped storage facilities were added to the system, the b-c ratio would
probilbly be somewhat better. In view of the fact that the project facilities would be located
primarily on public land in an area where there are exceptional scenic and recreational values,
and the project would be either infeasible or marginal under any foreseeable institutional
arrangement, it is the judgment of the Study Team that the project should be eliminated from
any further consideration. Table V-26 lists some of the design properties of the Unit.

Table V-26 Design Properties
Of The Clarks Fork Division Of The Beartooth Unit
Facility
Name

Hunter Mountain
Thief Creek
Sunlight
Bald Ridge

Powerplant Data
Maximum Number of
Head Generatin
feet
Units
1,430
750
850
1,000

130,000
200,000
50,000
14,600

Total

~

394,600

649
1,470
2,020
390

l

2 a/

l l

14,400
125,200
14,900
23,000
177,500

Located at the Sunlight Powerplant.

As proposed, the Beartooth Unit wou1d provide base load power only. Increased fossil fuel
costs are causing a peaking power shcrtage. A pump-back peaking installation would propably
improve the Beartooth Unit benefit-cost ratio. This should be explored if the unit is ever
reconsidered.
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF THE LAKE CREEK DIVERSION ANO STORAGE PROJECT

In 1964 the Soil Conservation Service completed the report Preliminary Investigation Report.
Cyclone Bar Watershed (February, 1964). The Lake Creek diversion and storage project would
develop water for irrigation of the Cyclone Bar Watershed which is downstream of the Wild and
Scenic River study area. The report was updated by the SCS in the Cyclone Bar, Watershed
Investi ation Re ort, March, 1976. The three problems identified on Cyclone Bar by the SCS
inc uded:
1 irrigation shortages on Littlerock, Bennett, and Line Creeks; (2) flood damages
to irrigation structures and ditches on Littlerock, Bennett, and Line Creeks; and (3) freezing
and icing on the lower reaches of Bennett Creek.
Each winter Bennett Creek freezes from the bottom up and develops a sheet of ice 2 to 3 feet
thick, one-fourth to three-fourths-mile wide, and up to 2.5 miles long. While the problem was
not studied in detail by the SCS, there may be ways of preventing this massive ice build-up.
The SCS study determined there is little potential for using reservoir storage to provide
supplemental irrigation water supplies or for flood control storage. This is because of a
lack of good storage sites and suitable construction materials. The best means identified for
reducing flood damages are through channel stabilization and installation of permanent diversion
structures. Supplemental irrigation water could be diverted from the Clarks Fork and regulated
on Lake Creek with a reservoir to serve lands on Little Rock and Bennett Creeks.
A diversion structure on Clarks Fork {Sec. 12, T. 56 N., R. 103 W.) would divert 100 c.f.s. of
water through a 3.3-mile-long supply canal into a potential 5,100 acre-foot reservoir on Lake
Creek {Sec. 4, T. 56 N., R. 102 W.). A 45-foot-high earth-fill dam would store 4,900 acrefeet of irrigation water and provide 150 acre-feet of sediment storage and 50 acre-feet of
flood-detention storage. The irrigation storage would give 2,076 acres a supplemental supply
and provide 3,190 acres of nonirrigated grasslands a full supply in an 80-percent-chance year.
The cost of this project was estimated to be $840,000 with an annual cost of $54,400. The
average annual benefits were estimated to be $134,320, and the resulting benefit-cost ratio is
2.5 to 1.0.
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APPENDIX D
SUMMARY OF THE WYOMING WATER PLANNING PROGRAM REPORT ON THE CLARKS FORK RESERVOIR

The Water Planning Program (State Engineer's Office, Report No. 11, Water and Related Land
Resources of the Bighorn River Basin, W~omin~, Oct. 1972, investigated 3 alternative plans for the
Clarks Fork River. The most comprehens1ve p an would involve the following:
a)

construction of a dam on the Clarks Fork River;

b)

irrigation of 19,800 new acres in the Clarks Fork Basin;

c)

a diversion into the Shoshone River Basin to supply Polecat Bench, and 25,000 acres on the
Shoshone Project for exchange of Shoshone River, and to deliver municipal and industrial (M&I)
water to the Shoshone River; and

d)

raising Buffalo Bill Dam to provide a larger minimum pool for recreation, irrigation of existing
lands and Shoshone Extension South, M& I water, and sustained streamflow below the dam for
fishery and water quality improvement for the entire Shoshone River.

A potential 265-foot-high earth dam on the Clarks Fork in Sec. 14, T. 56 N., R. 103 W. and a 168foot dike on Lake Creek in Sec. 35 T. 57 N., R. 103 W. would provide 750,000 acre-feet of storage
capacity, 185,000 acre-feet for a recreation pool and a head for diverting to the Cyclone Bar area,
50,100 acre-feet of storage to provide a firm sustained streamflow release into Clarks Fork, 140,500
acre-feet for irrigation, 317,700 for M& I water supply, and 56,700 acre-feet for spillway surcharge. The 50,100 acre-feet of storage for sustained flows would provide 168 c.f.s. (10,000 acrefeet per month) below Clarks Fork Reservoir. The 140,500 acre-foot irrigation pool would provide a
full irrigation supply for the 4,600 acres presently irrigated below the reservoir, 19,200 acres of
new land on Polecat Bench, the 25,000 acres on the Shoshone Project for exchange, 11,000 new acres
on Chapman and Kimball Benches, 8,800 new acres on the Cyclone Bar, and provide supplemental water
as needed to the 5,300 acres presently irrigated on Pat O'Hara Creek and on Cyclone Bar. The
317,700-acre-foot M& I pool would develop an M& I water supply of 127,100 acre-feet per year that
would be diverted to the Shoshone River.
Irrigation water would be released through the outlet works in the Lake Creek Dike to irrigate
8,800 acres of new land on Cyclone Bar and provide the presently irrigated lands on Cyclone Bar a
supplemental water supply directly or by providing exchange water. The outlet works in the Clarks
Fork Dam would release water into the Clarks Fork River to provide the sustained flow on Clarks
Fork, M& I, and irrigation and supplemental water supply for 56,200 acres in the Clarks Fork,
Shoshone, and Greybull River Basins. The M& I and irrigation water would be pumped directly out
of the Clarks Fork below Paint Creek (Sec. 12, T. 57 N., R. 103 W). A network of pipelines would
provide a supplemental water supply to 5,300 acres presently irrigated from Pat O'Hara Creek,
provide a full water supply to 11,000 acres on Kimball and Chapman Benches, 25,000 acres on the
Shoshone Project, and 19,200 acres on Polecat Bench, and deliver a firm annual M& I water supply
of 127,000 acre-feet to the Shoshone River. The M& I water supply and the irrigation water supply
for the Shoshone Project and Polecat Bench Unit would be pumped into Heart Mountain Canal in Sec.
4, T. 55N., R. 101 W.
Exchange water developed at Clarks Fork Reservoir would be pumped to the Heart Mountain Canal to
provide a full-season water supply for 25,000 acres on the Shoshone Project. The present canal and
lateral system would be used wherever possible; however, in some instances additional supply canals
may be desired to more beneficially utilize the imported water.
The 127,100 acre-feet of M& I water developed at the Clarks Fork Reservoir would be delivered to
the Heart Mountain Canal in conjunction with delivering irrigation water to more fully utilize the
pipeline and pumping plant capacities. The basic M& I water delivery period would be March through
October, except no M& I water would be delivered in July and August because of the high irrigation
demand in those months. The M& I water pumped into the Heart Mountain Canal would be conveyed
down Alkali Creek and then released into the Shoshone River near Ralston. Releases from Buffalo
Bill Dam would be scheduled to provide a steady, year-round M& I water supply that could be diverted
below Ralston. If the M& I water were diverted from Bighorn Lake rather than from the Shoshone
River the water quality of the entire Shoshone River would be enhanced. The combination of irrigation releases and M& I water releases from Buffalo Bill Dam would provide a sustained flow below
the dam of 325 c.f.s. in October and 415 c.f.s. or more the rest of the year. Sustained flows ;~
the Shoshone River below Ralston would always be 415 c.f.s. or more.

D-1

The Clarks Fork water exchanged for Shoshone River water would enable an enlarged Buffalo Bill
Reservoir to serve the existing Shoshone Project (except the 25,000 acres served by exchange)
and the Shoshone Extension South, to provide increased recreation with an enlarged minimum
pool and develop 209,900 acre-feet of M& I water per year. The plan would include enlarging
Buffalo Bill Dam by 25 feet and the reservoir capacity to 710,200 acre-feet. The reservoir
allocation could include 200,000 acre-feet minimum pool, 442,200 acre-feet conservation pool,
and 68,000 acre-feet spillway surchage capacity.
A complete analysis of the costs and benefits of the Clarks Fork-Shcshone River project has
not been done. The modification of Buffalo Bill Dam and the associated irrigation, M& I
water supply, recreation, and hydropower facilities is under feasibility investigation by the
USBR and up-to-date figures are not available. The latest cost estimate for the Polecat Bench
Project is $30.3 million, and the ratio of total benefits to costs is 1.2 to 1.0.
A reconnaissance estimate of the Buffalo Bill Dam enlargement was $4.2 million in 1968.
Recreation and hydropower-plant costs were an additional $5.2 million. The estimated cost of
the Shoshone Extension South was reported to be $24.3 million in 1968.
Clarks Fork Dam and conveyance works from Clarks Fork to the Shoshone River were estimated to
cost over $101 million. Additional costs not estimated would include conveyance structures to
deliver irrigation water on Cyclone Bar, Pat O'Hara Creek, Chapman Bench, and Kimball Bench.
The estimated average cost of water developed for all purposes is $17 per acre-foot per year.
The feasibility of the project would depend upon how the costs were allocated among the various
project purposes.
A second plan considered full utilization of Wyoming's compact allocation of Clarks Fork
water. In this plan, 19,800 acres of new land would be developed and a 181,600-acre-foot per
year M& I water supply could be provided. The Clarks Fork Reservoir would have about 450,000
acre-feet capacity. Sustained winter streamflows below the Clarks Fork Dam could not be
provided if the M& I water were diverted into the Shoshone River.
A third plan considered new irrigation only. Approximately 19,800 acres of new land would be
developed in the Clarks Fork River Basin. In this plan as in the other two plans it was contemplated that water would be diverted into the Shoshone River for use on Polecat Bench and
the Shoshone Project to provide an exchange of water in order that Shoshone River M& I water
supply, irrigation, and recreation at Buffalo Bill Dam could be provided. Depletion of Clarks
Fork would be about 238,000 acre-feet per year under this plan.
The obvious alternative to diverting Clarks Fork water into Shoshone River for use in the
Bighcrn Basin would be to divert Wyoming's share of the Clarks Fork, along with other water at
Miles City, Montana, into the Miles City-Gillette aqueduct proposed by the USBR.
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APPENDIX E

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT AND
FOREST SERVICE RFSPONSE
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Written comments on the Draft Environmental Statement were separated
into five categories:
l.

letters favoring Wild and Scenic River designation which do not
need a response.

2.

letters favoring Wild and Scenic River designation which need a
response.

3.

letters expressing opposition to Wild and Scenic River designation
which do not need a response.

Bev and Craig Leeper
Powell, Wyoming

Mr. and Mrs. John R. Strong
Worland, Wyoming

4.

letters expressing opposition to Wild and Scenic River designation
which need a response.

Richard D. Anderson, M.D.
Cody, Wyoming

Meredith Taylor
Meeteetse, Wyoming

5.

letters not favoring or opposing Wild and Scenic River designation
but providing substantive information.

Delodah S. & Robert W. Koelling
Powe 11 , Wyoming

Brad Donovan
Powell, Wyoming

Benjamin L. Chapman
Lake Placid, New York

Mrs. Melvin McGee
Cody, Wyoming

Luaigo W. Stratford
Cody, Wyoming

Margaret Bovee
Powe 11 , Wyoming

H. A. Neuenschwander
Powe 11 , Wyoming

Elizabeth P. Dominick
Cody, Wyoming

Buzzy Hassrich
Cody, Wyoming

Dewitt Dominick
Cody, Wyoming

Fred G. McGee
Cody, Wyoming

Donald J. Gibbs
Cody, Wyoming

Dale and Roberta Pike
Cody, Wyoming

Joseph C. Schott
GAFB, Texas

The following persons or groups each sent letters favoring Wild and
Scenic River designation. Sample letters are on pages E-3 to E-6.
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Department of Commerce
Washington, D.C.

Bart Koehler
Laramie, Wyoming

Public Lands Institute, Inc.
Denver, Colorado

Henry P. Heasler
Laramie, Wyoming

Sierra Club, Wyoming Chapter
Phillip M. Hocker, Chairman
Jackson, Wyoming

Dee Oudin
Cody, Wyoming

Powell Area League of Women Voters
Ann Hinckley, President
Powell, Wyoming
Friends of the Earth
Edward M. Dobson,
Northern Great Plains Rep.
Billings, Montana
Wildlife Management Institute
Daniel A. Poole, President
Washington, D.C.

Nancy E. Stearns
Powe 11 , Wyoming
Bern Hinkley
Powe 11 , Wyoming
R. A. Stearns
Powell, Wyoming
Ginger Bowen
Laramie, Wyoming
Beverly DeVore
Powell, Wyoming

Trout Unlimited, Colorado Council
Jim Belsey, Executive Director
Denver, Colorado

William &Ella Powell
Powell , Wyoming

Jon M. McMillan, M.D.
Cody, Wyoming

Cliff Kaufman
Powe 11 , Wyoming

Richard W. Heasler, Jr.
Laramie, Wyoming

Lee Stearns
Powell, Wyoming
Cara Stearns
Powe 11 , Wyoming
Suzanne F. Capstick
Cody, Wyoming
Elmer Ratcliff
Powell, Wyoming
Lin Copeland Burke
Sierra Madre, California
Polly P. Copeland
Altadena, California
Anne Model
Cody, Wyoming

Martie Crane
Casper, Wyoming
Ruth Palmer &Lois S. Jones
Cody, Wyoming
Irene B. Smith
Cody, Wyoming
Dr. William G. Pierce
Los Altos, California
May Bell Pierce
Los Altos, California
Jack Richard
Cody, Wyoming

Public Lands Institute
The following people signed a petition letter supporting Wild-and
Scenic designation of the Clarks Fork Canyon and opposing construction
of dams in the study area:

"'
I
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David A. Larson
Powell, Wyoming

Sally Shimp
P"owel l, Wyoming

Cindy A. Albright
Powell, Wyoming

Charles R. Neal
Worland, Wyoming

Paul J. Seronko
Powell, Wyoming

Kate P. Neal
Worland, Wyoming

Kerry Powers
Powell, Wyoming

W. E. Crane, Jr.
Cheyenne, Wyoming

Robert L. Lebruska
Powe11 , Wyoming

Kermit W. Olson
Cody, Wyoming

Thomas A. Gustafson
Powell, Wyoming

BeckY s. Robinson
Cody, Wyoming

Claire M. Smith
Powe 11 , Wyoming

Doug Brandt
Cody, Wyoming

Arthur J. Eck
Powe 11 , Wyoming

Beth Becker
Cody, Wyoming

Darrell L. Anderson
Powell, Wyoming

David Northrup
Powell, Wyoming

Blanche Keller
Powell , Wyoming

ln1.·orporated

1740 High Street, Denver, Colorado 80218
Telephone 303-388-4171

September 13, 1979
Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
West Yellowstone Highway
P.O. Box 961
Cody, Wyoming 82414
Dear Sir:
The Public Lands Institute, a national conservation research and education
organization, wishes to support inclusion of the Clark's Fork of the
Yellowstone River in the National Wild and Scenic River System {NWSRS).
We are in favor of "wild" river designation as proposed in the preferred
alternative, Alternative 5. The idea of upgrading Road 119 in the lower
canyon is acceptable, the end result being more diversified opportunity for
recreation. However, the upgrading must be consistent with "wild" status.
Therefore, the picnic area proposed in Alternative 4 is unacceptable {as
is that alternative's "scenic" designation for the lower canyon.)

the

draft statement does not make a good case for including the private
land at the western boundary of the study se~ent in the designation.
The local opposition to and expense of acquiring scenic easements on this
0.5 mile stretch of river may not justify its inclusion in the NWSRS.
The Public Lands Institute therefore supports a combination of Alternatives
4 (no picnic ground) and 5 (private land at Crandall Bridge excluded).
We feel this designation would adequately protect the river's outstanding
scenery, landforms, variety of waterflows, and historical values. It
would also improve dispersed recreation opportunities while maintaining
the primitive character of the Clark's Fork.
Please make this letter a part of the public record.
Sincerely,

~~k-1)~"--Todd M. Bacon
Project Director
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DEPARTMENT OF GEOL.OGY
Gl!OL.OGY BUILDING

'°·

O. llOX 3008

LARAMIE, WYOMING

82071

PH. 307-7tH5.3386

September 12, 1979

The question is then, how can the area be best protected. Because I have
lived in the area and hope to again make it my home, I would like the area to be
protected by Wild River designation along its entire studied length (alternative 2)
so as to help shield it from local and regional oscillations in political policies.
The area needs and deserves to have the utmost protection.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

USDA Forest Service
Shoshone National Forest
West Yellowstone Highway
P. O. Box 961
Cody, Wyoming 82414
Dear Sirs:
This letter concerns the Wild and Senic River Study on the Clarks Fork of the
Yellowstone.
My 4ualificacions for writing on this area primarily come from an intimate
knowledge of the region being studied. I was born and raised in nearby Powell and
have spent much time in the Clarks Fork Canyon. I have hiked the Lewis and Clark
trail its entire extent above and through the canyon, I have gone down the 'rope'
trail, and I have spent many enjoyable days scrambling up and down the canyon walls
studying the geology.
rrl
I

U1

I feel that you have done a good job in summarizing the canyon area and the
impacts of the different proposed alternatives. I personnally favor alternative 2.
This is primarily because I realize that the area is spectacularly unique and consequently needs as much protection as possible from local politics. Already, the
squabbling over zoning in Park County has taken its toll on the upper Clarks Fork
in the form of sloppily planned trailer house developments. A highway was almost
put through the canyon simply to helpbolster the local economy even though it would
have been an engineering nightmare to construct and maintain.
Alternates four and five are not favored because I feel that the improved
road up the mouth of the canyon will greatly increase the use and abuse of the
Morrison Jeep trail. Use of this jeep trail which crosses much fragile tundra on
top of the Beartooths should not be encouraged by building a good gravel road up
part of the canyon. Also, already this portion of the canyon is one of the most
accessible for fishermen and walkers. I see no real need to spoil the opportunity
for primitive recreation in the area by building a better road that will simply let
people drive a few more miles up the canyon.
I think that there is no doubt that all the land contained in your study
fits the criterea for Wild River Classification. All one has to do is go to the
canyon and see it, and they will be convinced of the beauty and uniqueness of the
region.

Sincerely,

~/.~

Henry P. Heasler
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'!'he Powell Area Leaeue of V'oJJJen Voters SU!Jports the concept of
"wilr'I" design1ttion for
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R

i;egIDent of the Clark!' Fot"k River.

1';e favot" Alterm1tive 5 beCRUfe it excludes JJJOt"e of the private
lR.nd, 'tnrl because it eli111inates impt"ovement of t"O'ld 119.

This would

li.111it further develo_ 'JIJ€nt on that side of the t"iver, which, becRuse of
its inaccessibility, could make maintenance Rnd/or administration of
a developed area difficult.
V·.'e believe considerntion should be given to a boundary change
,.,h.cch would accoJJJroodate water storage in the proposed Clarks Fork
Reservoir, if the height of that daJJJ could not be lowered to prevent
rrl
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intrusio'1 of the water into the proposed i-.egment, or i f another da1P-site
rlownstream is not feasible.

v:e

believe the o.,tion for water stot"Rf"e

on1be main steJJJ of the Clake Fork outside the
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Ann Hinckley, Pt-esirlent
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Powell AreR L1'.V
September 14,
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The following persons or groups each sent letters favoring
Wild and Scenic River designation which have Forest Service
responses.
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Mr. Randall R. Hall
September 24, 1979
Page Two
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September 24, 1979

2.

The states water resource development opportunities
on the Clarks Fork in Wyoming must be preserved
under such a designation.
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Dear Mr. Hall:
The State of Wyoming has completed its review of
the draft Wild and Scenic River Study of the Clarks Fork of
the Yellowstone River.
Comments from our reviewing agencies
have already been forwarded to your office.
I would like at
this time to present you with the state's position on the
study alternatives presented in the draft statement.

,.,.,
.....
'

Such a designation must provide complete
protection of the rights an~ interests of
any private citizen who may be impacted by
the action.

&_l~j~---L
;Wl, ~·..
I

ED NElllCHLER

Mr. Randall R. Hall
Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
West Yellowstone Highway
P. o. Box 961
Cody, WY
82414

1.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers' Program is often
controversial in Wyoming because it deals with one of our
most precious resources - water.
Therefore, we feel that it
is essential that the position of the state and local entities
be reflected to the fullest degree in any course of action
resulting from your study.
In your draft statement, you
have indicated that you would like to formulate a designation
alternative which reflects the position of the state.
I
commend this spirit of cooperation and offer the following
comments in light of this consideration.
It appears that your agency is going to recommend
a wild and scenic designation for the Clarks Fork.
I agree
that the river has many unique and outstanding qualities.
Eowever, I do not agree with the reasoning employed in
supporting Alternative 5 as your preferred alternative.
If
a designation recommendation is going to be forwarded to
Congress by your study team, I request that it not be Alternative
5 but rather a modified version of Alternative 4.
My major concerns with a designation recommendation
for the Clarks Fork are:

~
Alternative 4, as currently framed, provides
adequate protection for the private landowners at the upper
and lower ends of the study segments because their lands are
excluded. However, I am concerned about the inclusion of
the private lands in the middle segment, the "Wright Place".
Can Jl.lternative 4 be modified such that the "Wright Place"
will not be included in the designation? If not, then I
would require assurances that a scenic easement be obtained
2_l1_!y if the landowner consents and then only if the easement
WOUid not affect the present use nor reasonable expansion of
uses associated with this parcel.
This is a sensitive
issue, and I request that something be worked out which is
amiable to the landowner involved before a final recommendation
is sent to Congress.
~
With regards to the state's water resource development
opportunities, I believe that a slight modification to the
eastern boundary of the study segment will adequately preserve
these opportunities.
The eastern boundary should be moved
back somewhere within the existing National Forest boundary.
The attached figure shows the suggested boundary adjustment.
This boundary adjustment would permit the development of the
Lake Creek Diversion and Storage Project and the Clarks Fork
Reservoir without compromising the potential "wild and
scenic" status of the river.
As such, this slight modification
would alleviate one of my major concerns with a designation
of the Clarks Fork.

1_
As I view it, the advantages of this modified
version of Alternative 4 are several fold.
Foremost, it
would protect the rights and interests of the private citizens
involved and also preserve the state's water resource development
opportunities. As far as recreation is concerned, the
scenic overlooks, picnic area and day use concept under this
alternative will provide more diversified recreation opportunities
in a region dominated by wilderness type areas.
It also
appears that the outputs associated with this alternative
would generate more socio-economic benefits to the area than
the other designation alternatives.
Finally, if this modified
version of Alternative 4 were to become the recommended
alternative, it would indeed reflect and uphold the concerns
of the state.

Mr. Randall R. Hall
September 24, 1979
Page Three

RESPONSE TO LETTER FROM GOVERNOR HERSCHLER

I hope that you find these comments useful in
formulating your final recommendation. I am sure that we
are both interested in devising an alternative which can be
supported by all involved. Please keep me informed of any
further progress in this effort.

;{'out

1.

•incerely,

<J1L~1.v
EH/pee
Attachn:ent

Alternative 4 would purchase a scenic easement at the "Wright
Place" only on a willing buyer - willing seller basis which means
that condemnation would not be used to purchase a scenic easement
in this alternative. In the Forest Service preferred alternative
in this statement, Alternative 3, a scenic easement would be
acquired on the "Wright Place" by condemnation if necessary. We
realize this is a sensitive issue and have discussed it at length
with the landowner involved. The "Wright Place" occupies one of
the most scenic parts of the study area and one of the most frequently viewed. Growth constraints on this parcel of land are
important to maintenance of scenic values for the potential Clarks
Fork Wild and Scenic River. A scenic easement would not affect any
of the present uses or reasonable expansion of uses associated with
this parcel. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Section 6b) does not
allow the Federal government to acquire fee title to lands by
condemnation where the Federal government owns fifty percent or
more of the land, as in the Clarks Fork study area.
Considerable response was received to the Draft Environmental
Statement acknowledging the undeveloped scenic value of the inner
canyon and requesting maintenance of that characteristic. In
order to meet this response, and also to meet evaluation criteria #1
(page 18 and 37) we feel that growth constraints on the "Wright
Place" are necessary. We will work with the landowner and the
Park County Planning and Zoning Board to formulate a solution which
hopefully, will be amiable to the landowner.

IT'I
I
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2,

The Forest Service recognizes the need in future years to develop
water resources as demands increase and that the Clarks Fork River
has much unappropriated water that could be utilized in Wyoming.
Ideally, Wild and Scenic River designation of the Clarks Fork River
should avoid conflict with proposed or potential development of
the Clarks Fork River in Wyoming. A major reason for deleting the
lower mile of the study area from the segment of river recommended
for Wild and Scenic River designation is to minimize conflict with
the potential Clarks Fork Reservoir.
We have not further modified the eastern boundary of the study
segment to eliminate the one-half mile overlap between the Wild
River recommendation and the potential reservoir for several reasons:
1)

At the present time, no proprosal exists to construct the
Clarks Fork Reservoir. If and when the Reservoir is proposed,
the size and exact location of the proposal may differ from
the 750,000 acre-feet reservoir discussed in Appendix D, such
as a proposal to construct the second plan (page D-2) which is
only a 450,000 reservoir.

2)

a.
b.

c.

3.
tT1
I

<D

•

The one-half mile overlap between the potential Wild and
Scenic River and potential Clarks Fork Reservoir is relatively
small and can be resolved by several methods:
A smaller Clarks Fork Reservoir could be constructed
which would not back water past the Forest boundary.
The Secretary of Agriculture, under the authority in
Section 7a of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, could
determine that the upper one-half mile of the 750,000
acre-feet Clarks Fork Reservoir, would or would not
"invade the area or unreasonably diminish the scenic,
recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the
area". This determination could result in allowing the
Clarks Fork Reservoir to back water for some distance
into the designated Wild and Scenic River segment.
Congress could de-classify the conflicting segment of the
Clarks Fork River from the Wild and Scenic River system
if the Congress determined such action was in the interest
of the country.

Alternative 4 was the least preferred alternative in the conrnents
to the Draft Environmental Statement. The upgrading of Road 119
was particularly opposed and no support was received for the
picnic ground in the Lower Canyon. For this reason we feel that
Alternative 3 better matches the substance of the public involvement.
Note that adoption of Alternative 3 does not preclude the road and
picnic ground in the Lower Canyon as these facilities could be
developed in the future as the need and demand for these improvements
occur.

WYOMING
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
CHEYENNE
ED HERSCHLER
GOVERNOR

September 13, 1979

Mr. Randall R. Hall
Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
West Yellowstone Highway
P.O. Box 961
Cody, Wyoreing 82414
Dear Mr. Hall:
The draft environmental statement for the Wild and
Scenic River Study of The Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River
has been reviewed by our state agencies. Copies of the comments
provided by these agencies are enclosed for your consideration
and use.
If any additional comments or questions are generated,
we will forward them immediately to your office as an addendum
to the enclosed.
You are well aware that any proposed action which has
the potential to affect the utilization of water resources in
Wyoming is going to generate a lot of controversy. We in state
government must be sensitive to all viewpoints and issues involved
in such controversy.
It is our desire that an alternative be
developed which reflects to the fullest degree the position of
both the local entities and the State of Wyoming. Due to the
Governor's absence from Cheyenne, the official state position on
the study alternatives for the Clarks Fork will be forthcoming
early next week.
].
At this time, I would like to present an editorial
cnange which is necessary because of a recent change in the
Wyoming Water Quality Standards, Chapter I. With regards to
degradation of Class I waters, the new standards (see attached
copy) state that waters which are designated as Class I shall
not be degraded below their existing quality by any point source
discharges other than from dams.
(emphasis added)
This change
should be reflected in statements made on pages 10 and 29 of the
draft and in any future discussions of Class I waters.

Mr. Randall R. Hall
September 13, 1979
Page 2

RESPONSE TO LETTER FROM DICK HARTMAN
Thank you for the opportunity to review tl1is study
draft.
I hope you find the enclosed comments and the Governor's
forthcoming comments useful in making your decision on which
alternative is in the best interest of all involved.
Yours sincerely,\

1

~;~k~
Dick Hartman,
State Planning Coordinator
DH:pcd
attachments

rri
I
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Page 10 and 29 have been changed to reflect changes in the Wyoming
Water Quality Standards, Chapter I.

THE STATE.O•

ED HERSCHLER

WYOMONG

GOVERNOR

riame and D'i6-/,, ~ejia11,lmenl
CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002

Ult&. II. THOMAS
DllECTOR

August 29, 1979
DES 309, Clarks Fork
of the Yellowstone
River; Wild and Scenic
River Study.

Dear Mr. Hall:
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement (DES 02-14-79 - 04)
and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Study of the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone,
in the interest of the wildlife resource, and offer the following comments:

,.,.,
I

1)

l.._

2i_

Fish and wildlife values should receive greater emphasis in
this assessment due to the fact that the stream is a good
Yellowstone cutthroat habitat. Emphasis should be added to
the discussion included in the second paragraph, item 4,
under Summary of Criteria of Satisfaction, on page 13 to
point out the need for protection of one of the few remaining
pure Yellowstone cutthroat trout population habitats._ _ .. _-- ·-

Selection of alternative number 5, which would be to r
designation of the entire study area, excluding the private
lower end, would result in the most beneficial management f
We would, however, suggest that this alternative also incl
designation of those BLM lands located between the Forest b
private lands.
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If we may be of further help on this project,
contact us.
Sincerely,

c-J~42d
WDD/HBM/mlr
cc: Game Div.
cc: Fish Div.
cc: SPC

1111
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Agreed.

See revision of 111.A.4.

2.

The BLM lands located between the Forest Boundary and
private lands are included in the Wild and Scenic
designation in Alternative 2. Inclusion of the 0.25
mile BLM section below the Forest Boundary would
increase the conflict between the Wild and Scenic
designation and the potential 750,000 acre-foot
Clarks Fork Reservoir below the Forest Boundary.
The Cody BLM Area Office is in the process of
inventorying recreation problems, opportunities,
and management alternatives along the Clarks Fork
River below the Forest Boundary. Recreation impact
problems in the 0.25 mile of BLM land below the
Forest Boundary (see Sparkhawks' letter, page E-43)
will be examined. BLM recreation management in
this 0.25 mile segment, however, is not dependent
upon Wild and Scenic River designation of that
segment.

Randall D. Hall, Forest Supervisor
USDA Forest Service
Shoshone National Forest
West Yellowstone Highway
P.O. Box 961
Cody, Wyoming 82414

....

1.
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United States Department of the Interior
Mr. Randall Hall, Cody, Wyoming

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
MISSOURI BASIN REGION
DENVER, COLORADO 80225

of monitoring stream flow and administrative or agency responsibility
to preserve "instream flow" were not adequately addressed, The entire
issue of monitoring probable impacts was not mentioned.

R-79/574
August 29, 1979

Mr, Randall R. Hall

Based on a 1943 Forest Service study, which found that hydroelectric
projects in this area were economically and structurally feasible, the
Geological Survey prepared Power Site Classification 353, which includes
about 30,000 acres of Federal land that would be required for development
of these projects. The classification was approved June 7, 1944. The
firm energy potential for only the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone projects has been estimated at 873 million kilowatt-hours per year.
Generation of this amount of hydroelectric energy could save the nation
at least 410,000 tons of coal, 1,500,000 barrels of oil, or 9 billion
cubic feet of gas each year.

Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
Cody, Wyoming 82414
Dear Mr, Hall :
This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's
review and comments on the draft environmental statement for the Clarks
Fork of the Yellowstone Wild and Scenic River Study, Shoshone National
Forest, Park County, Wyoming.

~Cul.t:ural Resources - This statement makes no mention of cultural

In view of the foregoing, and with reference to the discussion of
beginning on page 20, and to preceding mention of relatively
recent determinations of unfavorable cost/benefit studies of potential
hydroelectric projects, we believe the text should be modified, We
realize that the Criteria for Evaluating Alternatives (p. 18, item 8),
and considerations given in formulation of alternatives (p. 20), and
the text itself were prepared prior to the President's recent policy
direction relating to energy sources, conservation, and self-sufficiency •
We believe that Forest Service "Criteria" and "considerations" should be
reviewed in light of that policy, and that the text should more clearly
address the matter of the potential energy source foregone if the Service's
recommendation is adopted and affirmative legislation is enacted,

Si_ alternatives

resources, Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act and ~xecutive Order 11593, the Forest Service must survey the area
for potential National Register properties before any further action is
taken which would result in ground disturbance. This should be done in
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the
final environmental statement should show concurrence from the SHPO on
this project,

...
I

N

~ Mineral Resources - This Department is concerned with the effect that
"'-designation of 22 miles of Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River as a
wild river would have on mineral resource development and the private
alneral-related sector of the economy. A literature search reveals that
mineral resources either known or likely to be present in the area include
coal, oil, gas, gypsum, phosphate, limestone, sulfur, and geothermal
energy. The statement acknowledges that active exploration for minerals
is occurring in the area, but mentions only coal, gas, and oil, Because
mineral commodities are essential to the national economy, we believe
that mineral resources should be considered in depth in the final statement.

Water Resources - Sediment, which can affect both water quality and
aquatic ecosystems, could be expected to increase both over the short
..!.&.term from proposed construction of access routes and parking lots, and
later from the projected increase in user traffic (p. 35), There was
no supporting data to determine that sedimentation would be "minor or
temporary."
~

Ii

the terllS, "minimal stream flow," "instream flows," and "free flowing"

::la.should be defined with respect to each other. Sufficient quantities of
water are necessary to provide adequate protection and preservation for
the river (if designated) and its aquatic ecosystems (p. 29). The problems

Lacking such considerations in the present text, we are inclined to agree
fully with the statement on page 23 that "The no-action alternative serves
the NED objective best by keeping development options open and continuing
the present level and trend of recreation development."

6 In view of the potential for increased recreation use within the study
~area, provisions for water supply and sanitary-water disposal facilities
should be considered,
Other - The impact statement does not address the possible conflicts
between the anticipated increase in visitors and developments, and the
!..Lintent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to protect and preserve
qualifying rivers.

7

No definitive assessment of impacts was made concerning projected increase
in recreational uses (and as inferred, increase of local populations) on
the "wildness" quality of the river, sensitive or endangered species,
habitat management and problems; nor were associated increases in demand
for goods and services addressed.

RESPONSE TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

3

Mr. Randall Hall, Cody, Wyoming
Some discourse on the three classifications provided by the Act, and any
management constraints pertinent to them, would be helpful to the reader.
This could be placed in a glossary.
In regard to alternative formulation, the maximum preservation alternative
does not usually include such amenities as trail and overlook construction
~without the opportunity to compare costs and benefits of these amenities
to maximum preservation in their absence. Since maximum preservation will
be the recommendation in this study, it would be extremely beneficial to
disp~~y the costs and benefits of trails and overlook by creating another
which would be maximum preservation without construction.

8,

,..,,
I

Because of its physical characteristics, the Clarks Fork River does
not allow easy access. As the draft points out, "floating" is generally
impossible and access into the canyon areas is extremely limited. For
these reasons, the river has remained essentially unaltered. In our
opinion this unique attribute should be largely maintained. We therefore question whether scenic values would be enhanced by construction of
some proposed developments, such as the parking lot and the upgrading of
Road 119 in the Lower Canyon segment. In our opinion, such construction
should be held to an absolute minimum. We believe that maintenance of
the river in as natural a condition as possible should be a primary
objective. However, we recognize that doing so would require some
curtailment of private land uses and potential water developments. Accord·
ingly, we agree that the No Action Alternative is not really viable as
it does not place any restrictions on such uses.

w

1.

See response to Advisory Council on Historic Preservation letter, page E-51.

2.

See response to James E. Nielson letter, page E-36.

3,

No supporting data exists. This judgment was based on observation of
similar construction in adjacent areas.

4.

"Instream flow" is the amount of water flowing in a river at any one
time. "Instream flow needs" and "minimal stream flow" are the same and
are defined as the amount of stream-flow below which decreases would
significantly affect the river's "ecological, scenic, or other values".
Free-flowing is defined in the USDA, USDI, 1970 Wild and Scenic River
Guidelines as "a flowing body of water or estuary or a section, portion,
or tributary thereof, including rivers, streams, creeks, runs, kills,
rills, and small lakes which are without impoundment, diversion, straightening,
rip-rapping, or other modification of the waterway".

5,

Agreed. See revision of VII.2.

6,

Water supply and sanitary-water disposal facilities wfll be considered
in development of the management plan for the Clarks Fork River.

7.

These impacts are discussed in Section VII.B 1-5. Some modifications of
the natural environment will occur in areas of the trail and overlook
construction including some littering, trampling of vegetation, and loss
of solitude. The adverse environmental effects are expected to be
minimal based on comparisons wfth similar developments within the
Shoshone Forest. It should be noted that parts of the Upper Canyon, and
most of the Middle Canyon, have no existing or planned trail acces~
under any alternative and should remain virtually unvisited and pristfne.
Management objectives developed for the River, ff designated as a Wild
River, will follow those listed in USDI, USDA 1970 Guidelines for
Management of Wild and Scenic Rivers, which limit motorized land travel,
allow management facilities only ff no significant adverse effects occur
on natural character, and emphasize dispersed primitive recreation.

8,

A maximum preservation without construction alternative would have
less development than Alternative 1. Both developments in
Alternative 1 are currently planned. The river trail is designed

Considering the objective we have suggested, Alternatives 2 and 5 appear
to be the best options. We think Alternative 2 should be the preferred
one, since it would result in less modification of the Clarks Fork River
ecosystem.
You will find enclosed a list of editorial comments for your use in
9-..revising the draft statement.
Sincerely,

c l ..
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~c.v•-
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Enclosure

t.

\~~l'vr<-(?11!Y'
. .~::...

RAYBOURN
gional Environmental Officer

to meet an existing expressed need for access to the lower part of
the Upper Canyon. The river overlook is planned as part of the
Beartooth VIS program, a series of interpretative signs, pullouts,
short trails, and overlooks along the Beartooth Highway (U.S. 212)
and Wyoming Highway 296. Although the types and amounts of constructed
recreational facilities within the Clarks Fork Canyon to facilitate
Wild and Scenic River management is debatable, an alternative which
has no construction is not realistic if the Canyon is going to
facilitate at least some diversity of recreation use.

9.

Thank you.
text.

1·iark }earson

CU >iilderness Study Group
UhC 188
Boulder. CO 80309

Most of these comments have been incorporated into the

September 12, 1979
il'orest 0u;-ervisoi~
0hoshone :iational i.i'orest
·:est Yello:;stone i'.ighway
l.C. Jox 961
Cody, i'I 32414
)ear 2ir:

itet;arC.ing the Jlarks ForI{ of the Yellowstone 'riild and Scenic River
0tudy, I ;;hole heartedly concur with the intent of your recommendation
for inclusion of the
Jivers ;:;ystem.

Clar~s

Fork as a :Iild ni ver in the Wild and Scenic

This outstanding river definitely merits such designation.

rr1
I

.p.

:'iorefully, the Clacks

~"orK

will be the first waterway in .iyom.ng accorded

Te·cogn i tion of its irrerlaceable scenic values.

:ilc.

~\iver

status for the Clarks Fork is particularly welcomed in

light o!' the bureau of ?..eclamation's proposed lleartooth Unit.

Any

aci.ministrative action that lessens the possibility of the completion
of that contewrlated fiasco is preferable to the destruction of the river.
A~.

:Jild :tiver status woul6. ;:xeclude construction of two of the dams and

o.i two of the power rlants, designation of the Clarks Fork as such
should noticeably reduce the probability of the Beartooth Unit ever
being built.
The only asrect of the pro::iosed. action I wish to take issue with
concerns the u1iu·ad.inr:; of i.i'orest Development Hoad ,,'119 as stated in

Fage 2

L.

ilternative

5,

Such improvement of a road, albeit already existing, alon.;

RESPONSE TO LETTER OF MARK PEARSON

1.

The Guidelines only give general direction on this point, calling
for restricting or prohibiting motorized land travel, "except
where such uses are not in conflict with the purposes of the Act".
In addition, the Guidelines "prohibit improvements or new structures unless they are clearly in keeping with the overall objectives
of the wild river area classification and management". The Deputy
Director of Watershed for the Rocky Mountain Region, Milt Robinson,
who has worked on all of the recent Wild and Scenic River studies
in Colorado, felt that enough latitude exists in "Wild River"
management to upgrade Road 119 in Alternative 5. Note that "Wild
River" is far less restrictive to such improvements than fonnal
"Wilderness" designation which basically closes areas to motorized
use.

2.

Road 119 provides the only access for most of the year to the
Morrison or "Switchback" ranch which is on the Di 11 worth Bench,
north of the Middle Canyon. Accordingly, closing Road 119 to
motorized travel is not a viable management option at this time.

3.

Note that the improvements to Road 119 are not included in the
preferred Alternative 3.

a Wild River corridor runs contrary to the guidelines set forth in the
text Guidelines for Evaluating :/ild, Scenic, and :ilecreational rtlve:cs, .••
by the Dep:i.rtments of Interior and Agriculture.

Increased vehicula.i· use

of the river corridor will result in the degradation of the qualitie3
which are intended to be protected through Wild !tiver status.

As the

management objective is to :preserve the river in its ::resent wild state
(e,g,, by the continued limitation of 1notorized travel in the area), the
objective is unattainable if road ;/119 is U?€.,Ta.<leG..

liavinc; vidted the

lower canyon on numerous occasions this re.st sUJ1:t1er, I found that vei1iclt,;:,
presently using the road are definitely visible from the river's ed{se.
Again, I must vehemently disa.{,Tee 11i th this

,.,

~

c.n

Zi. vehicular

use of' the lower canyon.

•~tated

;:iurpose to incrcc:.se

A much }T.cefera·olc alternative :mul"'-

be to dolillgrade the road to a trail.

Also, discoura:;8ment of ove:::ni.:;ht

use of the lower canyon will be made much 1.1ore difficult aft.Ji.' the
completion of an improved road iii th access 1;ullouts and a tei:minal
:parking facility,

'I'his increase of vehicula::: traffic in the attern:;.1t to

ease recreational access absolutely contra.diets ti1e inten'.; of Jection 2(b>the definition of a wild river--of the :iild and ;.Ocenic
I believe Alternatives 2 or '.5 to be more
of prese.,.ving the Clarks

li. you

icor;~•s

i~ivers

cou:~o<:.tible

present qualities.

;;i tri

t;1e

:coac~

)11 '? a.ni

complete!~'.
•~incerely,

~JJ'-:~~
i:a.r~

1ute11·~

I sincerely i-io"'c t:'la".;

will ;i:econsider your desision endorsing i;.1p::ovemei1t of
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Dr. Gary StUl'lller
Powell, Wyoming
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Ray Hall
Shoshone National Forest
West Yellowstone Highway
P. 0, Box 961
Cody, Wyoming

indicate support of the recommendation that the Clarks Fork receive

Dear Sir,

Wild and Scenic River designation.

Again, with the single exception noted in this letter, I wish to

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Clarks Fork Study Area, and wish to indicate my support for the
alternative selected.

Thank you for your time and cooperation.
Sincerel,y,

Alternative five(5), reco11111endation that the
..£___..

study area, excluding the private land at the lower end, receive Wild
and Scenic River designation best assures protection of the outstandingl,y
remal'kable qualities of the river.
Onecoeern regarding the proposal must be voiced,
1"11

....
°'

The possibility

of a water illpoundment project on the river remains under the selected

I

alternative. While the project as planned would not effectthe Wild
and Scenic designation of the Study Area,my concern focuses on the
long tel'lll impacts of the dam.

Once the project is completed, demand for

irrigation water will increase as the area developes.

This increased

demand may result in pressure being brought to increase the impoundment
of water on the Cl.arks Fork.

Increased impoundment would jeopardize the

Wild and Scenic designation of the river, as well as the actual environ•nt of the rinr.

With this possibility in mind r submit the following

suggestions.

l.

Either (1) the plan should include recoJ1111endation that the proposed
water project be the max.development of the river allowable, or, (2) the
plan sbOUld be 1111mnded to rec0Jm1end that the water project be precluded
froa tne river.

Realizinc the eeasitive nature of the second suggestion

l would be satisfied with the first.

""t (, . -. . ~

I

Dr. Gary Sturmer
/
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RESPONSE TO DR. GARY STURMER

1.

m
I

.....,

The water project you refer to is the Clarks Fork Reservoir which was
studied by the Wyoming Water Planning Program, State Engineers Office
(Appendix D). In order for the Forest Service to recommend that the
Clarks Fork Reservoir be either: 1) the maximum development of the
river allowable, or 2) that the Clarks Fork Reservoir be precluded
from the river, the Forest Service, through the NEPA process, would
have to study the Clarks Fork Reservoir and file a Final Environmental
Statement recommending against that project. This action is infeasible
for several reasons:
1)

No proposal for the project exists at this time to be studied
and evaluated.

2)

The lands in question are in private ownership and BLM, with
only a very small part (0.5 mile) on the Forest. The lead
agency for the study would not be the Forest Service.

3)

Such a .study would clearly be beyond the authority, study area,
and scope of the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River Study as
authorized by Congress.

The intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is not to prevent entire
rivers from being developed, but rather to preserve those key segments
wfiich have "outstandingly remarkable" values. In Section 4a of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Congress directed that, referring to Wild
and Scenic River studies, "Every such study and plan shall be coordinated
with any water resources planning involving the same river which is
being conducted pursuant to the Water Resources Planning Act". Th~
implication is that many Wild and Scenic Rivers will have developments
(including impoundments, diversions, and other uses) or potential for
developments in segments downstream or upstream of the classified
reach. In the case of conflict between a designated Wild and Scenic
segment and a proposed water development at least three resolutions
could occur:
1)

Where the Wild and Scenic River occurs on National Forest lands,
the Secretary of Agriculture could determine that the proposal
would "invade the area or unreasonably diminish the scenic,
recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the area"
and prevent the proposal from affecting those values. This
authority is granted in Section 7a of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act.

2)

The Secretary of Agriculture could determine that the proposal
would not "invade the area or unreasonably diminish ••.• area"
and not prevent the proposal from being developed. In some
cases, this could involve backing water into short segments of a
designated wild and scenic river or regulate and/or reduce the
flow of a designated river by construction of an upstream reservoir.

3)

Congress could de-classify the conflicting se!Jlleflt of the
Wild and Scenic River or in severe conflicts, de-classify
the entire Wild and Scenic River if the Congress determined
such action was in the better interests of the country.

Clarks Fork comments, P. 2
and road access to the property should continue to be restricted. It is unclear
to me why the private land beyond the east forest boundary and the mouth of the
canyon was included in the study. I don 't see a need to include this parcel in
the wild river proposal unless the landowner expresses a desire to participate in
the program.

Sierra. Club

NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS OFFll

P~lt)tl~¥llt6¥»»~X~~¥Xtv~X~~~

POB 1078, Lander, WY 82520
Sept. 4, 1979
Randa 11 Ha 11
Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
Cody, \IY 82414
Dear Randall Hall,
I would like to submit the following comments on the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic
River Study on behalf of the Sierra Club and its Wyoming Chapter . The Sierra Club
is a national conservation organization with 180,000 members dedicated to the protection, exploration and enjoyment of the natural environment.
First, I want to compliment you and your staff on the comprehensive nature of
your study and the open manner that you have used to involve the public in your
decision-making process . Although I was unable to attend your workshops and public
presentations I appreciate the way yo u kept local residents and other interested
parties appraised of your work. La r gely because of your forthright approach there
'T' is a general consensus emerging in \~yarning that the river and the canyon should be
a:;preserved in its natural state.
I would like to put the Sierra Club on record in favor of a "wild" classification
for the study area. Such a designation should be accompanied by a permanent mineral
withdrawal of the river corridor and a request for sufficient appropriations to
insure protective management of the area. Please note that I am not endorsing any
of the five alternatives contained in the draft impact statement. Instead, I would
like to speak to the associated management proposals separately.

1..... Road 119. I'm not convinced that there is a need to improve Road 119. It
is far from the main to ur ist route and is not a through road. I'm concerned that
by promoting motorized day use of the lower canyon you may create management problems you aren't funded to hand le. Tongue River Canyon in the Bighorns has an
improved dirt road with pullouts and picnic spots and it has become a severe management problem with vandalism, litter and fires. Why should a road improvement
project be part of a wild and scenic river study anyway? If there is road improvement
I agree that developed picnic spots should be kept to a minimum and the road should
be kept primitive (one lane, unpaved, with passing spots).
Private land . I agree that the Forest Service should work with landowners
and local government officials to control development of the private lands within
the study area. Local zoning, scenic easements and willing seller-willing buyer
arra ngements shou l d al l be considered. The parcel at the top (west) of the study
area by Clarks Fork Bridge could develop into a real eyesore if more heavily subdivided
and developed. The Wright Place should be encouraged to remain in agricultural use

~ Canyon Rim Developments. All alternatives in the EIS propose a series of
parking lots, trails and scenic overlooks. I'm not necessarily opposed to these
developments, but I haven't seen sufficient information to make me believe they are
necessary, on the proper scale and in the proper location. Will the facilities be
along Highway 2g6 or on new spur sideroads? Again, why are such developments part
of a wild river study? Shouldn't these proposals come up in more detail in a management plan to be developed after the designation is decided?

Exist i ng uses and proposed developments. I'm pleased to see that grazing will
be allowed to continue in the same manner and degree and that the few problems of
overgrazing in riparian zones will be corrected without reducing livestock levels.
I 'm also pleased to see the conclusion that water impoundments within the study are
not economically feasible, and that Wyoming has an opportunity to store i ts share
of the compact water outside the study area. I'm also pleased to see that there is
no significant minerali zation i n the canyon so that a withdrawal will not have a
significant impact on the min i ng industry.
I hope that the Sierra Club and local residents can work closely with you and
your agency in the near future to see Congressional wild river designation for this
outstanding stretch of the Clarks Fork . Thank you for this opportunity to express
my views.
Sincerely,

~~
Bruce Hamilton
Regional Representative
Northern Great Plains
cc : Sen.
Sen.
Rep.
Gov.

Al Simpson
Ma lea 1m l~a 11 op
Dick Cheney
Ed Herschler

August 30, 1979

RESPONSE TO BRUCE HAMILTON

1.

Note that improvements to Road 119 are not included in the preferred
alternative in the Final Environmental Statement. All recreational
developments, including the Road 119, were i~cluded in the Wild and
Scenic River study to more fully evaluate the management options and
impacts of each alternative.

Mr. Randall Hall
Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
Cody, Wyoming 82414
Dear Mr. Hall:

2.

l'T1
I
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See reply to USO! letter page E- 13. Most of the facilities will
be on short new spur sideroads to Highway 296. If the Clarks Fork
is designated as a Wild and Scenic River, a detailed management plan
will be prepared which could modify the proposed developments. In
addition, Congressional action could prescribe some of the management features which could specifically authorize or preclude some of
the recreation developments.

This letter is in response to your Wild and Scenic River Study, and more
specifically, to the alternatives proposed in the study. As a daughter of one
of the private landowners of the area studied, and a one-time resident of the
Clarks Fork Canyon, and a 20-year veteran of almost every trail and river
fork contained in the designated area, I feel qualified to comment on your proposal.
Like you, one of my main concerns is the preservation of the Clarks Fork Canyon
in its wild and natural state. There are so few areas left in this country that
haven't been fenced, blasted, painted or in some way tamed and altered to fit
into a comfortable, "civilized" lifestyle. I have seen too many areas that at one
time were breathtakingly beautiful in their natural state, but in an effort to make
them easily accessible to the public were gutted by parking lots, super highways,
garish sanitary facilities etc. Therefore, what I am looking for in a proposal is
one that would not only protect this area (both the upper and lower canyon) from
commercial development, but also one that would contain the least amount of
physical development. I feel strongly that people who are sincerely interested in
seeing this area have ample access now, and only minor upgrading of the already
present trails into the canyon is all that is necessary or desired. There were
many campers and campsites to be found in the upper canyon this summer, especially
during weekends. To ruin the solitude and wildness for these people by over
developing the canyon would be an irreversible mistake. I think Development Road
# 119 should be kept in its primitive state. One of the fascinations of the lower canyon
is the absence of man's interference with Mother Nature's design and it should be kept
than way. We have enough smooth, gravel roads and super highways in our national
forests now. Leave the Clarks Fork Canyon in its wild and primitive state.
It appears to me from a review of the Wild and Scenic River Study of the Clarks Fork

Canyon that of the five alternatives the one that provides the greatest amount of
protection with the least amount of development or other adverse environmental effects
is Alternative #2. This alternative would leave both the upper and lower canyons
undeveloped, while imposing constraints on commercial development of the three parcels
of private land in the study. It makes no sense to me to impose constraints on the
private land in the upper canyon while leaving the lower canyon vulnerable to commercial
designs,

RESPONSE TO PATTI BUGAS HARRIS
Mr. Robert Hall
Sboahone National Forest

Page 2
August 30, 1979

The only reservation I have concerning Alternative # 2 is the "scenic easement"
cmcept. The advantages of "scenic easement" for private landowners would need
to be spelled out in more detail in order for it to be a convincing alternative. You
state, on page 23, that "the terms of the scenic easements would be negotiated with
each landowner•••• ,,"· I wonder how much leverage a landowner would have when
negotiating with a government body who already has the right to control the use of
the land (and air space above) according to its own specifications. Governmental
OOlltrol of land that is privately owned by an individual is a frightening thought.
Zoning ordinances seem to imply less government interference and therefore seem
a more desirable means of controlling the use of the land.

L..

...,

There is one last confiideration I think should be discussed. Given our energy crists
and the inevitability of changing travel patterns in our COlllltry, there is a strong
possibility that the projected increase in recreational use of the Shoshone National
FQrest may in fact decrease as the cost and availability of fuel become more
prohibitive. It may be that the multitude of facilities already present in the area
are enoqgh to meet the demands of the public, and that the wisest course of action
would be to protect the Clarks Fort Canyon area from either unnecessary development or irrevocable over development, at least lllltil you can be sure of your future
needs,

I

~

I found the study very interesting. As you can see my concerns are in preserving
the wild beauty of this area in its most primitive state. I sincerely hope that the

ultimate legislative decision concerning the Clarks Fork Canyon will protect this
primitive beauty not only for the present, rut also for generations to come.

Sincerely,

~·~s~·s
Patti Bugas Harris
1881 Willis Road
Grass lake, Michigan 49240
cc: Dem Musso, Forest Ranger

Coclv

1.

Agreed, the recreational developments that are shown for each
alternative are based on information that was available to the study
team concerning increases in recreational demands in Park County
from 1978 to 1990 (see response to Lynne Bama's letter, page E-21).
As the cost and availability of fuel become more prohibitive, as you
point out, these estimates may be much too high. On the other hand,
increased development of fossil fuels in northwest Wyoming to meet
national energy needs and resultant growth in population and recr·eation
demands may show these estimates to be too low. If the Clarks Fork
is designated as a Wild and Scenic River by Congress, the Shoshone
Forest will have one year to prepare a management plan for the
river. At this time the projected recreation demands on the Clarks
Fork River will be re-evaluated and the plan adjusted accordingly.
Substantial changes from the facilities outlined in this document
would be re-examined through the NEPA process.

RESPONSE TO LYNNE BAMA
Lynne Bama
Wapi t1, WY 82450
September 12, 1979
Mr. Randall Hall
Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
Cody, WY 82414
Dear Mr. Hall;
I am writing to you about the Clarks Fork Wild
and Scenic River Study. From my working with the study
team on articles I know that it was done thoroughly
and well.
My feeling is that the Clarks Fork should receive
a "wild" classification for the entire length of the
study segment except for the private land east of the
forest boundary,(if that is not feasible to manage).
r;'
~

It.y problem with the study is that all the alternatives
propose parking lots, trails, and scenic overlooks. I
have thought about this a lot and cannot see what they
L_would contribute to a wild river. If you were one of
the hardy souls who had climbed down the walls of the
box canyon to the river, would your experience be enhanced if you looked up and saw a group of tourists
watching you from an overlook? It seems incongruous.
The Clarks Fork is a very fragile resource and I
think it must be very delicately managed to preserve
its unique character. The less done to it, the better.
I sincerely hope that the final environmental statement will include a nondeveloped wild river alternative.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Also,
I would like to express my appreciation for all the help
given me in past months by the study team and others in
your office.
Sincerely,

~~
Lynne Barna

1.

The recreation use figures shown in Table 4 are based on growth
studies for Wyoming, conducted primarily by State agencies which
predict approximately a 20 to 30 percent increase in recreation use
pressure in Park County between now and 1990. This factor combined
with the paving of Highway 296 and the increased recognition of the
Clarks Fork Canyon (with or without Wild and Scenic River designation)
will mean more demand for recreational facilities in the Clark~
Fork Canyon. The parking lots, trails, and scenic overlooks are
designed to meet these needs which is a basic charter of the Forest
Service and of Wild and Scenic Rivers. Throughout the Clarks Fork
Wild and Scenic River study, many respondents have expressed an
appreciation for the pristine qualities of l!llch of the eanyon and a
desire to keep it "as is". The parking lots will be adjacent to or
on short spur roads to Highway 296 and out of view of the canyon,
as well as the river. Both river trails are to the Upper Canyon
and do not provide access to the,very rugged Middle Canyon. The
river overlook is in a section where the Canyon walls plunge
vertically to the river. The chance of any hikers being able to
navigate through that section to be watched from tourists from an
overlook is very remote. The canyon overlook would be about a half
mile from the river, and well out of a direct line of sight to the
river since the canyon walls are so steep and tall (1000 feet) in
the central part of the Middle Canyon.

The following persons or groups each sent letters expressing opposition
to Wild and Scenic River designation. Sample letters are on page E-22
to E -27

JoHN S. Buc;As
1602!5 NORTHLAND DRIVE
SouTt--tf"IELD, MICHIGAN

4807!5
(313) 5'59- 1898

September 4, 1979
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Shoshone River Water Users Assn.
Willard C. Rhoads, President
Cody, Wyoming

Helen House
Ralston, Wyoming

Shoshone & Heart Mtn. Irrigation Districts
Dueane Calvin, Project Manager
Powell, Wyoming

Louis and Dorothy Kohnke
Cody, Wyoming

Mr.Randall B. Hall,
Forest Supervisor
U. S. Dept. of Agriculture
Shoshone National Forest
Cody, Wyoming 82414

John S. Bugas
Southfield, Michigan

Walter and Virginia Teichert
Clark, Wyoming

Dear Mr. Hall:

Wesley G. Oliver
Cody, Wyoming

Charles and Elaine Mueller
Big Timber, Montana

Claytin J. Brown
Powell, Wyoming

Ray and Audrey Wilde
Cody, Wyoming

Don and Dolores Fraker
Clark, Wyoming

James R. Stebner
Powell, Wyoming

Leonard E. Anderson
Cody, Wyoming

Norman P. Dodd
Cody, Wyoming

Stanley Bliesemeier
Cody, Wyoming

Don and Jo Miller
Powell, Wyoming

Marjorie and Vera Ford
San Francisco, California

William and Anna Jane Dunn
Cody, Wyoming
Willard C. Rhoads
Cody, Wyoming

Reference is made to your June 18, 1979, letter encloaing
a copy of the Draft Environmental Statement for the
Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River Study. I very carefully
perused the Draft and, in accordance with your suggeation,
I'm providing my couments herein:
On September 22, 1978, in response to a letter frOlll
Mr. Musso, I wrote him a letter on the matter. Since that
letter apparently is not a part of the official viewa on
the matter, I will hereinafter quote from that letter
since it sets forth my views which I wish to be conaidered
and become a part of the final Environmental Statement:
''You have requested my views on how the Clarka Por..
River should be classified under the Wild & Scenic Rivera
Act, it having already been determined that it is eliaible
for inclusion into the'····· System'.
"The status of the River, hence its clasaification,
should not be changed. This is to say that Alternative
One should be invoked.
"Reasons for this view can be simply stated. Doc....-tation of or evidence for the reasons require more t1- and
space than seems desireable for this letter. Let ae atate
the reasons:
"l. The River is possessed of a wildneaa and
beauty that is not enhanced one iota by a legialative
designation of "Wild River" under the Act.
"2. To the contrary, auch deaign&tion vlll baYe
the short and long-term effect of robbing it of ita
primitive, wild, rugged and relatively inacceaaible

Mr. Randall B. Hall

Mr. 11.aDdall B. Ball

September 4, 1979
Page 2

character by the simple but invidious act of calling
attention to it by the inevitably pflbiicized designation.
In fact, already the well-meaning but short sighted
progr... of publicity involved in meetings, debates, hearing•, etc., has called attention of the curious do-gooder
to thi• gem, that would make its greatest contribution to
posterity were it to remain "undiscovered" ezcept ·to that
growing nwnber of individuals that likes its nature in
the raw.
"3. The Act places 'supervision', With specific
authority spelled out, under a government agency. The objective of this supervision is to maintain the wild,
prillitive character. Implicitly and explicitly the agency
is given authority to do a nwnber of things that when done
enaure the demise of this Wild and primitive character.
"It may be predicted with certainty that,
sooner or later, the supervising agency will establish a
progr- and pursue it of creating 'trailheads, trails,
sanitation facilities, shelters, picnic facilities, etc.,'
totally inconsonant with the stated objective.

,.,,
I

N

w

"~overnmental agencies inevitably strain to
justify existence and granted authority. Virtually never
doe• such agency deliberately circumacribe or voluntarily
delimit or shrink its delegation of authority. The
agency involved here is no exception.

"4. The prohibition against building of dams
seems persuasive at first glance, but is illusory and
should be given little weight. The fact is that before
any d-.8 were authorized and built, an overwhelming
justification would have to be demonstrated or a public
and political outcry would stop such project in its
tracks.
"It should be recognized that in the
distant future such justification could come to exist
and consideration thereof should not be precluded
umieceasarily.
"5. Finally, the provision for 'scenic easements' is totally objectionable to the writer.

September 4, 1979
Page 3

"The writer owns the only fee property involved
from the start of the projected 'Wild River' to its end.
He has developed and maintained it in a manner totally
compatible With the primitive nature of the surroundings.
He and his heirs will do more to perpetuate this condition
than any govermnent agency.
"Furthermore, to say that a scenic easement may be
'negotiated' between him and the govermnent, that preserves
his rights, is pure nonsense. A fair negotiation is one
where the parties enter the bargaining on even terms, With
each perfectly free to give or receive concessions as he
desires. In this case, as in virtually all such 'negotiations' with the government agency involved here, the agency
has the right ~~beginning to impose its will.
"The private party knows this from the start and as a
consequence any such negotiations are going through the
motions of a 'fair' bargaining With the final outcome
totally in the hands of the government agency."
Let me add an elaboration thereof. All of the alternatives,
including #1, provide for construction of either trails,
overlooks or roads, or a combination.
The Study attempts to justify the construction by using
such words as "opportunities for dispersed,primitive ••• "
etc., stating that the use of the land would be enhanced
thereby.
The words "primitive" or "Wild" as used in the Act are a
total contradiction to the suggested construction of roads,
trails and lookout points. Primitive means unaffected by
civilized influences and Wild means uncultivated and
unimproved by acts of man.
Here, however, you are suggesting that the wild, primitive
nature of this uniquely beautiful locale be preserved and
enhanced !!.I. construction! Why cannot a governmental
approach consider - and, hopefully, recognize - that the
best involvement is no involvement? Given the best of
intentions and the highest motivation on the part of
governmental agencies, the ultimate result will be a
degradation of the wild beauty and primitive character of
the area involved here. Already the wheels are set in
motion by the planned construction to "open up the area".

Mr. Randall B. Hall

September 4, 1979
Page 4

UDcler no circumstances should the trails, overlooks and
road up the canyon with campsites (at the lower end) be
built. Can it not be seen that this is precisely against
what you say you are for?
Can you not understand that the status quo, while not
perfect, is better than so-called improvements of the
type you contemplate? Let me make a prediction that this
is a nose under the tent approach and even if you presently
do not contemplate further so-called improvements, your
successors and their successors will have many such ideas
on this score and the area, instead of being for the true
nature lover who appreciates things in the raw, will beCCllle a huge campground on the order of Yellowstone Park.

!Tl
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One further point: I have no objection to maintaining the
property I own in a manner compatible with the present
wild, primitive character of the locale. Such compatibility
Gists at present. 'l'hia has been my plan and such has been
the ruult. I have a right to upect the same of the
goverment rather than a takeover and the so-called "improve-ts" contemplated, which I regard as a first bad step in a
never-ending, continuing governmentally inspired progression
which will completely ruin whatever wild and primitive
character remains.
Very truly yours,

#~

Sept. 10, 1979
USDA Forest Service
Shoshone National Forest
West Yellowstone Hi~hway
P.O. Box 961
Cody, Wyo. 82414

Ee:

CLARK~, FOHK 0 c•' THE YEl l O~i
S'I'ONE RIVER
~lLD AND SCE~IC HlV~R STUDY
DRAFT FNVIROf./J'if;VI'il.I. STATI'.'.MEN'I'

RandaJ 1 R. Hall
Forest Supervisor
Dear Sir:
We stron~ly oppose Government control, or regulation,
of our private land along the Clarks F'ork River below
the Clarks Fork bridge, as proposed by the National Wild
& Scenic River System, This is an infringement on our
Constitutional Rights.
The Clarks Fork River from the bridge through the private
land to the canyon certainly is not a 11 Wild River ". It
is very calm and smooth flowin~. Furthermore, what is to
be 1<ained by having the river designated as a " Wild & Sceriic
River" ?
Mother Nature left the river and canyon to be appreciated
AS IS. It certainly wouldn't be improved by builci ing traiJ s
into the canyon. We fee] i.t is better to leFJ.Ve well enough
alone,
Very truly yours,

~)Yi w·~~
~lilde

Cody,
Copies sent to:
Senator Alan K. Simpson
Senator Malcolm Wallop
Representative Dick Cheney
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I wish tG :;• •• r"•ort •ii •ppcsillr, the •las11ifyi11r; •f' the Upper Cbrka Fork
Gn:yon 's ,. wil9 r•oi saeJ11ie area for the f'oalewin:; re.11011s:
First l n1 op;-•oset to h1oki•:; up ••Y aere arH& f'er the exelu1oiT• uae of
1 seleot ••• fertu••t• few.
Due te the sheer physi••l i•a•••111aility ef' thi11 1re1 it ia oieu\tf'ul if'
•T•r •
er &• of the ••r• ru~:;•oi i•oiiTioiual 1r• 191• te hik• ••• eli•\
tew• iJ:to tni11 u.11y1a. t• ••jey the 11•••ery ••oi te fiah.

oi•i••

Seuer.•, it is 011ly e.t the aest a aile •r twe te • fn llu•oireoi yartis frea
• well tranleti hi:;hway, whiah 11•k•s it rather rioii•uleua te •lauify it aa
wiloi.

••Ii

'l'hiroi; not tc •u1y ye.rs •:;• the lewer
•f this H•yo• w1s surTeyeoi
foun• to r-.,
very oiesire•l?le rlitential siie for 11. ti•m ••ti • hyoire -sleetrio
power p lt llt.

•n•
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I cert•i•ly ti••'t wa•t te ••• this area look•ti up te pr•T••t thia oieTelep. .••t.
Surely with th• existi1':; ••err;y 11hertar;• w• sheuloi be aeanhi•i:; fer sites ef thia
urt. Net lHkiJI:; eut th• peui\ility ef their •T•r \ei•r; oieTelepeoi,

•aa •••

'l'h• eeutru•tio• •f 1
hy•repla.•t weuloi i• •• way ••treet fr- the
ne•io qualities ef this arH. The n•••ry weuloi •till n• there. Th• eTer•ll
i•aeees11\ility weul• still exist. There weuloi •• •• wilti life fee& r;reu•oia that
weul• le i11uoi1t••·
rTl
I
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It weulti foI"Jt 1 lake that weul• ••h•••• ths fishi•:; •a•y tia•• eTer.
It weulti preTitie aocess ly \eat
that the rur;:;eoi s••••ry eeuloi \e •••• a•oi
••joyeoi \y aauy •ore people.
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It i& •••prreaale te the Bi:; H•r• C111yo•, where Yellewteil O.a a•oi
powerpltnt .re pr.Ti.till:; aueh ••eoieoi electri•ity. Where \ef'•r• it waa \llilt
••ly • few ~•cpl• 1 year •T•• aaw it. Naw hu•oireoia ef ~••pl• •a• ••j•y f'iahi•r;
••ti 9eoti•:;, ••ti 1r• 1ele te Ti.w the •ar;iif'iee•t s••••ry. l• ••way has thia
resulteoi i•
oieteriarati•• •f the ••Tienie•t.

••Y

l sei llothi•r; te lie '•i•••. ••• mu•h t• •• lest ay tiair;•1ti•' th•
ClJrk:a tork ea• wilj ••oi s•••ie area.
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Sept. 13,1979
Mr. Randall E. Hall,

J'orest Supervisor,
Shoshone National Forest,
Cody, Wyomil'.lg 82414
Dear Mr. Hall,

I have been a citizen of Park County for 66 years.

I now serve the State of

Wyoming on the Western States Water Council and as a member of the newly establish-

ed ''Wyoming Water Development Commission" which is charged by 41-2-118 (X) with the
''duty and the authority to conduct studies, develop plans, and recommend legislation
which may be enacted for the purpose of securing full utilization of the waters
of the State of \ey'oming, giving priority to projects for utilization of waters
not now being beneficially used in Wyoming"

,,,
I

As mentioned in your Study Wyoming has entitlement lUlder the Yellowstone river

I'\)

......

compact for about 400,000 acre feet of water and various proposals have been
made to utilize this water. A study of the Clarks fork river has been proposed
to the Commission. Designation of the area would severly hamper plans to make
this water available to Wyoming.
As a long time citizen of the State of Wyoming, I have always found the U.S.Forest
3ervice competent to manage the public resources withdrawn for their management and
Jurisdiction and I therefore recomend Alternative ifl or As is-with no further restrictive covenants.
Sincerely yours,

/~~
Willard C. :lhoads

The following persons or groups each sent letters opposing Wild and
Scenic River designation which have Forest Service responses.

COUNTY

OF

PARK

CODY, WYOMING

RESPONSE TO PARK COUNTY
County Commlulon•rw
LIO'fd Barling, Chairman
P. 0 . Boie 5
Meeteetse, Wyoming 82433

Phone 868-2421
Ronnie Knopp, Vice Chlllrmlf'I
Al. 1 • 80.11 2360
Cody. Wyoming 82414
Phone 764-2317
Hank Coe

«io•t,.1......:1•0

•u.LOW9·-~

... ·-""- ·• ...

September 5, 1979

Box 1480
Cody, Wyoming 82414

PhOne 587·5221

.Dear Sirs:
The County of Park, Wyo., believes that , between the County and the
Shoshone National Forest, the administrative tools necessary to regulate
1.and use policies in the area described in the draf't environment statement
of the wild and scenic river study already exist.
The County will implement a land use resolution before the end of this year
which calls for nine advisory boards (one of which will be in the Clarks
Fork area). The boards will make recommendations from performance standards
cm development proposals.
Open lines of conmrunication between the advisory board, the county and
federal agencies will exist to facilitate effective land use management
practices in the Clarks Fork area of both private and public lands.

..,
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The county also beli~ves that the Forest Service presently is quite
1
._.. capable of managing the area in question and does not see the need for
additional regulatory measures that could tie up potential resources in
the future.
It is not that Park County is making a blanket statement that we do not
want any more government. It is that the county does not see the need
f or more administrative and regulatory acts when the government agencies
already involved have good working relationships and adequate regulat ory
tools. Therefore, the County of Park, Wyo., recommends that the National
Forest Service adopt alternative 1 in the Clarks Fork wild and scenic
river study.
Please feel free to contact my office if you have any questions.
Respectfully Submitted,

(fda~ ZJ ~~tku

Richard V. Lindsey
.Q
Park County Planning Co-ordinator

1.

Although Congress has granted the Forest Service considerable
authority to manage National Forest lands, Congress has retained
much jurisdiction. Wild and Scenic River designation, in effect,
is additi onal directi on from Congress concerning management of
specific river segments. Congress, for example, could authorize
construction of the Clarks Fork Division of the Beartooth project
reservoirs as a public works project under the Federal Power Act.
Congress can also add or withdraw areas within National Forest
from mineral entry, sale, or other disposition. Classification
of a river under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act has several specific
effects described in various sections of the Act. Section 7, for
example, precludes Federal agencies from licensing or constructing
reservoirs within classified Wild and Scenic River segments.
Section 9 withdraws from appropriation under the mining laws, all
public lands constituting the bed, bank, and acreage within
one-quarter mile of a river or segment classified as "wild".

September 5, 1979

Dear Sirs:
is non-polluting and renewable annually.

Comments and answers to Environmental Impact Statement complied by

to be imported,

Forest Services on Wild and Scenic River Study for the Clarks Fork

l.

The impact statement is very complete and covers the area fairl.y well.

2.

The summation and statements seem to be slanted in favor of making

2....

Exxon has filed mining claims for uranium

Oil

All during

4. On page 9 under section J-Water- is a statement that Wyoming is
entitled (under the Yellowstone River Compact) to 429,000 acre feet of

5. There are no letters from the Bureau of Reclamation or the State

water in a normal year.

Engineer's Office in Cheyenne that plans and studies for development of

the Study Area one and one &":id one half miles.

area have been abandoned.

In this section it is also stated that for Wyoming to develop it's

Below are listed specific parts that are misstated or don't address the facts.

share of the Clarks Fork River water it must be stored and the only site

Page 25, item 2 (a) "There is no individual, industry, municipality,

that can effectively do this is the one proposed by the Wyoming Water

or government agency expressing a current or foreseeable need for the output

Planning Program.

of such a development".

I have also
The cost/ratio

of 1975 is invalid in 1979 because of the raise in cost of electricity.
Regardless of the cost/ratio the power that could be produced in the Canyon

All other sites are either to small or to low in

elevation.

I attended one of the public hearings in Powell and heard four individuals

heard municipal and county officials express the same opinion.

It further states that the Wyoming Water

Planning program has plans for a reservoir that would back water into

hydro-electric power, irrigation, municipal and/or industrial water in this

say that this development should be done in the near futilre.

This would indicate that there is oil/gas bearing

structures in this area,

My conclusion

is that this is only speculation and cannot be termed a fact •

l.

Page 25, item 3.

mouth of the Canyon.

foreseeable future".

There is no definition of this term in the Impact Statement.

1.

3,

the sumner of 1979 several seismograph crews have been working at the

denied to our use as to barrels of oil or tons of coal.

I

The "foreseeable future" is only specul&tiClll

Bald Ridge which ends at the south wall of the Canyon.

3. No comparisons are made to show the relationship of energy that is

N
u:i

Page 25, item 2 (c).

up a renewable source of energy.

~

"the

2.

and should not be used as criteria in any way on a project that can tie

This is done by giving more emphasis to

certain criteria and less to others.

..,

The energy produced

oil annually.

District 9 & 10, Division 3, Ralston, Wyoming.

4. Some of the summations are based on the term

It helps the balance of payments.

by the Beartooth Project would be the equivalent of 410,000 barrela of

of the Yellowstone River by Chester A. Blackburn, Water Corrmissioner,

it a Wild and Scenic River.

It is here and does not llaft

~

I suggested at the hearing in Powell that if the above site was deniedi
by the Wild and Scenic River designation that the State of Wyoming be compensated annually for the resource that was denied.

I didn't see that

included in the impact statement as an economic loss to the people of
Wyoming.

RESPONSE TO CHESTER BLACKBURN

2.._

5,

In table 3 on page 27 there is an indication that "increased recreation

would enhance the water quality" •

There is no way you can increase the number

1.

No plans for develop of hydro-electric power, irrigation, municipal
and/or industrial water within the study area exist. Appendices A,
B, C, and D and Sections II.J. and V.B.2 summarize all information
concerning studies and potentials for water development within the
study area and concludes that, at the present time, no economical
water development projects within the study area exist.

2.

The "foreseeable future" in this context is that pertaining to the
Yellowstone Level B Study with as stated in that study "primary
focus upon major problems, needs, and issues requiring solutions
within the year 1975-2000 time frame".

3.

The entire study area is with Precambrian gra~ite which has no oil
or gas-bearing structures. Seismograph crews working in the
summer of 1979 in the Lower Canyon were examining the Clarks Fork
Fault along the Lower Canyon which will provide information concerning
the faulting and potential oil-bearing strata of the uplifted
sedimentary rocks along the Beartooth face which are out of the
study area.

4.

The Lower Clarks Fork reservoir (Appendix D) will not be denied by
Wild and Scenic River designation. It could, however, be modified
in Alternative 2 and to a lesser degree in Alternatives 3, 4, and 5
(VII.A). Section 13b of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act states that
"The jurisdiction of the states and the United States over waters
of any stream included in national wild, scenic, or recreational
river area shall be determined by established principles of law.
Under the provisions of this Act, any taking by the United States
of a water right which is vested under either State or Federal law
at the time such river is included in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers system shall entitle the owner thereof to just compensation"
At the present time, water rights ve~ted by the State of Wyomin~
(about 11,000 acre-feet) in the Clarks Fork River (Section II.J)
are not in conflict with the potential instream flow needs (Section
VI.B) of the Clarks Fork River in the study area. It should be
noted that potential for consumptive water use within the study
area is very low.

5.

Opportunities to emphasize water quality protection or improvement
would be enhanced by provisions in Section 10 of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. In fact, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act specifies that a river within the system should be of high quality wa~er
or susceptible of restoration to that condition. Guidelines
developed by the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture fn
1970 direct that for wild and scenic rivers "a concept of nondegradation' whereby existing high water quality will be maintained

of people in an area and improve the quality of the water.

6. If the developments that have been planned for this area are accomplished,
it will stabalize the flow downstream and would be a great help to downstream
users and irrigators.
In SUJillllary I would like to state that all that has been said by Government
officials and leading citizens of this county about shortages of Energy and
Water in the United States I think that any action to give a river an
ascetic status rather than to produce energy and supply water for recreation,
irrigation, municiple and industrial, etc. is really doing great l:IarJJl to the
production capacity of the U.S.
The beautiful part of Hydro Electric power is that it is non-polluting,

,..,,
I

w

renewable annually, and does not have to be imported.

Also making the electric

0

power does not consume the water.

It is still available for recreation,

irrigation, Municiple and Industrial use.
I do not believe that it is right for any government department or
legislature to deny or tie up any natural resource that belongs to any
area or state with out due process and proper compensation.
In the western states to get full potential development from the water
and land it is imperative that the right to dam, store and divert not be
abridged.
Therefore, alternative 1 is the only recommendation that I can approve
of at this time.

R~~pectfu~lly submi;t;i/-

l./

~~;lti&~'-U-c---Chester A. Blackburn
Water Commissioner

.-111ll!Ai·filiflr

Fearcll Timber
Purehasers Assoeiation
to the maximum extent feasible will be followed in all
river areas included in the National System". In the
case of the Clarks Fork within the study area, water
quality is excellent and would not likely be degraded
by any activities occurring within the study area.
Additional mitigation measures could be applied to
water quality problems upstream with emph~sis provided
by the wild and scenic designation downstream. See
reply to letter of Russell Faus, page E-37.

ttCEIVED:

J.liL 9:•

July 6, 1979

"
Mr. Randall R. Hall
Forest Supervisor
Forest Service, USDA
Shoshone National Forest
P. o. Box 961
Cody, Wyoming 82414
Dear Mr. Hall:
Federal Timber Purchasers Association appreciates the opport•\ll!f iJtQYFksroat
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Clarks For
-· ·· ••
stone River Wild and Scenic River Study.

1l'T1
I

~

i..

First, there seem to be inconsistencies in the timber data as presented. On
page 9 under the heading "Timber" it is stated, "The only suitable forested
lands on the basis of productivity and operability are located on the alluvial
bottoms of the Upper Canyon." On page 20, third paragraph from the bottom, i t
is stated, "Timber production in the canyon is infeasible because of low
productivity and inaccessibility." If the lands described do in fact contain
operable timber and the sites can be regenerated, then it is our opinion that
the timber classification "unregulated," as used, is an improper classification.
The width of the study area is not described or displayed, and this causes us
great concern. Without a description of the area under study, it is difficult
to respond to the conclusions drawn by the Forest Service.
The fact that the Forest Service chose Alternative 5, a very restrictive alternative, is very disturbing. The Environmental Impact Statement acknowledges the
fact that the land use plan can describe and control land uses which affect this
watercourse and still maintain future options and opportunities for the benefit
of all the people of this nation.
While the seven thousand acres in this plan may seem insi~nif icant in the total
land area administered by the Forest Service, it is in fact a further erosion of
the managed land base and production therefrom. The inflation created in loss
of production of all resources is one more penny that in total is measured in
dollars.
The water will flow with or without a formal designation as a "Wild River." If
the current generation of Americans can afford restrictive land management from
the area involved, then restrict the use in the land management planning. If
future generations need the production of goods and services from the land, the
management plan can then be revised to provide such goods and services in an
environmentally sound manner.

3900 South Wadsworth Boulevard

Suite 201

Denver, Colorado 80235

Telephone (303) 988-5135

d

RESPONSE TO FEDERAL PURCHASERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Randall R. Hall
July 6, 1979
Page 2
Federal Timber Purchasers Association urges the Forest Service to give this land
area the professional land management that is expected by the taxpayers of this
nation. It urges that the reco111D1endation to Congress be to manage this area
for the multiple benefits of all the resources for the benefit of all the people.
Federal Timber Purchasers Association favors environmentally sound land management without special and restrictive land designations.

1.

The Shoshone National Forest Timber Management Plan {Final Environmental Statement, approved May 20, 1976) defines the unregulated
component as areas which are suitable for timber management but
not part of the regulated, standard, special, or marginal component
because of limited access, occurrence in developed sites, or lack
of kinds of trees that are currently utilized for wood production.
Only a very small part of the study area is suitable for timber
harvesting, these being a few timbered alluvial bottoms of the
Upper Canyon. These areas are included in the unregulated classification because they are inaccessible and no plan to develop
access to the area exists.

2.

Study Area Location, Part l.C has been amended to include a
description of the study area width. See map of preferred
alternative, Section VIII.A.

If the Forest Service reco111D1ends a special designation, all the potential losses
of goods and services should be presented, as well as all potential losses already
given up in special designations on the total Shoshone National Forest area.
Sincerely,

~C.4/1

Lloyd E. Stahl, Manager
Rocky Mountain Forest Resource Affairs
LES:mdm

Mr. Craig W. Rupp
Mr. Richard C. Newman

cc:

The
The
The
The
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w
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Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable

Ed Herschler
Alan K. Simpson
Malcolm Wallop
Richard B. Cheney

8oulll Wlldlwortll Boulevard

•

Suite 201

•

t'enver, Colorado 80235

•

Telophono (303) 1188-513S

Mr. Randall Hall

Page 2
September 12, 1979
P. o. Box 380
Cody, Wyoming 82414
September 12, 1979

clearly ennuciated, defined and embodied by Congress in
existing laws and has been the philosophical basis for
public land management.
Unfortunately, within the past few years, a
number of those involved in interpreting these laws and
promulgating regulations for the management of public lands
have narrowly construed this proven concept to where more
and more of the resource production activities are being
severly limited through restrictions upon access to public
lands. This has mushroomed to whereu£o~ay someplace between
two-thirds to three-fourths of all p lie lands are closed
to resource"""development whether-rt" be mining, petroleum,
livestock, tLDber or, as a matter of fact, even many recreational uses.

Mr. Randall Hall
Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
United States Forest Service
P.O. Box 961
Cody, Wyoming 82414
Dear Mr. Hall:
I am writing in answer to the Draft Environmental
Statement on the Wild and Scenic River Study for the Clarks
Fork of the Yellowstone River produced by the Shoshone
National Forest, Rocky Mountain Region, United States Forest
Service. In addition, this letter is also in response to
the USFS' request for specific individual comment as outlined
in paragraph IV of the Summary Section.
,..,,
I
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As a long-time resident of the Big Horn Basin of
Northwestern Wyoming and having resided in the Clarks Fork
area and as a active participant in the petroleum and ranching
industries, I feel it necessary to comment on the Draft
Environmental Statement in a number of areas. Additionally,
my family and I have been engaged in livestock operations in
the Clarks Fork area, and also own private land in close
proximity to the Clarks Fork River.
First, I should like to state that ! irrevocably
support the historical concept of "multiple-use" of public
lands. As you are well aware, over one-third of the surface
of this country is owned and controlled by the Federal
Government. When you add to that, the amount owned by state
and municipal governments, over fifty percent of this
country is under the ownership and control of one governmental entity or another.
From the time of the colonization of the west,
where a vast majority of our public lands are located, until
recently the concept of public land management has been one
of "multiple-use." Multiple-use meaning the lands would not
only be preserved for their scenic and geological or geographical qualities, but more importantly, they would also
be used as a means of resource production ranging from
timber, mining, petroleum, livestock as well as for recreational and other uses. This multiple-use concept has been

It is with this background and concern I approached
and read the Draft Environmental Statement covering the 23
mile segment along the main stem of the Clarks Fork River
from the Crandall bridge to mouth of the Clarks Fork Canyon,
which by the way extends one mile beyond the east boundary
of the Shoshone National Forest. Without detailing many of
my reactions, I would like to briefly share with you some
specific areas of concern:

L_

2_r_

1.

I would disagree with the EIS as to the amount of
private lands within the study area. Being intimately familiar with the area concerned and
knowing of the privately owned parcels within that
area, I think the Draft EIS does not properly
reflect the extent of such private ownership, not
only near the banks of the river itself, but also
within a reasonable distance on each side of the
river.

2.

In Section II, D entitled, "The Socio-Economic
Setting" there seems to be a number of mis-statements
about the economic basis of the surrounding area.
Particularly, wherein the statement is made that
the economy is primarily ranching, farming, and
tourist related with some industry. A check of
the Park County tax rolls will reveal that over 70
percent of the tax burden is shouldered by the
petroleum industry alone. The petroleum industry
is one of the largest employers within the county.
Also, in that same section I think the statement,
"local interests favor full range of use with
minimum constraints," is a masterful understatement.

Mr. Randall Hall
Page 3
September 12, 1979

Mr. Randall Hall
Page 4
September 12, 1979

In fact, survey would show that the public is
overwhelmingly in favor of the "multiple-use"
concept rather than a continuation of the erosion
of access to public lands and placing them into
restrictive categories such as Wild and Scenic
Rivers, wilderness, etc.
3.

2i.

~
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In addition, Section II, F, has not taken into
consideration the number of out-of-state hunters,
fishermen, campers, and recreationists who use the
transporation routes in this area. Those people
come from not only the surrounding areas, but
from distant states as well.

4.

Sections II, H and I, covering range and timber
seem to be inadequate in their coverage of these
resources. The entire scope of cattle and timber
operations are not covered by this statement and
these potentials probably exceed those stated
within the comments of these paragraphs.

5.

I strongly disagree with comments contained in
Section II, J, regarding water resources. As you
are well aware, one of the most critical and
valuable resources available within the West is
water. Due to the scarcity of this vital commodity,
everything possible must be done to utilize and
conserve it. Section II, J, is not a valid analysis
and appraisal of the priorities that must be
assigned to the conservation and storage of water.
Particularly, the need for not only water conservation but also the utilization of that water
for the dual purposes of producing hydro-electric
power as well as for irrigation, culinary and
industrial purposes places an extremely high value
on the construction of proposed projects within
the study area and also the Clarks Fork Reservoir.
From what I understand from reading the study, the
Clarks Fork Reservoir is outside of the study area
and would back water about 1 to 1 1/2 miles into
the study area.
The further development of the regional economy
and continued support of the present economic base
makes it essential these water projects and power
projects be allowed. A current, up-to-date, costbenefit ratio analysis, considering alternative
energy sources, and our energy dependence on
imported petroleum, would strongly indicate the

potential benefits to be derived from the construction of a hydro-electric generation project
would far out-weigh other values. In short, the
world of energy has changed drastically in the
last few years. There are not that many hydroelectric sites available. We should not exclude
the potential for the generation of an environmentally attractive and renewable energy resource.

~

6.

I had problems reconciling Section III, A, as to
the criteria that is used to establish and determine
a wild and scenic river. Particularly, III(A) (8)
wherein it addresses the subject of a meaningful
experience opportunity. It goes on ~o say that
the river must be long enough to provide a "meaningful experience" for boaters. Many years ago I
surveyed this river to determine its potential for
boating or floating and found it is absolutely
impassable. It certainly does not meet the III
(A) (8) criteria, where it asks, "is it a meaningful
experience opportunity," under Table 12. It is
answered with a "yes", which is absolutely false.
Although there may be short portions of the river
suitable for boating or rafting, this river is nol
"suitable" within the context of Section III (A)
(8) • In fact a picture of typical physical obstacles
is contained on page 15 of the Draft EIS and
graphically illustrates this point.
I firmly agree with some of the other sub-sections
of Section III, particularly (A) (4) in which this
does not meet the "outstandingly remarkable"
criteria. However, I have no objections as to any
efforts to make the river more accessible to the
public, such as constructing turn-outs or access
roads. This is in keeping and compatible with the
multiple-use concept.

7.

~

It is also unclear as to whether or not proper
study has been given to the mineral potential of
this area. I am sure you are well aware of the
current exploration activity that is going on in
the Sunlight and Crandall Creek areas this summer
to assess the mineral potential for the area.
This activity must be allowed to continue to
determine if there is a potential for all types of
mineral resources.

llr. Randall Hall
Pa9e 5
~eptember 12, 1979

8.

I strongly support Alternative fl as outlined on
page 23.
I believe it would serve not only the
needs of the area, the states of Wyoming and
Montana but more importantly, the nation. Particularly Alternative fl could be accomplished
while still preserving the scenic and environmental
quality of the study area.

9.

Section V (B) (1) is another subject in itself and
is something that very much needs to be further
studied and discussed.

10.

,,,
I

w

"'

11.

In light of my previous comments about the energy
situation, it is hard for ~e to fathom how the
study could arrive at the conclusion it did under
section V(B) (2) a, b, and c. The potential
for hydro-electric power, ~~clean renewable
energy resource far out-weighs the other considerations.
It is unconceivable that at a time when the President
of this country is calling for increased domestic
energy production, the opportunity for this environmentally acceptable and renewable energy source
is not ~ being considered let alone given a
high priority.
A few g~neral comments as to the analytical methodology
employed in the Draft EIS: After reading this
report several times, one has the feeling that a
goodly amount of personal bias has been allowed to
creep into the study favoring non-development
and non-access proposals. The proper assessment
and weight given to factors supporting alternative
number one were not thoroughly considered. Rather,
some erroneous conclusions have been reached as to the
costs and the benefits to all segments of society
by following that alternative. Instead however,
the preparers of this study seem to have bent over
backwards to give undue weight to factors in
support of Alternatives two and three. Unfortunately,
it appears this bias may cast suspicion over the
Draft EIS and raise the spectre of the credibility
of the entire study.

I will conclude by saying that one of the popular
misconceptions todfy is that resource development and
the preservation 2..._ scenIC""and environmental qualitre"s
~mutually exclusive.
You must have one or the other, but
you can not have both. These concepts could not be further
from the truth. Rather, as I am sure you are well aware as

Mr. Randall Hall

Page 6
September 12, 1979
a land manager, both resource development and the preservation
of scenic and environmental qualities ~ co-exist and
~ be accomplished in ~ manner wherein both goals ~
attained. There are numerous examples where resource development
has been conducted on public lands, (particularly, forest
lands) , and have taken into consideration not only the
protection of these scenic and environmental values, but in
many instances have actually enhanced them.
The federal land management agencies must awaken
to the fact that we cannot take our social and economic
environiiieiit for granted any more than we can take our physical
environment for granted. The "Human Environment" is like a
three legged stool: If we cut too much off the physical,
economic or social leg, the stool begins to wobble; if we
cut an entire leg off, the structure collapses.
I would be most happy to discuss this with you in
person or at a meeting and further express My views.
It is
my hope that all factors are taken into consideration and
given the proper weighing. Hopefully, we will not be
stampeded into locking this area up in an effort to "protect"
a so-called wild river that would have long-term disastrous
economic effects on this area and the entire nation.
Sincerely yours,

,

<.
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J[SfWSE TO J§fS t!Ia Sill

1.

Note that I.e. paragraph 2 has been amended to include a description of the width of the study area. The private land within
the study area is accurately shown in Figure 2 and described
in II.K.

2.

Paragraph 1, Section II.D. has been amended to include petroleum
industry as a primary part of the surrounding economy.

3,

4.

....,
li

°'

Sections II. H and I are based on reports prepared for the Wild
and Scenic River Study by the Clarks Fork District and are
available in the Shoshone National Forest Supervisor's Office.
Sections H and I are an accurate summary of these reports.
Section II.J and associated appendices and literature citations
are a discussion of all information that was available on water
resources within the study area. Clarks Fork river water yield
and water quality reports, prepared for the Wild and Scenic
~iver Study are available in the Shoshone National Forest Supervisor's
Office as well as Bureau of Reclamation, Soil Conservation
Servi,e, State of Wyoming and Yellowstone Level B Study reports
concerning the potential and feasibility of water development
within or near the study area. Section II.J is an accurate
compilation of the information.

Billings, lfontana
September 12, 1979
Randall R. Hall, Forest Suyirvisor
U.S.D.A. Forest Service
Shoshone National Forest
Cody, Wy oming 82414
Dear Sir:
In reply to your letter of June 14, 1979, tro.nsmitting a copy of the Draft
Envirorunental Statement for the Clarks Fork Wilu and Scenic ~iver, I have
the following co1mnents and su~ cec,tions to make.

F. Transportation, Pa8e 7

L_

I s;;.ggest that it be :oade clear that the roads to the conflt:ence of the
Clarks Fork and Crandall Creek skrt from Wyomine }Iigb:.my #296 ana r;o
down either side of Crandall Creek on Forest Service land, and not from
the extreme uuper end.
K. Land Ownership and Use, Page 10

the sentence "Three parcels of private land occur within the sti.:dy
~ I think
11

area is misleadill[ and shot:ld be clarified by giving the number of current
owners for each parcel. For instance, in the parcel in the up:;ier 0.5 mile
below the bridge there are currently thirteen owners.
2. Recreational Value, Page 13

7

5,

Agree. See response to Sparhawk letter, page E-47.

6.

The Shoshone National Forest geologist reviewed all known
information concerning mineralization in the study area including
literature review and consultation with the Bureau of Mines and
U.S. Geological Survey. The Clarks Fork Study Area is entirely
with Precambrian granitic rocks with no known tertiary intrusives
or related dike and vein systems. No known economic or subeconomic
mineralization deposits are known to occur within the study
area. The geology and minerais report on the Clarks Fork Canyon
is available at the Shoshone National Forest Supervisor's Office.

d.L

This paragraph does not support the conclusion of "outstandingly remarkable 11
recreational value. Tr~ditional forms of water based recreation (floating,
fishing and swi.J:nning) are not onl;r greatly limited by rucced access but also
by the cold, turbulent and dangerous waters. As you know there have been
several drownings in the past twenty yeo;rs in the Clarks Fork immediately
upstream of the study area. These waters are ouch less danr:erous than
those in the majority of the study area.
The two water influenced opportunities seem to belong under scenic rather
than recreational value.

!h_

5.

Historic Value, Page 16

I am a great admirer of the 1300 mile llez Perce trek led by Chief Joseph.
To assign an 11outstandingly remarkable 11 historic value to the study area
because a few miles of the trek may (or may not) h.'.we been in the lower
CSllYOn is not justified. Had one of the several battles been within the
canyon I would agree

2,._

8.

Meaningful Experience OPnortunities, Par;e 16

The criteria, Page 8, says "The river must be lollf enouch to provide a
meaningful experience for bo~ters.n The discussion on Paee 16 does not
relate to this definition. Certainly the river is lone: enour.h but other
factors I h~ve outlined above under Recreational Values do not allow a
meaningful experience. Of course catting drO\llled might be a meaningful
experience.

-3-

-2-

3.

2.

Rec.:-eational River Areps, Pace 16

iltern atives 2 and 5.

Page 25

llote for lnter reference trot "The Clarks Fork is essentially pristine
"The tax assessmen ts woclU. probably be based on current ty:Jes o£ land
throuchout the study area, exce:;it Bor the one-half mile section il::unediatel.y .9t_ use •••• " What is the basis for this statement? Do you have a cammittmant
belou the Cr=dull 3ridge."
from the taaing authorities?
The lo.st p::irr.; ·ra·_1h on this page gives the impression trot here are no cabins
on -~he north shore. There is one.

lQ._

Criterir. for Ev.:i.lUD.tion Altcrn.::.tives, Pare 18

IV.

Table 3 Page ?'/ and third 'lararraph, Pap;e 29.

Criteri" J ''l·lnnc.ce the Clar]:s Fork River to maximize diversity of the
Shoshone lint ionol Forest resources nnd uses, with emphasis on dispersed
recreation." I worked for the Federal Government for 33 yec.rs but the
a:xnct meanin:; of this criteria escapes me. It seems to be zovermilent
jc.rcon that cnn be inter:,reted b:r the ,,Titer to mean anythin.:; he wants.

6i._

Table 3 gives Alternative 1 an non on water quality and all other ilternatives
(includinr; Alternative 3) a llf.11 • Par. 3, Page 29 says "Existing water quality
should be nain ta.inecl in all ilternatives." This paragraph also says •Opportunities t o maintain or enhonce ,rater quality wuld improve with Alt ernatives
2, 3, 4 nnd 5, as adclitional =:_ohasis is given to protection of water quality
as s;::iocified in Section 16 of the Wild a+id Scenic Rivers Act.• This last statement
is ~redicated. on t he possibility that the State nicht change or rescind their
Class 1 designation •

2nd Paracro:::ih, .faro 23
Ex;llain i:,ou :rou will

~

the hi;Jtoric value of the study area.

.Al ternntives 2 _g,,'1!iiu_ Par:;e 24.

Fron the~e stutenents and Table 3, I conclucl.ethat th e exclusion of the private
lands on either e nd of the study area (Altern ative 3) will not make any
difference on the opportunity to Daintain or enhance the quality of the water.

'l'Le :;ic..rase 11willinc buyer-willinE ::ieller" is confusin&• This is a term
used for a method of a_,_·raisal in a lund tnkinc action lli1ether it is
frien dly or a condemnation. To rie th is meuns trot the :.mpraioal is
not :u:de on the basis of a forceci sal~ If you rieun trot you 'Will. not
con~enn it1y not n~r so.

rTJ
I

w

......
Altorn-~tivo
CJ10.

5,

2, ::'are 23 o.nd 24.
25.

Pn,~e

Alte.:-nntive 4, Ppse

A•

ilter!l.'.'.tives 1. 2,

Rec .rdin:; scenic ea.cements the sktenents (Pa;e 23) "The intent is not to
ch::~"lce :·,recent ;·rivate lnnll ui:;e ...... 11 r.n d. 'JI n••••• i.".i.thout the owner's
ccn~ent, CTJ;;' ro:;.cJ.c= u:.e exe::-cised nrior to the ccqtlsition ••• n and
"••• •• en:;EJ!:l ents 1-1ocld Le nec;otir-,tcd with ei=.ch lando~mer ::;o t~t cllow::i.nce
for · 'ro·,occC. com:·,atiole dcvelo::ir.:ents by the landm,'Il.ers wo;tl,C. be built into
the ens&.ients. 11 (i'u.ce 24) 11 If local covorn.':lent t:1en adopts nnd mnint::'.inS
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"Public access is not a feature of the scenic easamen ts1 recreationists
a.nd other visitors vould not be allowed on nrivate land without the land
owners ;:;emission." (A similc.r statenent is made under ilternatives 3 alld
4) Wocld it be U) to the lando,mers to en force this?

~

I Sl1 not fomiliar with Section 10 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act but i f it
contains some )a.'lllcea for controlling the ,.iater quality of the Clarks Fork it
should be included a:: a nart of the Environmental Sto.tament. The sedil:lent
that frequently enters the Clc.rl:s Fork (last par. Page 13) from tributary
streams upstrean. and ~:ithin the study area is the major concern in water
quality. Section 10, not,,".i.thstnnding, I find it difficult to believe that
the Forest Service can possibly control the sediment entering the stream.
Actt'.ally tho b eat possibility vculd be the const:-uction of the dams allowed
~de r ilter=tive lwhich uotld at leact control the sedime nt entering
upstream of the dams. If develo)nent along the river is a concern for water
quality (and you have not ac!:nowledged that as noted above) how about the
develo:ments and ranches on the stream upstrerua of the bridge and on Crandall
nnC. Sunlight Creeks. :·!hat op:Jortunity does Section 10 provide to control
these develo:;iments? If there is sone practical way to control the wter
quality it should be e:>..":llained rather than to indulge in wish...-"ul th inking.
Table

5 Pare 30

I finc:i. it hc.r<~. to belimre thd ;;cu e;..-,icct to get scenic easet1ents on ranch,
=clevelo:Jed o.m: C:.evelo)eO. land for o.ppro::i=tely the same price per acre •.
(a.bout ;2,000.)
l') '.i:'::e line refe:·ence::; to obtain Total Construction nnd Improvor.ient Costs are
~ inco~rect •

Tot::l yecrl"' co::t for AcL'ci.nistrntion and l·Zo.intenance are inadequate to do
tl1c job ;.;nloss there is u su.bsiC:y not sho\m.
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B.

Su.."'ll:.uu·y of Co=ents ililceived, Par·e 4l.

5 co!:lbined f eatures of Al.tern atives 2 and 4.n On Page 24
the stc.te::ient tll::t Alte::-=tive 5 is n combination of Alternatives 2, 3 and
4 is correct.
11iltc=tives

thinl~,

SU:;>}Jort the conclusions and

Throi.:c'.1 e:;::ieriencc I knou t::t ::.t is dif::"ic-..:lt to write an Enviro=ento.1
Stutencnt in the formr._t ~rescribed by E2A that is rational, concise and
clear to t::e reader. Throu,:;h 8.'C:_)erience, I know too, that ~ Environmental
:,k.ter.:ent opposed by envirol"M':lento.1 cro::ps and ::iersons must have c.11 the
conclu::::ions C-.l)_.orte: b:-· docunented fc.cts o..nd studies. Regretf'ull;r I nust
sa~' t:1:.-.t the Dra.r't &vironnento.1 State:oent is full of su;nositions, assumptions,
ccner:llities and <le~:_·.:ctions thnt ure often contradictory anC' are not
su:)::iorteC: b~· the f:J.cts.
1.

I do not acrce t:J<::t the stu.dy urea has outstnndine scenie, recreational
Scenic -~·es--recreatior.al and historie-no.

and historic values.

2. I do not su;i:iort :·our selection of Alternative S as the :'referred
ilte::-native.

.'{J._

a,

3.

I :_:irefcr .Ute:·n:>.tive 1 C..."ld believe the Enviro= ento.1 Stuten ent has
c.s cood n cusc for this Altern ~tive as ~ of the others,

::'i:-:·-:, ne::tcnce .~l1o"l:: re::d, U.:U7.ho:..:r:: ~U..to!':1·--..tive 5 i;..ro.s :iot ccn::i::}e:~ .:-~-G
~;---.:Dlic r:;.cct. ~~c:o it ·.:::s co:'!cc::.vc~~ to Oo:::t :.1ec:t t::i.e :1ceC.s one: de~:;i.rc::.: of tho
?o::- ;:;:;t .,c:"::'._cc. 11 (See nc::t to lc\.;:t ):'.:l."'· .~~·o.:Jh :)o.:~c J;-1)

:~~<le

1m.: sc.~.~ :.n t~1e scc::>n :_ )c..~·~-~·- r~~.:· i!1 t~-l-~:t. ·::.:rite:-io. 1, .2 C'Jlcl 3 C":.!°C 2.:ct to n !1i~:i1
,·_e ··rec '..)~T" Alte!.. native 5. 7c.",.)lc 7 shouc t:i~~t C.::iteria 2 i8 :n.ct to a mode:-nte
C:.ec;rce. I do no-:i be:=..ic~..:o th-:-.. t Gri-::.orin. 1 ls i:et to c_ 1:1 · i.1 G..ecree. Un.:er iny
G.iccus::::ion o:L To.Jle 7 ~'l"K1 tl-~e criteriu above I o.t-:ic:··-~1ted to show tl:~t you
c._~~10.rcn tl: . . 0!1.i~: i t is :iece~ c:i..~:.t to Lricl\..:...:.e tho 11?~--:c!"" J. 5 rn:..le of )!"'i vc~te
ln...."ld. ::n o:-der for lltcrnc.tivc 5 to T:lcet Grit0:.. ia 1 to a :--..i~·h C.ecrce. There

and uses, id.th e:1ri'isis on dispersed_ rec:·ention~

-~::c

Th,_

I don't ::n.C:e::-st:ind 7.he lani:;-.:q:;e of this Criteria an:i still believe it only
:::icn_"ls :iiu',t the 1;rit er wonts it to. If 11lont:;est is best" for Criteria 1 and
2 wh;,· isr. 1 t the i'!Host the best' 1for Criteria 3? If so iltern ative 4 should
11
be
•
Ii' least is best Alterru:.tives 1, 2 and 3 should rate •t-t- 11 ,
It does se~ that you !lave rig~:ed Alternative 5 to best neet this very
vusue Oriteria. ·.n1y l-l0'-'ldn 1 t Al.tern dive 3 with the uddition of the
lo'.:er develo:mient in Alternc.ti ve 5 meet this Cri t eria eq-.:al.J.y?

2.

T::cr::: ..:n.:,.. Jc ::;c..:-.1e j·.::t:.ficc.:~::_o::-i of uc.::.:::1:_· 11 lon:e:,t i::: bostn in ~rour evo.l·..:~;.·:.ion
15 JJ.t a.8 JL.·:,c:..·n~.tivo8 2, 3, ,~ n.nC.. 5 0.)_10.rontl:r all ncot Section 7 of the ~~:ild
11 ::::or .Ut crnutive 2.
--' c.n•-~ :Occc:ic .;:_vu;_· .:..ct it C:oc::; ;iot ::::ee::i to 1-TUJ:'fiL"lt n

A.

(::ote t:tls i::: out of p:ace and belongs~:on the precedinf; page a.rter
Criteria 2. )

-~~Us

o.c::.::oi,7lc.::ce t::.:-.t ti:e

"+-+

2.

Criteria 3

7he noove cor.:::ents ::...'lu L-.:c:-e::tion::;, I
recor:::.ien.:::a~ions th~,t fo1low.

criteria on tile Cc.sis
-~~:-i :er O. 5 r'~le
i~ v.:.:--·~-....:.:-:.12.:~ ·~l.!.e onl:r :::ect:_on not _::... .:._~:t.:.::e in ~:10 st::.::y a:-ca, b·..:t [~ive a
ll.1 •1++ u for 00·~:::. ..Ltc:.··n.::~ivcn 2 ~.n._~ :..: for scc11.:..c YD.1-~e. T:::.c:....e is :-:o }Ul~].ic
-·-• c.ccc:..::; 2-n .!.:.::c --..:.)_ ··::... '::. 5 :·::.:le, ·:!VG::. '.::.:ti:-_ scc:::ic ec..~e:.~en.!us, :... or rec::·ec:,ion
::ct 02th ..Utcrr.. ~t5..vc::; 2 enc.". 5 cct a u++u.
T::e histor5..cul vclue a~;:;ir;ned
11 even tho-..:£)1 the priv:-.te
:.::: .'_!: -:.::c ~-o·.:~.:- C['-11: ·on :~ct Al tc::... ~J.[~ t2. vc 5 :~:;ts c.
l:..ad _·_;.: ~he: lo·.:c:- cc_..-:: ·a::~ .:.n c:~c:.'.. . :::.ecl.
:L ;--:"::.

th.~.t lo~t·c:..:-1_~.F.

Table 7, Pare 37 and :ietailed d.:.scussion of Tuble 7, Page JS,

·.:i.~G.l ~i'c l:;-::Ji.:u~::.t r~C'.

ri ...1 c:- [:.ror.. n

i.:·.~·:.c,:._~iil-£

2.

~ ~2.~~cc.,

c~·~·..i."'.:..Lt.:..c0,

JL_

is ub:::ol::tcl: i:oth:_n,:?:n tne :Srnrlrorncnto.l St<ltcnent (exce·1t loncesttis bes-0

1-:Y second :1refe::-ence \rould be Altern.:;.tive 3 with possibl;r- the addition
oi' the iin)rovenen\il in ;:,he lo\rer co.n:ron to "l·m:::iJnize diversity of resources

4.

I an O'.J'_)osed to Alternative 5 because of the inclusion of the uuuer 0.5
r_:Ue of- ::iriv:-_te land, for the followinc re:wons.
·-
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RESPONSE TO RUSSELL FAUS

l. !here o.re no facts given that this 0.5 mile of private lnnd is necessary
to meet Criteria 1, 2 and 3 other than longest is best and I don't consi~er
tbi.a a val.1d reason. It may be the u:Jper 0.5 mile wns incl-...C.ed becau:::e it is
within the Forest boundary and that the lower parcel was e::cli:.dod because i t is
CllllUide the Forest boundarJ. This 1rould not b e a valid reason either.

I.

Agree.

See wording changes, Section II.F.

2,

Agree.

See wording changes, Section II.K.

3.

See response to Sparhawks' letter, page E-47.

4.

See response to

5.

See response to Sparhawks' letter, page E-47 .

6.

Historical values can only be protected, not enhanced.
changes, Section V.A., last paragraph.

7.

Note that this section is not recorrmended for designation in
this Final Environmental Statement, having been found to be
ineligible for Wild and Scenic River status. No scenic
easements will be sought on these lands in the preferred alternative in this statement.

8,

The potential for water quality degradation, particularly from
sewage treatment effluent, increases as the upper section is
developed. See wording changes, Section V.C. 1.

9

This statement was based on Forest Service experience with tax
assessment methodology generally used in Wyoming and Colorado.
Becky Robinson, who works in the Park County Assessor's Office,
confirmed that tax assessments in Park County are based on current
type of land use with several modifications. Land which is
encumbered with zoning or sceni"c easements would not be taxed
for potential uses clearly not comparible with the growth
constraints of the zoning or easements.

10,

In most instances, trespass violations would be handled by the
landowners with assistance from the Park County Sheriff's
Department. This is the same as the existing situation.

11,

Section lOa of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act directs that a
concept of nondegradation of water will be emphasized to the
maximum extent possible in all areas included in the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers systen. See response to Blackburn

~

There is no public access to the up:1er 0.5 mile of the river. One land
bGlding crosses the river iI:Jnediately below the bridce and e::tends down:::trecil
epproxi:ma.tely 450 feet. I have O'l-llled m;y place for over 1£ ~-ear::: and l:..-:ow of: no
~ to get on the 0.5 mile of river w:i.thm:t trespa:i:::inc.
P.ecrentional 11ossib:'..lities
Clll this section of the river for the ~ublic are therefor nil.
It is ~ossibl e to
get on the river belov the 0.5 m:i.le section b:: ta.J:ing the trail froo ilwy. /k.96
along the north side of Crandall Creek or by tald.n& Trail 628 north of the ::irivute

luld..

S~arhawks'

letter, page E-47.

.3. Historical value is not associated with this section.

4. .ls to scenic value the 0.5 mile is pleasant, possibly :10.storal bt;t certainly
You do say in the statement that the study area is yi.rtually )ristine
except for this 0.5 mile.

not vild.

5. There is no showing in the sta.tenent that the 0.5 mile is neces:m.r;:r to
"Maximize diversity of resources and uses, with emphasis on dis)ersed

rec~eation."

6. The inclusion (or a:cclusion) of this 0.5 mile of lo.n.d will have no ci'i'ect
an water quality.

7. The granting of scenic easements will co."1pound trespnss ::iroblems even
'-:1 though you say that public access will not be a pc..:·t o.f the ea:::ement. The
~

aimple knowledge that a scenic easenent has been bl'anted W:..11 be an L'lvi to.tion
to the public to L"lvade and com~1ot:nd a kespass ::irob:'..en that is bad enough
under the present circi;mstances.
I am grateful to yo::. for the o:;_:ortn~ty to disc;.;ss the :.Jra:'t Environ.':lcntal
Statement and hope you find ny CO!Jlr.'.ents end s-.;.i:;gestions useful in your
final Enviro=ento.l Statement. I wo:tld be pleased i:' ~-o:: woJ.ld send a
copy of the Final Statement when it is uva.ilablc to my _:JeI'!ilrulent adexess
at 503 Van Bram er Drive, Billine s, Hontuna, 59102.

~~ely

'

See wording

("/

Uv~~ ~&

...""'

•

Russell Faus

letter, page E-30. Section lOd gives authority to the Secretary
of Agriculture to "utilize the general statutory authorities
relating to the National Forests in such manner as he deems
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act". Section
lOe gives the Federal agency managing the river the authority
to enter into cooperat i ve agreements with State, county, or
local government in planning or administration of the component.
These authorities and agreements could be used to control waterpol luting activities both along the designated section of the
Clarks Fork or upstream sections or tributaries.

~

==~
-·
~ - '::

.12, Agreed. See revised Table 5.

13.

Agreed.

14.

Agreed. An examination of the rationale for citing classification
of a longer segment as attaining criteria #1 to a higher degree
shows that a defensible rationale is lacking. Accordingly, see
revised Table 7 and Section VIII.D.l.

LICENSEO OUTFITTERS
AND GUIDES
MRS. GARNET CARY
CODY, WYOMING

s.,t.

J.O, 1979

Supervieer Hell, Sheehene ferest.
Henereble Seneter Melcal.11 Wal.19)11
Heneraale Repreeenative Allan Simpeen

See corrections in Section VII.C.2.

111•~9 ta tbe Uaitnatian ef th• Clarkd•rk 9f the Y..U..-1an•
River ea a -Willi River• un•ex 111repeaall five al teznati-. etu- is fillla..
The lentl lleecrillell rlarta at. the present; t.larkaferk lt:ri.11!19' an4 iJ\clu._ the
)llrivata !anti belaw that. lttillp. Ia the lteekl.e't !Jultliahell IDy the Shellhena
fereet. the •acri)lltia111 en pep 25, Alteznetiva three anll feur th• briqa
i.ruilcetetl ia ce.lletl the Craml•ll Creek Bri.S.- elMI as ewclit
net inclu4e
any private laml. There are actually t'9 Itri.Alf• in queetia• net • - ••
pulltliehell in tha .tu.,.
In Altem**illlea t.. anll three, privet. lentl ta lite cenfieca~ UAtler the lnn
plan will iAvelva .._ fifty cu.in er lanll ewaem. s.- twenty ether l•ntf
in the area• ehalll.11
ef the • t i - •f the ferest eervic• aa
iA~atell llty the 1Jr11J118BILlll purcha- ef privet. lanll in the Sunl.i9ht. area•
an41 J119l.ici• ef lantl purchase in the JackH111, ~·· area.
Tha •wlapeent e~ the V'ilAl River prepes . . iJl!an-nta. In Alternativea
three enll feur, P•I• 22, • aap ia ahllwn with access Jeep reallsanll parkint
ereaa. The ue• •f the eciatin9 Jeep reatl in the area with •re perkint
ere- •e11 Nt c.nfa:m ta the i.9ea ef keepinf the area •• a primitive perk fer
bj_kera anll inaccessilola ta 1111111t. ef the pultlic.
111> • pulitli.e -•tint en June 29, 1979, Supervieer Hell statetl the ,.~t pelicy
ef' the fe:reet service ta lea- trail• an tha ferast in a na>tural atate
withaut altering the witlth er natwral. appearance ef th• trail. Then in tile
Vil.II River Stucly in the aapa an page 22, iapreWlll trail• anti 111•rkin1 area•
eze intlicetall te be lltuilt adjoini.Dt state reall 287. Again there. e e - ta lite
cenfl.ictint viawpdnta.
It ia. •Y cantentiwn that Alte;rnativa. ane, leaving the river lleaigna....- a• a
acenia ri~ ill the beet en• fer the welfare ef th• area an1I tba: gae~ ef the
at.eta ef ~-int• It leawea tha alreelly i.r:lecceeeillle cai:iyen area ta the care
ef . . ther nature.

Tti. lfl'U9licity

15.

Agreed.

See revised Table 7 and Section VII . D. 2.

16.

Agreed.

See revised Table 7 and VII.D.

17.

By recognizing topographic features, artifacts, structures or
anything else of noted historical value and managing so as not to
fmpair the historical remains, this could be accomplished by restricting motorized or even foot travel in sensitive areas,
removing nonharmonious improvements which conflict historical
remains, locating public use areas (such as trails or overlooks)
so as not to physically impair historical remains. See comments
to letter to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, page
E-51.

L._

•ea

2-i_
l'TI
I

-""'

0

1._

•-a:rs

•-:rs

Sincerely,
Mn. 6arnett L. Ca:ry
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ms.

(11\fIDJ CARY

Examination of written statement and testimony by U.S. Representative Teno Roncalio in hearings before the Subcommittee on National
Parks and Recreation, U.S. House of Representatives, Hearing
Record, October 29 and 30, 1973, on H.R. 8501 indicate that the
upstream terminus of the segment of river Congress designated to
be studied is the Crandall Bridge (locally referred to as the
Clarks Fork Bridge) where Wyoming Highway 296 crosses the Clarks
Fork River. The Forest Service has understood the upper end of
the study area to be the Crandall Bridge (across the Clarks Fork
River) since Representative Roncalio's te~timony in 1973 and
passage of Public Law 93-621 in 1975 which authorized the Clarks
Fork Wild and Scenic River Study.
No private lands would be confiscated in any alternative. In the
preferred alternative in this Final Environmental Statement, only
the "Wright Place" below Reef Creek would be affected by scenic
easements. The 0.5 mile section of private land just below the
Crandall Bridge, which includes your property, was found to be
ineligible for Wild and Scenic River designation in an eligibility
re-evaluation prompted by public input to the Draft Environmental
Statement. See Sections III.A. and B.

m

.;,. 3,

The present policy of the Forest Service is to leave trdils in
as natural state as possible with only minimal alterations for
eros'iOn control, safety, and esthetics. This policy certainly
does not preclude construction of new trails, as are proposed in
each of the alternatives, but sets guidelines for width, grade,
and alignment of new trails.

P•
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Box 191.6

"TOiiing• 82Jail

Augut

25, 1979

u. s. l"orest Serrice
Shoehon• National Foreat
Cody, WJ'olling

Gentl-.n:

82414

Re: Clark 1e l"ork W ck S RiTere St.114?, :stc.

With ref'ermce to the al:loT• auject UMI t.he letter reca.T. .
froa Charlu Wright tor t.he 81lpeni8or, Randall Hall, I 1d.ah to co n neol'd
u Tery etrenuou~ oajecti.Dg to t.he Foreet. Sel"fice acquiriJtc oont.rol of private land in the Crandall u-ea. Thie can be nothing wt cllltriamtal h'm -.r
etandpoint.
I haTB made a careful •tudy of' the h'ri.rollMntal Sta~ 1*l.ela
;rour of'f'ice uiled to me and - cominced taat. th1e 1e jut aot.Ur' iDRaDle or
goTerrmental interf'erence into an area where they- D&Te no auiMa• -.~.. in f'act, i t could nen ae conaillered pruu11ptiou and weddlUOM DJ' uqr.
During the al:mat 50 years that the hGMet.ead bu " - in IV t~,
1 han sold a f'n parcels of' land to ·f'riude tor cald.u. Th.,- laaTe built - .,.,.._
ding to rq apecif'icatiom - attractiTe loc eU1M at. eoneiMrUle ..,. . ., in
keepinc with the ehara<:ter ot the e.mironwnto I ~ vu a ftr.lA -"'1roraant.aliet long 'Def'ore there ner vas a Sierra Club or Friude of' t.he 1art1t
etc. etc. and nothing unattractiTe or cwrcial hu ner been .u ......
Sneral year• aco a public high~ eplit rq ~t.ead ltv.t. nent.•al.ly I vu able t.o turn a disadnntage into an adYant.age by euWi:ridbg into t.lae
f'ew cabin eitee MDtioned, 11 of' vbich .re along the Clark'• Fork Jli.Ter ltelew tbe
Clarie 1 e Fork Bridge (Jd.etU:enly called in the Statement the Craadall. Bl'i.. . .) • It
is thi• scant half'-111.le strip of' land with the cuim that tor e-. etraage l'U80ll
the Forut Sel"fice v:l.ebe11 to get control of', inclv.ding rq personal land Mjacat
on 'Which I have 5 log cabine.
I baTe di11cUS11ed thie tU:e-OTer 'Id.th t.Ae cabin ownere &IMI tla"7 are
all opposed to it and .re eendinc in lettere of' prot.ellt. or h&Te alHU,f 4lone so.
1._
ilong th1e strip of' land the Clarie'• Fork RiTer 18 a quiet.J, tlo1dac
placid et~ with low banlm; no rocky clitf'a, no fall.a, .ao1lh1ng upecialJ,•.U..
or ecenic for about on•-half' Iii.le eut. There, at that poilat. and on clowl to U..
can;yon it could lte called v:l.ld and •oanie and nen apect.cul.ar in • - pU.C.e, IJ'G
tbi• aree 1e U1\V' 111.lu f'roa ov.r cabine.)lo-one that I haTe tallced to bu a_, Hj-..
tion to ita being d..ignllt.ed a "wild and acenic" river vbich it trul,y 18.
2.,_
The Forut Sel"fice hM llUOh land to .-:1.niater in tbe area, •8"11'1al
cuip grounds, etc. Why do they- wish to get cont.rol or priT&te land? 0.. mplo.r•
aentioned: eo no-one would erect a "coll.dominiua" or &IU'thing u terri'Dle (\M
illplication i• 111.ne). W1l7' not? An attractiTe, rw1tic nl.1-aanaged and .Udwl_.
aultiple-ue dvell.ing in the area, not neceeeariJ¥ on the bllnk of t.he u..-, WDUld
be able to handle the overnow of' people f'roa Yellowetone Parle, 23 Id.lee ~ tbe
North. The Forest Sel"fice public cup grounds on the banke of the Clark'• Fork _.
nothing to brag about - with their open f'iree, litter and garbage C&D9 ud etink1ng
outhouses. I understand that llOZ'8 cup grounc:la are plamaed tor the u-ea. Are tJaeee
better than aultiple-uae dalellinga? Not to u.
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It is not my intention at present to build any- buildiDga of &IV'
sort or to subdivide any more land - but i f I should decide to, I consider i t
11f1 inalienable, constitutional right to do so.
We do have a Planning & Zonin g Board co11pOsed of local, concerned
citizenB (none, incidentally who live aI\Ywhere near the area in queation)but who
would probably not allow aey garish or ugly buildings to be built in or on the
Clarie's /Fork River. I would hope they llOuld also wish to maintain aome aort of
balance between any development of natural resources in this area (which your
Statement casually refers to as "min:illlal"). How do you know, since no exploration has ever been done - on my homestead at leaat7 Or has some valua.Dle discovery been made without my knowledge and possibly this is another reason the
Forest Service wants control of the land?
I am quite sure that after almost SO years, I know my own land
better than anyone else - eYery inch of it - and, in fact, there are minerals
and some oil. The amounts, however, may be debatable.
Notwithstanding the foregoing paragraph, obviously the Forest
Service 111 well aware that any controls such as they so assiduously seek llOuld
3,_ substantially reduce the market value of all the property in question and be
considered encumbrances.
,
Very truly yours,

'.\.~

Cl

~,uu. 1"\ c
(Mra. J. S. Higgins)/
.,/

rn
I
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RESPONSE TO MRS.

,1.

S. HIGGINS

l,

As a result of yours' and several other responses on this subject,
we have reviewed the eligibility of the upper 0.5 mile and
determined that this section, which includes your property, does
not meet the eligibility criteria and therefore, is not eligible
for designation as a Wild and Scenic River. See Sections III A
and B. The preferred alternative in this Final Environmental
Statement recornnends Wild River classification downstream and
below your property. No scenic easement will be sought on your
property.

2,

The purpose of development constraints in Alternatives 2-5 are
simply to insure a continuation of present private land use and
to avoid cornnercial encroactvnents and visually unconforming
uses. See page 23.

3,

If scenic easements are purchased by the Federal government, the
development potential of the land in question would be appraised
by an independent appraiser, agreeable to both parties. The
landowner would be paid for the development rights specifically
foregone in the scenic easements.

Page 2
Under All lies the Land

Howard E. Sparhawk, M.A.I.

However, a water-influenced activity can refer to anything
remotely relating to water: such as looking at it or
walking by it. Many people will comment on the "viewing
scenery" of the Hudson River from the heights of the Steven's
Institute of Technology; yet, the Hudson River hardly would
be included in the Wild and Scenic River program.

U.23 Nartll ~th Street
. . . . . lilontana 59101

September 13, 1979

Further, the Historical Value criterion is vague. This
criterion is built around the concepts of "regional or
national interest" or "regional or national significance" (p 12).
Unfortunately, the current boom in local museums, in ethnic
heritage studies and in discovering our "roots" amply testifies
to the fact that almost everything will have or could have
regional interest to somebody.

Randall R. Hall
Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
West Yellowstone Highway
P. O. Box 961
Cody, Wyoming 82414

3. That contrary to the study (Refer p 13, table 2), the
Clarks Fork River meets only one of the main evaluation
criteria and only 3 of the additional criteria.

Dear Mr. Hall:
We are writing in regard to the "Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone
River Wild and Scenic River Study Draft Environmental
Statement" (hereafter the Draft Study) • We have read the study
and make the following conunents:
In consonance with our letter of December 5, 1978, we feel
that the Clarks Fork River should not be included within the
Wild and Scenic River program. For reference we have
attached a copy of our previous letter.
In light of the Draft
Study, we make the following observations:

,.,.,

.,..
I

w

In relation with the Eligibility Determination and Classification(pp 12-17) ,* our analysis indicates
1. That the subjectivity of the eligibility criteria
has not been adequately removed. The Draft Study admits
that the "evaluation can be highly subjective" (p 12) and so
the criteria were submitted to a public workshop for review.
However, the maximum attendance at the workshops was 31 people
The low public input can scarcely be considered to be
an objective sampling of public opinion, an adequate
representation of the population of Northern Wyoming and
Southern Montana or a rational evaluation of the evaluation
criteria. As a result, the criteria remain subjective.

1_ (p 41).

2.i.

2. That the specification of Criterion #2 (Recreational
Value) and Criterion #5 (Historic Value) are vague. The
definitions are too general to provide a clear, adequate
understanding in order to differentiate acceptance from
rejection. The Recreation Value criterion is based upon the
concept of a "water-influenced recreation opportunity" (p 12).

*

Unless otherwise specified, all page numbers are references
to the Draft Study publication.

3
"'-L

a. The Clarks Fork River does not meet the Recreational Value criterion. As the Draft Study indicates, the
River does not meet the criterion of traditional water
recreation-use.
However, the Draft Study then goes on to argue that water
recreation also means "viewing scenery" and enjoying environments (p 13). However, this recreational activity, in point of
fact, belongs under the Scenic Value criterion by the very
definitions used by the study itself:
for the Draft Study
defines Scenic Value as: "The area contains a high variety of
landforms, vegetative patterns, and waterforms, which possess
unusual or distinctive characteristics not common to the
general area." Thus, the supposed Recreational Value does
not exist in fact; it is only an aspect of the Scenic Value
which has been misplaced into the wrong category.
We have already seen why this mistake occurred:
the definition
of Recreation Value was too vague to serve as a reliable means for
deciding what does and what does not belong to this category.
b. The Clarks Fork River does not meet the Historic
It is difficult to conclude that one minor
episode of the Chief Joseph chase has "outstandingly remarkable"
(p 16) nationwide interest, especially since Chief Joseph
effectively eluded the cavalry for most of the 1,300 mile
chase.
It is something of a semantic stretch to conclude
that one often repeated evasion is outstandingly remarkable
for all of the United States.

!Li_ value criterion.

This is not to downplay the historical significance of Chief
Joseph and his attempted flight to Canada.
However, Chief
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Joseph's flight is nationally preserved in memory at the more
important Big Hole Battle and Little Bear Paw monuments.
More specifically in terms of the Clark's Fork Canyon, as the
Draft Study indicates the exact escape route is unknown.
It
hardly seems fitting for an "outstanct1ngly remarkable
nationally significant event" to occur in an unknown place.
This locational ambiguity would make placing a market or
monument very difficult.

2i.

c. The Clarks Fork River does not meet the
"Meaningful experience opportunity" (p 16) criterion as
defined in the Draft Study itself. While the draft report
argues that the Clarks Fork River meets the meaningful
experience criterion, this is clearly inappropriate for the
River does not provide a "meaningful experience for boaters"
which is the only definition given for this criterion (p 12).
Further, in another passage, the Draft Report (p 13) itself
indicates that boating is limited on the River. Thus, the
River does not provide a meaningful boating value and the
meaningful experience opportunity criterion is not met.

,...,

The Draft Report makes this mistake because it inappropriately
construes the meaningful experience opportunity to mean
scenery, recreation, and history. The following aspects are
wrong with this approach:

As we indicated in our earlier letter and as the Draft Study
indicates, a central concern is overuse of the Canyon. The
Canyon area is small; the potential damage to the environment
is great.
The Draft Study itself indicates that the short-term adverse
environmental effects under Alternative One (i.e., No
designation) are the most limited (p 34). Under all of the
other alternatives the environmental impact will be greater.
In its discussion of this finding (p 35), the Draft Report
does not call enough attention to its Table 4, p 28: "Changes
in Recreation Use in 1990." According to this table, the
continuation of the current policy (i.e., the Draft Study's
Alternative One) would result in an increase of Study Area's
visitation by 70.9%.
However, Alternatives 2 through 5
would increase visitation by 133% to 279% depending upon
the Alternative.
Clearly, then, Alternative One provides the best protection
to the environment.
The publicity resulting from the Canyon
6
~in
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would increase Canyon use
and threaten damage to the environment.

1. As indicated above, these are not the criteria
used in the Draft Study's own definitions.

The long-term protection of the Canyon and River would be
equally provided for by both inclusion or the status quo.
Currently, the water quality is protected because Wyoming has
designated the Clarks Fork River as a Class I river. Adequate
management of the River is assured because the bulk of the
River is already under U. s. Government supervision as part
of the Shoshone National Forest or Bureau of Land Management.

2. All of these criteria are redundant with
previously used criteria. Thus, the effect is a little like
counting the same object twice.

The Secretary of the Department of Agriculture has responsibility and authority to preserve and protect the River and
its environment.

3. The recreation criterion is redundant with
the scenery criterion. This redundancy becomes clear when we
turn to the paragraph discussing the recreational value of
the River (p 13). We learn here that the River offers few
opportunities for traditional water activities.
Instead, the
River offers the presumably "new water recreation" of looking
at it.

In the very long run, it is possible that water storage or
hydroelectric projects may alter the Canyon environment.
Such projects, however, have an equal probability of occurring
no matter what alternative is chosen.

I

.,,.
~
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Such an attribute, however, is not water recreation but
scenery. But viewing scenery is a scenic value and since we
already have a category for scenery, we cannot construe
recreation as equaling scenery. Thus, again, we discover
that the River does not meet the recreational criterion as
. . t up by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

by the River.

4. The historical value criterion is not met
See out early comments on this point.

If the status quo is maintained, no project would be initiated
without an environmental analysis process (p 35). On the other
hand, the Wild River designation does not give protection
because, as the Draft Study clearly points out, "Congress
has the authority to change or rescind Wild and Scenic
designation if the need occurs" (p 36). Hopefully, no major
development project would ever be undertaken in the Canyon
unless there is a clear need. And, in such a case, the Wild
and Scenic designation offers no sure protection.
As a result of our analysis, we see that the inclusion of the
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Canyon in the Act offers no clear long-term advantage and is
redundant given the current situation. Alternative One
(the status quo) is preferable.
The Draft Study's own tabular analysis supports this conclusion,
F (p 37)," "Evaluation of Alternatives, "tabulates the
'-Ladvantages of the various Alternatives.
If the evaluation
marks are weighed the following way,**

7 Table

++
+
0

we discover that Alternative One is the most efficient
Alternative:

rrl
I

1:
2:

3:
4:
5:

alternatives should be evaluated by criteria clearly related
to the Act itself. It would make sense to form this link
through the eligibility criteria for these criterias were
related to the Act (p 12). However, this linkage was not
formed.
So the Draft Study Alternatives were evaluated by
criteria not related to the Act, thus rendering their
consideration void in terms of the Act.
2. The ambiguity concerning the referent of the
evaluation criteria can be pointed out in another way. Assume
that the evaluation criteria relate to the intention of the
Act, as do the eligibility criteria.

3 points
2 points
1 point
0 points

Alternative
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative

.....9. 6

13
9
9
11
11

points
points
points
points
points

Thus, the Draft Study itself indicates the inclusion of the
Clarks Fork River in the Wild and Scenic River Act is not the
most efficient way to meet the intent of the Act. While the
Draft Study does rank the evaluation criteria, there is no
methodological discussion as to the basis of the ranking.

-!'>
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We are concerned about the derivation of the criteria used
for evaluating the alternative proposals (p 18). No clear
8.._methodology is given for their derivation. Thus, it is
possible that the criteria do not represent a balanced point
of view but are slanted toward the Wild and Scenic River Act.
Further, there is no clear methodological relation between the
evaluation criteria (p 18) and the eligibility criteria (p 12).
This disjunction creates some problems:

1. Only the eligibility criteria are directly
related to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Since this Act
is the raison d'e'tre of the Draft Study, the proposed
** In order to point out the ambiguity of the criteria for
evaluation as established by the Forest Service we have
applied these evaluation marks.
We feel the origins of the criteria are unclearly defined,
the priority of ranking beir1g random and not supported
and that they represent a departure from the eligibility
criteria as established by the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act (Public Law 90-542).

According to the eligibility criteria !!. analyzed in the
Draft Study only, the Clarks Fork River is eligible for
inclusion in the Act. However, as we have seen above,
according to the evaluation criteria Alternative One
(i.e., the status quo) on the average serves the interest
of the Act better than inclusion. This is a simple contradiction and indicates a methodological flaw.
In the discussion of the reason for nonselection (p 40) of
Alternative 1, the draft states,"the alternative can provide
only short-term protection to the 'outstandingly remarkable'
values and free-flowing characteristics of the river."
As previously discussed, we feel that the water quality is
protected because Wyoming has designated the Clarks Fork
River as a Class I river.
Furthermore, since the study area is almost entirely under the
supervision and control of the U.S. Forest Service, it appears
9.i_redundant that they would be incapable of providing a longterm policy of preserving the "outstandingly remarkable"
values of the river.
Another reason for nonselection of Alternative 1 stated by
the Draft Study is "the alternative cannot greatly enhance
recreation diversity because the costs of new roads and
trails would be relatively low in priority forest-wide
without classification of the river." (p 40)
We do not feel that the purpose of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act is to provide funding for recreational developments for
the U.S. Forest Service.
The Wild and Scenic River Act (as quoted on p 12) states that
"it is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States
that certain selected rivers of the Nation which, with their
immediate environment, possess outstandingly remarkable ••••
values".
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The Act states it must "posses" certain values and that
these existing values "shall be preserved." It appears
that the intention is not to provide funding for recreational
development.
We feel that this indicates a methodological flaw and provides
no validity to the Study's reason for nonselection of
Alternative 1.
While our analysis indicates that the Draft Study points to
Alternative One, we do find that Alternative 3 and 5
are superior to Alternatives 2 and 4. We feel however, that
J.Q.._the B.L.M. (Bureau of Land Management) parcel located towards
the east end of the Lower Canyon (T...ot 8 (SW~SW~) Sec. 7,
TWP 56 N. Range 103 W.) lying between the U.S. Forest Service
Boundary and the private land must be included within the
Wild River Designation. This modification is required
due to:
(A)
Given the proximity of the B.L.M. land
to the study land and river, and its government ownership,
the B.L.M. parcel should be included in the Wild River
designation.

fT1
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(B)
The B.L.M. parcel is heavily used,
especially since the pavement of Wyoming Highway No. 292
abruptly ends there (on Lot #8). The parcel is littered
with the flotsam and jetsam of modern camping: broken glass,
empty cans. The vegetation is destroyed by unrestricted
vehicle use; the river is used for dumping wastes.
The Wild River designation will result in increased publicity
and, hence, an increased use of the area. Thus, it is
11 logical to include this B.L.M. parcel within the Wild River
.1.1..1..designation so that the parcel will have the benefit of
supervised use.
Both Alternatives 3 and 5 provide a Wild River Designation
having improvements with Alternative 5 recommending the
improvement of Forest Development Road No. 119 in the
Lower Canyon.
As stated in our letter of December 5, 1978, " The damage
potential of increased recreational use can be seen in the
present use pattern of the canyon.
Since the construction
of the paved highway into the canyon (1969), there has been a
significant increase in the use of the area. This increased
use, however, has been to the general detriment of the
environment. Trash and litter, indiscriminate campfires, and
the off-road use of motorcycles and fourwheel drive vehicles
has led to a decay of the natural environment".

Further study of the environmental impact of the specific
area designated for improvement is necessary.

12.,_

The Draft Environmental study does not analyze the impact
of the recommended improved Road No. 119 in the Lower
Canyon Area. Policy and programs for the protection and
preservation of the Lower Canyon Environment are not
discussed.
It is imperative that such an analysis of the impact on
the environmental quality be thoroughly studied prior to
final recommendations.
In summary, then, our analysis indicates that Alternative
One is the superior Alternative.
Our Analysis shows that:

(1)

The eligibility criteria are of a subjective nature.

(2)

The Clarks Fork River meets only one of the six
main criteria for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. Although the Clarks Fork River does
meet three of the four secondary criteria, these
criterias are also met under the status quo for
the River is designated Class I by the State of
Wyoming.

(3)

Inclusion of the Clarks Fork River in the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act threatens overuse of the Canyon
and damage to the environment. The inclusion will
result in from 133% to 279% increase in use by 1990.

(4)

The long-term protection of the River is equally
provided by inclusion and exclusion in the Act.

(5)

Based upon the Draft studies own evaluative
criteria, Alternative One is the most efficient
Alternative for meeting the intent of the Act.

(6)

The derivation of both the eligibility and the
evaluative criteria is not clear. This methodological
ambiguity casts doubt on the reliability of the
Draft Study's findings.

(7)

The reason for nonselection of Alternative l aa
given by the Draft Study (p 40) is a departure
from the purpose of the Act and is not related to
the eligibility criteria.

Therefore, we conclude that Alternative One is the most
efficient alternative.
Of the four remaining alternatives, we find Alternative 3 and 5
the best. However, these Alternatives must be modified to
include the B.L.M. parcel (Lot 8, SW~SW~, Sec. 7 TWP 56 N.,
Range 103 W.) in the Wild River designation and a study of the
environmental impact along with a definite program of superviaion be prepared for those areas where recreational
development is considered.

RESPONSE TO SPARHAWKS

1.

Fonnulation of the eligibility criteria is an effort to reduce the
inherent subjectivity in defining what constitutes "outstandingly
remarkable" values in evaluating the candidacy of a specific river
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. These
criteria can never be finite as different people will have different
perceptions as to what "outstandingly remarkable" means. The evaluation criteria on page 12 represent the concensus of opinion of
eleven employees of the Shoshone National Forest, fifteen people
who attended an eligibility workshop on July 10, 1978 in Powell,
Wyoming, and review by Forest Service people in the Regional Office
in Denver and the Washington Office. In addition, copies of the
study plan which included evaluation criteria, were sent out to
about fifty individuals, organizations, or agencies, requesting
review of the evaluation criteria. The evaluation criteria were
published in the Cody and Powell newspapers for public review prior
to the July 10th workshop.

2.

Eligibility criteria for "outstandingly remarkable" recreation value
is based on a very broad definition of "water-influenced" recreation
opportunity, recognizing that nearly all of the canyon environment
is "water-influenced" and that the waterfonns within the study area
are some of the most notable features. The recreational criteria
simply says that the area must have potential to produce a lot of
at least one form of recreation or several kinds of high quality
recreation.

3,

In analyzing the recreation potential of the river, several forms
of recreation, including floating, swimming, fishing, hunting,
viewing scenery, nature study, enjoying unique or unusual environments, hiking, camping, picnicking, horse riding, and rock climbing
were rated for access, use area availability, potential use frequency, physical challenge, and diversity of experience. Each
activity was rated as to low, moderate, or high in quantity and/or
quality for each uf the categories. The analysis concluded that
the Clarks Fork River in the study area provides high potential
capacity for two water-influenced recreation opportunities: viewing
scenery and enjoying unique or unusual environments. The very high
visual qualities of the river afford excellent scenic viewing.
Throughout the study area, views of the canyon and surrounding
country consist of a large variety of natural features of high
scenic quality that are unique for a large portion of the AbsarokaBeartooth area. In addition, the river affords tremendous potential
for enjoying unique or unusual environments occurring within the
study area including the sheer power, noise, and violence of many
of the river's rapids, cascades and waterfalls, tributary stream

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Study.
Your consideration and reply to our analysis will be appreciated.
Sincerely,

~~~
ft&~~
Steve J. Sparhawk

....,

Dr.-i~?~t~
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waterfalls, hydric microclimates, and extremely constricted and
narrow river and tributary canyon walls in some sections. In this
regard, viewing scenery and enjoying unique or unusual environments
were considered to be recreational activities.

4.

The Chief Joseph event gained considerable nationwide newspaper
publicity and has been the subject of several books, movies, and
television programs, and recently proposed formation of a Nez Perce
trail. The Clarks Fork Canyon event was a major episode in the
chase and was judged to be an event of nationwide interest.

9,

See response to Park County letter, page E-28.

10.

The BLM parcel would be located within the Wild River designation in Alternative 2. See response to Wyoming Game and Fish
Division letter, page E-11.

11, See response to Wyoming Game and Fish Department letter, page E-11.

12, Note that the proposed improvements to Road 119 are not included
in the Final Preferred Alternative.

,,.,
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5.

The meaningful experience opportunity should not be limited to
boating as incorrectly defined on A.8 of the DES. Guidelines for
evaluating rivers for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic
River system, written by the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior
in 1970, merely say that "the river or river unit must be long
enough to provide a meaningful experience". The study team judged
that the river provides a variety of meaningful experiences as
desc~}bed in Section III.A.

6.

In the short run, recreational use will be greater in Alternatives
2-5 than in Alternative 1. Associated short-term probable adverse
environmental effects are discussed in Section VII.B. and not
considered to be significant. See response to Park County letters.

7.

The evaluation criteria were not considered to be of equal importance
as explained in Sections IV and VII.D. and therefore, were not
numerically weighed. Section VII.D., paragraph l states "the
ratings must not be added vertically because the evaluation criteria
are not equally important". The first group of evaluation criteria
(#1, #2, and #3) were considered to be the most important (Section
VII.O., paragraph 2) and were assigned highest priority in analyzing
go41 satisfaction.

8.

The evaluation criteria are derived from a number of laws, regulations,
policies that direct Forest Service management of public lands. The
criteria reflect the judgment of the study team, Shoshone National
Forest Supervisor and staff, Regional Forester and staff, and
Washington Office. No clear methodological relation exists between
the evaluation criteria and eligibility criteria because the eligibility criteria reflect the spirit and intent of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act only while the evaluation criteria reflect a much broader
range of legislation, regulations, policies, and professiona·
judgment.
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The following persons or agency sent letters not favoring or opposing
Wild and Scenic River designation, but provided input or substantive
information:

WVOMONG

CiJf11omin? f/Jlal~ ~.,/,,.,at q/Jejia.l,.• .J

Advisory Council on Historic Prevention
Washington, D.C.

CHEYENNE, WYOMING

P. 0. BOX 1708

Wyoming State Highway Department
Cheyenne, Wyoming

May 15, 1978
I

CLARKS FORK ROAD
RS-1507 (FLH-18)
Park County

Soil Conservation Service, USDA
Washington, D.C.
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C.
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C.
Department of Army
Washington, D.C
Dept. of Housing & Urban Development
Washington, D.C.
l"T1

Department of Transportation
Denver, Colorado

I

"""

ID

Nancy Li ssawa i
Pasadena, California
Craiq Willcox
Powell, Wyoming

Wt

Mr. Randall R. Hall
Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
Cody, Wyoming 82414
Dear Mr. Hall:
This is in response to your question relative to the Wyoming Highway Department's plans for development in the area of the Clarks Fork River.
As you know, the Department selected the route over Dead Indian Hill connecting with Wyoming 120 approximately 16 miles north of Cody. This will be
the final route corridor. There are no plans for this or any other road to
follow the canyon corridor toward Clark.
Included for your information is a map showing segments projected for construction, though the dates depend on availability of funding. The project
is completed for 16.8 miles. 7.6 new miles are to be contracted for construction with temporary surfacing this SllllllE!r and another 4.5 projected for
contracting in FY 79/80. Again, this may fluctuate with availability of
funds. A copy of our programming on these segments is also attached.
I hope this information is of service to you. Please do not hesitate to
contact me or my staff if you require further cooperation in the Wild and
Scenic River analysis of this area.

g/truly

y&

ie~~~

GHB/OMS:gam
Attach.
cc: Pat Brown, District Engineer, Basin

Assistant Chief Engineer
Planning and Administration

THE STATE

Advisory
Council On
Historic
Preservation

..., OF WYOMING

CHEYENNE, WYOMING

82001

r.<

J

'-19111

Street NW.
Washington D.C.

1522 K
20005

August 28, 1978
I

Clarks Fork Road
RS-1507-(FLH-18)
Park County
Mr. Randall Hall, Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
Shoshone National Forest Headquarters
Cody, Wyoming 82414

The Planning Branch of the Highway Department has reviewed the tOHI e·1~~1na
tive designations for the Clarks Fork River under the Wild and Scenic River
Study you are presently conducting. We are forwarding these co1T111ents
because Mr. Sundby, who is working with you, has a c0111Tiitment for the date
of your upcoming workshop and cannot attend.
rT1
I
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None of the alternatives are objectionable to the Highway Department. We
feel that it is essentially up to those in the area of the study to determine
the final outcome, with the knowledge that their actions may or may not
preclude development, including highways. We do not in this case have any
plans of either a short or long term nature that will have any effort whatsoever on the Clarks Fork River. As you know, the closest development is the
construction being done on Wyoming 296 that will connect the Cooke City-Cody
corridor, over Dead Indian Hill, and it has been determined in discussion
with your staff that this presents no problems.
We would like to emphasize once again, because we understand the sensitivity
of the issue, that the new road is not going to go along the "canyon route"
to Clark. This should be stated emphatically in response to any questions
that should arise. I refer you to the May 15 letter from Mr. George Bell
which stated that position. The road will be constructed over Dead Indian
Hill and connect with Wyoming 120 approximately 16 miles north of Cody.
Your copy of the EIS on this project provides the precise location. If
this position is not clear to anyone in the area we will invite them to
discuss it with us.
I hope this information will be helpful in the completion of your study.
Please contact us if you have need for further cooperation.
Very truly yours,

_#~~
cc:

George A. Brown
Basin
FOW/OMS:gam

June 27, 1979

Mr. Randall R. Hall
Forest Supervisor
Forest Service
Shoshone National Forest
Cody, Wyoming
82414
Dear Mr. Hall:

Dear Mr. Ha 11 :

F. 0. Witters
State Planning Engineer

\
\

J.~.- ......

6Jfyome'n? fllale :Jti?k@ay <])ejtailmtnl
P. 0. BOX 1708

saus,1::~: :~: . . r:-· t r~r.m·

Thank you for your request of June 18, 1979, f~ents on
the draft environmental statement (DES) for Clarks Fork Wild
and Scenic River. Pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and the Council's
regulations, "Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties"
(36 CFR Part 800), we have determined that your DES mentions
properties of cultural and/or historical significance; however,
we need more information in order to evaluate the effects of the
undertaking on these resources. Please furnish additional data
indicating:
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. Sec. 470f, as amended, 90 Stat. 1320).
The environmental statement must demonstrate that either of the
following conditions exists:
1. No properties included in or that may be eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places are
located within the area of environmental impact, and the
undertaking will not affect any such property. In making
this determination, the Council requires:
--evidence that you have consulted the latest edition of the
National Register (Federal Register, February 6, 1979, and its
monthly supplements);
--evidence of an effort to ensure the identification of
properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register,
including evidence of contact with the State Historic
Preservation Officer, whose comments should be included in
the final environmental statement. The State Historic
Preservation Officer for Wyoming is Ms. Jan L. Wilson.

Page 2
Mr. Randall R. Hall

Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River
June 27, 1979

2.

Properties :1.ncluded in or that may be eligible for inclusion
:l.n the National Register of Historic Places are located within
the area of environmental ~mpact, and the undertaking will or
will not affect any such property. In cases where there will
be an effect, the final environmental statement should contain
evidence of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act through the Council's regulations, "Protection
of Historic and Cultural Properties".
Should you have any questions, please call Brit Allan Storey
at (303) 234-4946, an FTS number.

,..,
I

~

~

Ou:...,.,.
hief, Western Office
of Review and Compliance

RESPONSE TO LETTER TO ADVISORY COUNCIL
ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION LETTER

The Wyoming State Archaeologist and State Historic Preservation Officer
submitted a report entitled "The 1978 Archaeological Program on the
Shoshone National Forest" by George M. Zeimens, Associate State
Archaeologist, to the Shoshone Forest on November 24, 1978. Arrong the
six sites investigated was the lower Clarks Fork Canyon. The report
consisted of a literature search (Level I Study) which concluded that
no known sites were found to exist in the Lower Canyon but recommended
that a field survey be conducted before these lands receive any special
designation. On August 6, 1979, the Shoshone Forest received a
report by Michael Spitzer, Staff Archaeologist for Centuries Research,
Inc. of Montrose, Colorado entitled "Archaeological Clearance Survey
of a Proposed Seismograph Line in Shoshone National Forest, Wyoming".
The survey consisted of a cultural resource inventory of a proposed
seismograph line along Road 119 in the Lower Canyon for Shell Oil
Company. The survey reaffirmed a tepee ring site which was previously
recorded and found nineteen pieces of pottery at a previously unrecorded
site. Simple avoidance procedures were prescribed for both sites.
Both of these reports are available in the Shoshone National Forest
Supervisor's Office.
Four sites on the Shoshone National Forest are included in the National
Register of Historic Places (February 6, 1979, and monthly supplements)
including Union Pass, Dead Indian Archaeological Site, Wapiti Ranger
Station, and Buffalo Bill Historical Cabin. None of these are within
the Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic Study Area.
A survey report on historic and cultural resources of the study area,
done in conjunction with the eligibility analysis of the Clarks Fork
Wild and Scenic River Study (June, 1978), discusses several archaeological
sites along the Beartooth face outside the study area but only had
record of the tepee rings also pointed out by Spitzer. This report is
available in the Shoshone National Forest Supervisor's Office.
In order to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966 and other directives relating to archaeological sites, the
Shoshone Forest will conduct archaeological investigation in cooperation
with the State Archaeologist of all ground disturbance activities,
which will be primarily road, trail and overlook construction. If
archaeological sites are found, they will be protected through measures
such as relocating, modifying or not doing the construction or fencing
off the archaeological site.
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DATE:

August 10, 1979
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Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

september 6, 1979

A 9:

:-H{f-

ro: Charles R. Hartgraves, Director, Land Management Planning
Forest Service

This is in response to your memorandum of June 13, 1979, requesting our
review of the subject report and draft environmental statement.
The report and envirorvnental statement are silent regarding the existing
water rights for the private properties located within the reaches
proposed for designation. Also, there is no statement about the impact
of designation on either the water rights or the planned subdivision and
camper park. We believe that the wild and scenic river designation should
not foreclose existing agricultural water rights.

Honorable Bob Bergland
Secretary of Agriculture
Washington, D.c. 20250
Dear Mr. Secretary:
This is in reply to your June 12, 1979, letter requesting
conunents on the draft environmental statement for its
proposed designation of the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone
as a wild and scenic river. We have reviewed this draft
and our conunents are enclosed for your consideration.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.
Sincerely,
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DOE COMMENTS ON DRAFT REPORT FOR DESIGNATION
OF CLARKS FORK AS WILD AND SCENIC RIVER
1. Page 9 indicates that no economically feasible hydroelectric sites are likely in the study area. As support,
the Bukee study of the Clarks Fork Division of the Beartook
Project is cited as having a benefit/cost ratio of only 0.47
in the National Economic Development (NED) account. However,
page A-3 indicates that measuring benefits by more recent
costs of power from coal-fired plants might substantially
increase this ratio; page B-1 seems to indicate that if the
potential power generation were to be sold at going private
sector rates and pumped-storage provisions are included,
the ratio would somewhat exceed 1.03. Even though the
report states that this would still represent a marginal
potential for hydropower, some specific updating for current
(or future) real energy costs should be included in the
report to better define energy opportunities foregone by the
proposed designation.
In addition, page A-4 indicates
regional benefits that seem to exceed the NED values; the
text should more clearly discuss the overall ratio balance
including these regional factors (even though strict application of principles and standards would not include this
approach.)

,.,,
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2. Although Congress can reverse any designation, in the
event of need (see page 36 first paragraph), it is not clear
that significant advantages would be gained by designation
(above the protection achievable under existing management
options) to actions that might be needed from an energy
standpoint (particularly since the study area does not seem
in any imminent danger of additional stress). The report
might briefly examine any potential need for such energy
growth in this area.
It should be noted that page A-3
indicates that if the hydropower is not developed, a coalfired plant in eastern Montana or Wyoming would be built.
This may mean that there could be indirect costs or
benefits which have not yet been factored into evaluations
of hydroplant desirability (for instance environmental
costs of air pollution due to coal-fired generation at other
locations) •

2

3. Page 6 indicates that exploration for oil, gas, and
coal is active in the area, yet page 39 stated that no
known economic minerals exist in the area. Are these
consistent? If there are economic minerals in this area,
the report should show these on a map so that any
opportunities foregone are made clear.
4. Page 41 notes that the recommended Alternative 5 has
not been considered by the public but that regional inputs
will be documented later. Since the preferred alternative
includes some portions of Alternative 2, which was found
least preferred by local people, the final report should
be sure to fully include any negative public opinion.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C.

OCT

0'2 ·••

20426

'·~·7 ·'
:0• .J

In Reply Refer To:
OEPR-DRB
Cooperative Studies
Wild and Scenic Rivers
Yellowstone River

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief
Forest Service
United States Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 2417
Washington, D.C. 20013
Dear Mr. McGuire:
rrt
I

..,.c..n

This is in response to your letter of June 13, 1979, requesting comments
on your Department's wild and scenic river study and draft environmental
statement on the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River, pursuant to the
provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (P.L. 90-542).
The 1975 amendment (P.L. 93-621) to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
required the study of the 23-mile segment along the main stem of the
Clarks Fork River from Crandall Bridge downstream to the mouth of the
Clarks Fork Canyon one mile east of the Shoshone National Forest
boundary. According to the material furnished, this entire segment
and approximately 7,400 acres of associated lands are eligible for
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System under Wild
River classification. The report recommends including 22 miles of the
study area as a wild river in the system.
We have reviewed the materials furnished to determine the effects of
the proposal on the Commission's responsibilities. Such responsibilities
relate to the development of hydropower under the Federal Power Act, and
the construction and operation of natural gas pipelines under the Natural
Gas Act.

Mr. John R. McGuire
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Our review indicates that there are no natural gas pipelines within the
7,400-acre study area, and an examination of information as of August
1978, indicates no exploratory activity within the river study corridor.
However, a 4-mile long river segment at the eastern end of the study
area is located within the Bighorn structural basin. In July 1977, a
significant discovery of natural gas was made in the basin about 3 miles
from the proposed area. This discovery is expected to encourage further
oil and gas exploration in the Bighorn structural basin.
Our review indicates that there are no existing hydropower projects and
no FERC licenses or preliminary permits pending for nydropower developments within the river segment recommended for inclusion in the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. However, as indicated in your report,
there are three potential hydroelectric power sites, located on the
Clarks Fork River and one located on Sunlight Creek, a tributary to
Clarks Fork. These four sites, commonly referred as Beartooth Unit of
Clarks Fork, could collectively provide about 175,000 kilowatts or more
of electrical capacity and would be capable of generating 873 million
kilowatt-hours of energy annually. The Bureau of Reclamation evaluated
the Beartooth Unit project in 1956, and determined the benefit-cost ratio
to be 1.09 to 1.0. A 1975 economic update of the multipurpose project
showed the benefit-cost ratio to be 0.47 to 1.0.
We have performed a cursory economic update to determine the current
project economics. Our studies show that the project as conceived would
probably still not be economically feasible. However, the project's
capacity, as presented, may not be appropriate, given today's energy
situation. A more economically feasible project might result from installation of greater capacity with lower plant factors. For example,
our study indicates that, if approximately twice the electrical capacitt
were installed, more valuable, lower plant factor power, with characteristics resembling that from combined-cycle type plants, would be produced
with power values of about $65 per kilowatt per year and 29 mills per
kilowatt-hour. The total value of power produced would approach $50
million per year -- in the neighborhood of roughly approximated annual
costs. Because of the relative pric~ shift between the cost of fossil
fuels and the inflation rate in general, power benefits are expected to
increase faster than hydroelectric construction costs. Therefore, hydroelectric development at this site is expected to become more economically
feasible in the future.
Based on consideration of the report of your Department, the draft
environmental statement, and our review we conclude that the proposed
wild and scenic river designations of the study area, including 22
miles of the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River, would conflict with

Mr. John R. McGuire
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the possible future development of hydroelectric capacity. The possible
power benefits foregone should be carefully considered in deciding
whether or not to include this reach of the river in the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System.
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Sincerely,

?I-~¥.~:..,

~

Honorable Bob Bergland
Secretary of Agriculture
Washington, D.C. 20250

William W. Lindsay, Dire~tor
Office of Electric Power Regulation
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Dear Mr. Secretary:
This is in response to your recent request for comments of the
Department of the Army on your proposed report and draft environmental
impact statement for the wild and scenic river study of the Clarks Fork
of the Yellowstone River in Wyoming.

ITI
I

<.Tl
<.Tl

The preferred alternative would classify the 22 mile segment of the
Clarks Fork River in Park County, Wyoming, between Crandall Bridge and
the mouth of the Clarks Fork canyon, as a Wild River. Presumably, this
segment will be recommended in your final report for inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
There are no projects or anticipated water resource developments
of the Department of the Army which would be affected by wild river
classification of this segment of Clarks Fork River nor by its inclusion
in the System. The Department of the Army, acting through the u. S. Army
Corps of Engineers, exercises regulatory jurisdiction over Clarks Fork
River under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344). Designation
and inclusion of this river segment should not impact upon our regulatory
responsibilities.
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on your proposed report and
draft environmental statement.
Sincerely,

a.M~

Michael Blumenfeld
Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works)
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·Forest Supervisor
Shoshone National Forest
USDA, Forest Service
P.O. Box 961
Cody, Wyoming 82414
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Dear Sir:
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft enii~~·····- impact statement for Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone, Wfld ana
BH
SHO
Scenic River Study.
: P/C Due: ···---To.-~P,!:1 Dl)E: .

rri
I
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We have no objection to any of the alternatives proposed for
classification. We would object to any proposal which would
interfere with the continued reconstruction of Wyoming Route 296
through the Clarks Fork Valley, Sunlight Basin, and over Dead
Indian Hill. As stated in the DEIS, highway construction down
through the canyon to connect with Wyoming Route 292 has been
ruled out.

Sincerely yours,

~au~

v!r"' Daniel
Watt
Regional Federal Highway Administrator
cc:
EPA, Washington D.C. (5)
EPA, Denver, Colorado (5)
OST, Denver, Colorado
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