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The upper 83 miles of the Cache la Poudre River of Colorado were conpre­
hensively analyzed for possible inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. Five alternatives were examined according to the National 
Environmental Policy Act process; Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 
(P.L. 90542); the USDI, USDA Guidelines ... ; and Water Resources Council, 
Principles and Standards ... Accordingly, alternative B recommending 39 
miles for inclusion in the system was selected as the preferred alternative. 
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SUMMARY 

This report and environmental impact statement is in response to the 
1975 Amendment to the 1968 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which required 
study of the Cache la Poudre River for possible inclusion into the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The river is located in the 
Roosevelt National Forest in northern Colorado (see map 2, page S-2). 

The study has concluded that 39 miles of the Cache la Poudre River 
should be added to the System. The preferred alternative is alternative 
B, which recommends the designation of 9 miles of recreational river 
area (segment 7), and 30 miles of wild river area (segments 5, 6, and 
8), as shown on map 2, page S-2. The following clarifying statements 
apply to the preferred alternative: 

A. The pending Colorado State University/Forest Service land exchange 
on the South Fork of the Cache la Poudre should be consummated. 
This action will have no effect on the values of the South Fork and 
protection afforded to the values will be provided by the State of 
Colorado. 

B. The segment of the South Fork in section 36, Township 7 North, 
Range 73 West, consisting of approximately 1.3 niles of river and 
sufficient land to allow for construction of the Rockwell Reservoir, 
is excluded from the recommended designation. 

C. The portion of the river paralleled by Colorado Highway 14 (segments 
1, 2, 3, and 4) qualifies for inclusion in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, but no decision to designate should be made 
until additional information is available upon which to evaluate 
the trade-offs of designation or water resource development. Until 
a decision is reached, the "study status" protections should be 
extended. 

Chapter I - Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to respond to the Congress with an environ­
mental analysis, study, and evaluation of the Poudre River. The report 
considers the suitability of the river as an addition to the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, evaluates the existing and potential uses 
of the river, and recommends future management of the river. Activities 
necessary to compl,~te the study and report were accomplished in accordance 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and appropriate guidelines. 

The United States Department of Agriculture, represented by the Forest 
Service, has responsibility for the river study. The State of Colorado, 
represented by the Water Conservation Board, is a full partner in the 
study. Interdisciplinary representatives of these and other Federal/State 
agencies composed the study team. 

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Study Report was released 
April 8, 1980. The final document conforms to the format used in the 
draft to provide continuity for the reader. 
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Segment Descriptions 

The study corridor is defined as an 83-mile-long by one-half-mile-wide 
corridor, occupying approximately 26,560 acres (see map 2, page S-2). 
The Poudre was divided into eight study segments, reflecting patterns of 
landownership, use, management, and level of development. 

Segment 1 (approximately 6 miles; 1,920 acres) - This segment extends 
along the main stem from the eastern Forest boundary to the west side of 
the village of Poudre Park. The segment contains approximately 80 
percent private lands. The remaining 20 percent is National Forest. 
Developments in the segment include the Fort Collins i~ater Treatment 
Plant, a low dam and diversion tunnel, ~nd numerous private residences. 
Summer cabins under permit on National Forest lands reduce the visible 
contrast between Federal and private lands. 

Segment 2 (approximately 12 miles; 3,840 acres) - Main stem from Poudre 
Park to South Fork confluence. Landownership in this segment is predomi­
nantly National Forest with only one block of private property. There 
are scattered recreation developments such as cabins authorized by 
special use permits. 

Segment 3 (approximately 9 miles; 2,880 acres) - Main stem from South 
Fork confluence to Indian Meadows. This segment is s irni 1 ar to segment 
2, and is separated at the confluence with the South Fork. There is 
only one hlock of non-Federal land. This is owned by the City of Fort 
Collins. There are cabins located on National Forest lands authorized 
by special use permits. 

Segment 4 (approximately 17 miles; 5,440 acres) - Main stem from Indian 
Meadows to confluence of Joe Wright Creek. The primary characteristic 
of this segment is the over 70 percent of private lands, with both 
private and commercial real estate development. There are a few public 
recreation facilities. 

Segment 5 (approximately 18 miles; 5,760 acres) - Main stem from Joe 
Wright Creek to source at Poudre Lake. This segment is unique because 
there is only traiil access. There are no private lands and no commercial 
developments. The upper portion is in Rocky Mountain National Park. 

Segment 6 (approximately 8 miles; 2,560 acres) - South Fork from main 
stem confluence to Little Beaver Creek. This segment contains 10 percent 
private lands. The segment is almost totally within the Cache la Poudre 
Wilderness Area. There is no commercial development; public access is 
limited by extremely rugged terrain. 

Segment 7 (approximately 9 miles; 2,880 acres) - South Fork from Little 
Beaver Creek to the Comanche Wilderness boundary. Most of this segment 
is closely parall:eled by National Forest roads. Less than 50 percent of 
the landownership is private. Most of the structures along the river 
are summer homes and cahins on private land with the exception of Colorado 
State University 11 s Pingree Park campus (a land exchange between the 
university and Forest Service is currently being negotiated and is 
discussed in Chapter III). Public recreation facilities are limited. 
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Segment 8 (approximately 4 miles; 1,280 acres) - South Fork from the 
Comanche Wilderness boundary to the source near Icefield Pass and Flint 
Pass in Rocky Mountain National Park. This segment lies totally within 
Wilderness and National Park, without development of any kind. 

Issues and Concerns 

There are five major factors which influenced study of the river. The 
factors are: 

A. The river is near one of the Nation's fastest growing urban areas. 

B. The river is bordered for much of its length by Colorado Highway 
14, an all-weather access into North Park. 

C. Much of the river corridor has a sizeable resident population. 

D. The river presents the opportunity for significant water and hydro­
power development. 

E. The river is the only regional candidate for designation along the 
Front Range of the Rocky Mountains. 

The identified issues and concerns are summarized into two main groups: 

A. Problems associated with increased recreation use in the study 
area. 

B. Water and hydropower development opportunities in conflict with 
designation. 

Chapter II - The Affected Environment 

The climate, geology, minerals, soils, scenic quality, water quality, 
water use, fish, and wildlife of the study area were found to be generally 
representative of the area of Colorado known as the Front Range. Social 
and economic factors such as the archeology, history, land use, transpor­
tation, and population were examined. Designation would meet the intent 
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to preserve and protect the environment 
and natural resources for the benefit and enjoyment of present and 
future generations. Designation would reduce the maximization of water 
development opportunities and any major enlargement of Colorado Highway 
14. Privately owned lands within the study's planning area could be 
minimally affected by designation. The CoManche and Cache la Poudre 
Wilderness areas and Rocky Mountain National Park occupy portions of the 
study corridor, but designation would be an enhancement to current 
management patterns. Additional information pertinent to the human 
environment is a part of the Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forest Plan, 
and is hereby incorporated by reference. 

S-4 



Chapter III - Planning Criteria 

Three separate sets of criteria were employed in the study process. 
Eligibility criteria were used to determine whether or not the river was 
suitable for designation. Then, classification criteria were used to 
identify the level of classification for which each segment was capable. 
Finally, evaluation criteria were used to analyze the alternatives 
considered before selecting a preferred alternative. 

Eligibility Criteria 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Guidelines for Evaluating Wild and 
Scenic Rivers fonn the basis for eligibility criteria. The Poudre River 
was rated as meeting 6 of 10 criteria and judged to be eligible for 
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The Poudre was 
detennined to be a free-flowing river with high scenic value and high 
quality of water of sufficient volume to provide an enjoyable and diverse 
recreational experience as a System river. 

Classification Criteria 

After the river was found to be eligible, classification criteria were 
used to determine the potential levels of classification for each river 
segment. Based on the amount of development or evidence of man's 
intrusion in each segment, the Poudre River has the potential for the 
following classifications: segments 1-4 and 7, a recreational river 
area; segments 5,6, and 8, a wild river area. 

Evaluation Criteria 

These criteria were drawn from the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the 
National Environmental Policy Act, the Resources Planning Act, Principles 
and Standards of the Water Resources Council, and administrative guidance. 
The criteria and evaluation of each river segment may be found in Chapter VI. 

Chapter IV - The Alternatives Considered 

Five alternatives were fonnulated to represent various ways of addressing 
the issues, concerns, and opportunities. They were developed in accordance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act, Guidelines for Wild and 
Scenic Rivers (U.S .. Departments of Agriculture and Interior), and the 
Water Resources Council's Principles and Standards. 

Alternative A proviides designation for all eligible study segments of 
the river. This alternative is the Environmental Ouality Plan and most 
closely resembles the "citizens' alternative" identified in the public 
involvement process. Segments 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7 are classified recrea­
tional river; segments 5, 6, and 8 are classified wild river (see map 2, 
page S-2). 

Alternative B prov·ides designation of the river's main stem from its• 
source to the confluence with Joe Wright Creek, and the South Fork fro111 
its source to the confluence with the main stem. No decision is made in 
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segments 1-4. Segment 7 is recreational river; segments 5, 6, and 8 are 
wild river. Minor water development of Rockwell Reservoir is predicted 
(see map 2, page S-2). 

Alternative C provides no designation of the river. This is the no-action, 
or without-plans condition, alternative. Minor water development of 
Rockwell Reservoir is predicted. A continuation of current multiple-use 
management is projected into the future in accordance with the Forest 
Plan (see map 2, page S-2). Suitability for major water resource develop­
ment is maintained. 

Alternative D provides no designation of the river, but potentials for 
water and hydropower development are theoretically rnaxifllized. This is 
the National Economic Development Plan. In the absence of pertinent 
information and certainty, it also serves as a "worst case" depiction of 
foreseeable potential development that could be foreclosed (see map 2, 
page S-2). 

Alternative E provides designation of all the eligible study segments of 
the river except segment 1. This was the preferred alternative in the 
Draft Environmental Statement and Study Report. Segments 2, 3, 4, and 7 
are classified recreational river; segments 5, 6, and 8 are classified 
wild river (see map 2, page S-2). 

Summari of Alternatives A through E 
Fonnu l ati on for the Cache la Poudre Wild and 

Approx. Approx. 
Segment Miles 

1 6 
2 12 
3 9 
4 17 
5 18 
6 8 
7 9 
8 4 

Total 83 

R = recreational river area 
W = wild river area 
- - no designation 

Acres 

1,920 
3,840 
2,880 
5,440 
5,760 
2,560 
2,880 
1,280 

26,560 

Total 
Designated 

Miles 

*=no decision due to inadequate information 

Scenic River Studt 

Alternatives 
A B C D E - Cl ass i fTcati on 

R * 
R * R 
R * R 
R * R 
w w H 
w H w 
R R R 
w H w 

83 39 0 0 79 

A number of alternatives were considered during the formulation process 
and eventually discarded. This was done because of only minor differences 
from alternatives finally considered or a failure to significantly 
address national objectives. 
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Assumptions 

A proposed land E!Xchange between the Colorado State University and 
Federal Government is widely supported by all parties. Finalization of 
the exchange is assumed as a given to each alternative. 

The application of water conservation principles does not hold the 
promise of significantly achieving national objectives. The development 
of an increased conservation ethic among all resource users leads to 
more effective utilization, but quantifiable benefits are difficult to 
forecast over time. It is assumed that conservation will take pl ace in 
all the alternatives at a similar rate, but at a level insufficient to 
alter supply/denurnd relationships. 

Chapter V - Effects of Implementation 

Effects of the al'ternatives are to be forecast using an interdisciplinary 
approach. Four accounts are used to organize information on the effects 
of the alternatives: national economic development (Nrn), environmental 
quality (EQ), regional economic development (RED), and other social 
effects (OSE). The significance of the relative effects of the alterna­
tives are found by comparing them to the without-plans condition. 
Tables displaying the effects over the four accounts appear on the 
following pages. 
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TABLE V-1 
National Economic Development Account 

Potential Average Annual Effects on National Income 1990-2040 
(Figures given in 1979 dollars; WRC discount rate of 7.125 percent) 

Amount $1~000 
Alternative A 

(EQ) 
Alternative B Alternifive C 

(W/0 Plans) 
Alternative D 

(NED) 

A. Beneficial Effects 

1. Hyd ropower 
2. M&I Water Supply 
3. Agricultural Irrigation 
4. Recreation 

a. Developed 
b. Dispersed 
c. Other (fees) 

5. Other 
6. Total NED Benefits 

v, B. Adverse Effects 
I 

CX) 

1. Construction 
2. Land Acquisition 
3. Easements 
4. Rights-of-Way 
5. Minerals 
6. Operation, Maintenance, Reserve 
7. Total NED Costs 

C. Total Effects 

1. Total Beneficial Effects 
2. Total Adverse Effects 
3. Net NED Effects 

D. BenefitLCost Ratio 

E. Comgarison to Without-Plans 

0 
0 
0 

420 
1,566 

65 
0 

2,051 

29 
0 

173 
4 

35 
488 b/ m-

2,051 
729 

1,322 

2.8 

-179 

0 
721 

0 

692 
1,394 

139 
0 

2,946 

809 
0 

47 
1 
0 

676 b/ 
r,m-

2,946 
l ,53~ 

,41 

1.9 

-88 

0 
721 

0 

777 
1,394 

190 
0 

3,082 

839 
0 
0 
0 
0 

742 b/ 
I,581 -

3,082 
1,581 
1,501 

1.9 

0 

* Amounts are not separated in IECO, Inc. study, but are aggregated into broader categories. 
a/ Includes Fish & Wildlife and Flood Control benefits claimed in IECO, Inc. study. 

33,534 
2,436 

700 
1,000 

* 
* 
* 

1,190 a/ 
38,860 -

27,259 
* 
* 
* 
* 

4,630 
31,889 

38,860 
31,~89 

6, 71 

1.2 

5,740 

Alternative E 

0 
0 
0 

420 
1,566 

65 
0 

2,051 

18 
0 

141 
2 

35 
488 b/ 
689-

2,051 
684 

1,367 

2.9 

-134 

b/ Includes replacement of campground and picnicground facilities once during analysis period for new facilities and 
- twice for existing facilities. 



Water Resource 

Freeflowing river (miles) 

Water quality 

Air Resource 

{/) Ai r qua l i ty 
I 

\0 

Visual Resource 

Scenic quality 

Cultural Resource 

Prehistoric/historic sites 

Biological Resource 

Natural riverine system 

Habitat suitability for big 
game species (acres) 

Wild trout spawning area 

TABLE V-2 
Environmental Quality Account 

Potential Effects on EQ Resources and Attributes 

Alternative A 
mTT 

83 preserved 
& protected 

least impair­
ment 

least impair­
ment 

least impair­
ment 

no impact 

no modifica­
tion 

no impact 

no impact 

Alternative B 

39 preserved 
& protected 

less impair­
ment than C 

less impair­
ment than C 

less impair­
ment than C 

no impact 

moderate 
111odification 

reduced on 
5,920 

reduced 5% 

Alternative C 
(W/0 Plans) 

no miles pro­
tected 

less impair­
ment than D 

less impair­
ment than D 

less impair-
111ent than D 

no impact 

moderate 
modification 

reduced on 
5,920 

reduced 5% 

Alternative D 
(NED) 

44 mil es lost 
(15 inundatedj 

greatest 
impai rrrtent 

greatest 
impairment 

greatest 
impairment 

7 sites inun­
dated 

severe 
modification 

9,280 elimi­
nated 

reduced 40% 

Alternative E 

77 preserved 
& protected 

less impair­
ment than B 

less impair­
ment than B 

less impair­
ment than B 

no impact 

no modifica­
tion 

reduced on 
1,500 

reduced 2% 



Table V-2 (continued) 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 

Recreational Resource 

Usable river (miles) 83 81 81 68 83 
--Quality trout area 55 50 50 35* 51 
--Whitewater 37 37 37 24* 37 

Usable flatwater (Acres) none 140 140 3,500* none 

Developed recreation (units) 288 488 588 588 288 

Dispersed recreation 
opportunity 
--Water oriented high moderate moderate high high 
--Land oriented high moderate moderate 1 ow high 
--Access enhanced maintained declines declines enhanced 

u, 
I ...... Wild & Scenic River Miles 0 

--Wild river classification 30 30 0 0 30 
--Recreational river 

classification 53 9 0 0 47 
--Total designated 83 39 0 0 77 

Net EQ Effects 

Overall plan effect beneficial beneficial no effect adverse beneficial 

* Recreation experience opportunity and quality are subject to fluctuations in water flow/level as a result of project 
operation. 



V) 
I --

TABLE V-3 
Regional Economic Development Account 

Potential Average Annual Effects on Regional Economy 1990-2040 

Current Alternatives 
Data A B C 

A. Gross Reqional Product 
(thousands of$) 3,274,895 1,208 853 1,030 

B. Income (thousands of$) 1,142,585 515 359 434 

C. Employment (human-years) 141,578 76 52 63 

D. Value Added (thousands of$) 1,934,063 937 646 780 

E. Comparison to Without Plans 178 -177 0 

I) E 

1,316 1 nnn 
1,i::uo 

544 515 

81 76 

970 937 

286 178 



V, 
I ...... 

N 

Category 

I. Urban & 
ciiiiiiiiiiiTty 

a) Income 

b) Employ­
ment 

c) Population 

d) Fiscal 

e) Quality 
of Life 

II. Displace­
ment 

I II. Life, 
Health 
& S~fely: 

IV.~ 
~e-
ments 

Alternative A 

Slightly greater 
increases than Alt. c. 
Similar rural effect. 

New tourist-related 
employment opportunities 
approx. 15% more than 
Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. C except 
that populations will be 
concentrated on 
developed enclaves in 
the canyon. 

No net difference. 

Preserves existing 
lifestyle to the highest 
degree, though disrup­
tions will occur in 
developed enclaves. 
Maintains Canyon recrea­
tion experience levels, 
including symbolism of 
the free-flowing river. 
Water use conflicts 
occur earlier than in 
Alt. A or C. 

No displacement of 
present residents. 
Agriculture displacement 
occurs sooner than Alt. 
c. 

Fire danger similar to 
Alt. C. Vulnerability 
to drought is greater 
than Alt. C. 

!AHLE V-4 
Other Social Effects Account 

Alternative B 

In-creases slightly more 
than Alt. C but less 
than Alt. A. 

Slightly less than Alt. 
A but more than Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. C 

Similar to Alt. C 

Similar to Alt. C except 
there is uncertainty 
about future develop­
ment. Maintains widest 
choice of future 
options. 

Similar to Alt. C 

Similar to Alt. C 

Alternative C 

Net incane increases 
with some second-half 
decrease in rural 
community. 

Net increase of employ­
ment opportunity in all 
communities. 

Total populations will 
increase but rural 
share will decline. 

Higher costs for law 
enforcement, search and 
rescue, etc., offset by 
tax base increases from 
valuation and population 
increases. 

Increased disruption of 
existing peace, quiet, 
and privacy for canyon 
community. Gradual 
erosion of recreation 
experience over time, 
accessibility of river 
declines, conflicts with 
residents increase. 
Rural, municipal, indus­
trial water conflicts 
postponed for first half 
of period. 

No displacement in 
canyon or urban commu­
nity. Water use 
conflicts lead to some 
agriculture displace­
ment. 

Increased fire danger 
and traffic problems in 
canyon. Slightly less 
vulnerability to effects 
of drought. 

Alternative 0 

High magnitude changes 
fran construction 
workers and permanent 
project residents. 
Rural decreases 
postponed. 

Construction and support 
services sector greatly 
expanded for short 
duration. Reservoir­
based recreation 
services somewhat 
similar to Alt. A over 
long run. 

Similar to Alt. A: 
populations concen­
trated between inun­
dations. 

Greater valuation 
increases than Alt. C 
create broader tax 
base, hence more fiscal 
stability. 

Greatest disruption of 
canyon residential life­
style. Recreation 
activities are changed 
along with experience 
levels. Rural/municipal 
water conflicts post­
poned for the longest 
period. 

Inundation of 40 resi­
dences displaces 150 
people. Agriculture 
displacement postponed 
for longest time. 

Vulnerab.il ity to drought 
is reduced considerably 
over Alt. C. Structural 
failure/flood risk 
increased. 

Creates new hydropower 
equal to approx. 110,000 
tons of coal used for 
peak power generation. 

Alternative E 

Greater increases than 
Alts. C, B, and A but not 
as great as Alt. O. 

(Same as above) 

Similar to Alt. A except 
segment 1 remains avail­
ahle for development. 

No net difference from 
Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. A except 
segment 1 would have 
effects similar to Alt. 
B, i.e., uncertainty. 

(Same as ahove) 

Similar to Alt. A 



Chapter VI - Evaluation of the Alternatives 

The various criteria used to evaluate the alternatives, in combination 
with applicable legislative and regulatory guidance, are designed to 
allow consideration of the relative merits of each alternative. The 
overall level of satisfaction provided in each alternative rates as 
follows: 

Alternatiye A - Moderately High 
Alternative B - Moderate 
Alternative C - Moderately Low 
Alternative n - Low 
Alternative E - t1oderately High 

The P&S require that a recommended plan, when considered on the basis of 
the with-plan versus without-plan comparison, must have combined beneficial 
NED and EQ effects that outweigh cor11bined adverse NED and EQ effects. 
Alternatives A, B, and E successfully pass the net beneficial effects 
rule; alternative D does not. 

Chapter VII - The Preferred Alternative 

This chapter identifies alternative B, as modified by additional consi­
derations, as the preferred alternative, based on an evaluation of all 
the effects and concerns at issue (see map 14, page 14). 

The clearly stated purpose of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is to 
recognize that certain rivers should he protected for the benefit and 
enjoyment of present and future generations. Analysis of the Poudre 
River indicates its eligibility for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. Evaluation of alternative proposals and public partici­
pation in the study process suggest that the Poudre River is an excellent 
candidate for designation. Absent unresolved conflicts concerning the 
alternative uses of the Poudre's water resource, the conclusion of this 
final study would be to recommend alternative A (the "citizens' 
alternative") or alternative E (the preferred alternative of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Study Report). In the opinion of the 
study team, such a recommendation cannot he made at this time. 

Uncertainty is a major contributor to the lack of resolution. The 
center of controversy is segments 1-4 of the corridor. Inadeciuate 
knowledge exists to support either a designation or development recommen­
dation for these reaches. 

Before long-range resource decisions are made in segments 1-4, additional 
data is required. 

The presence of unresolved conflicts led to an additional assessment of 
the alternatives for their contribution to social well-being. In 
assessing social wiell-being, decisionmakers are asked to view their land 
and water resources as setting contexts in which different groups will 
have a variety of ieonfl icting preferences. The problem is to sustain 
the widest possihl1e diversity of choice opportunities on how these 
resources will be used. 

S-13 





Alternative B was identified as the most favorable alternative in tenns 
of social well-being. Segments 5-8 are designated. Segments 1-4 are 
maintained in their current status with the opportunities for either 
development or designation left open at this time. No futures are lost 
for any interest group, whether they believe that designation or develop­
ment would most contribute to their quality of life. The unique oppor­
tunities that the Poudre provides in its present state--a free-flowing 
river, various types of river-based recreation, and the syrnholic meaning 
of a Wild and Scenic River--are maintained. The opportunity for dam 
construction is also maintained, in the event that the evaluation of new 
information recommends such a project. 

Chapter VIII - Consultation Uith Others 

An interagency, interdisciplinary team was fanned for the purpose of 
collecting, analyzing, and evaluating data pertinent to the river study. 
The principal participants are identified in appendix B. Represented on 
the team were the following: 

Federal 

U.S. Department of Agriculture: 
Forest Servi CE! 
Economic Research Service 

U.S. Derartment of the Interior: 
Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service 
Bureau of Reel amation 
National Park Service 
Geological Survey 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bureau of Mines 
Environmental Protection Agency 

State of Colorado 

Water Conservation Board 
Division of Wildlife 
Division of Parks and 

Outdoor Recreation 
State Historical Society 
Colorado Geological Survey 
Colorado Forest Service 
Division of Planning 
Division of ~ighways 
State Archeologist 

Four public meetings were held between June 1977 and March 1979 to 
facilitate public understanding of the legislation and the issues, to 
detennine public concerns, and to obtain additional infonnation for the 
study. In addition, members of the i nterdi sci pl i nary team conducted 
infonnal visits to the Poudre Canyon and other locations in the planning 
area to accumulate information and public perceptions. The study process 
was covered in mass media located in the planning area. 

The Draft Environn~ntal Impact Statement and Study Report was released 
to the public on April 8, 1980. During the public review period, nearly 
1,200 individual pieces of correspondence were received from individuals, 
groups, government agencies, and elected officials. All of the received 
comments are incorporated into this document by reference. 

Thirty-five public meetings were conducted between April and September 
of 1980. These included audiences of local civic organizations, profes­
sional societies, church groups, and interested citizens. Com~ents and 
responses from these meetings were summarized and are included by reference. 
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Some of the com111ents received, particularly from water development 
interests, suggested that the river study and OEIS/SR recommendations 
were biased, inadequate, or based on incomplete infonnation. Special 
efforts were subsequently undertaken to develop additional comments from 
this group. Correspondence was directed to water development interests 
who felt that the study did not reflect the development potentials 
foregone by designation of the Poudre. These interests included: Cache 
la Poudre Water Users Association, Northern Colorado Water Conservancy 
District, Larimer-Weld Council of Governments, Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Cities of Fort Collins and Greeley, and others. Additional factual 
infonnation related to water development potentials was not received. 

Personal interviews were conducted with a variety of experts and profes­
sionals associated with water development. While the meetings were 
instrumental in developing a better understanding of the study process, 
they did not yield significant amounts of new infonnation. 

The absence of useful data has influenced the selection of a preferred 
alternative in this final report by identifying the need for better 
information. 

Response to individual and group comments is found on pages 117-185. 
Content summary infor111ation is found on pages 109-117. 
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A. 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND 
WILD ANO SCENIC RIVER STUDY R~PORT 

Legislative History 

OF THE 
CACHE LA POUDRt RIVER 

COLORADO 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On October 2, 19613, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was passed by Congress. 
The act states, in part: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States 
that certain selected rivers of the Nation which, with their 
immediate environments, possess outstandingly remarkable 
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historical, 
cultural, or other .similar values, shall be preserved in 
free-flowing condition, and that they and their immediate 
environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment 
of present and future generations. The Congress declares that 
the established national policy of dam and other construction 
at appropriate sections of the rivers of the United States 
needs to be complemented by a policy that would preserve other 
selected rivers or sections thereof in their free-flowing 
condition to protect the water quality of such rivers and to 
fulfill other vital national conservation purposes. (1) 

The Wild and Scen"ic Rivers Act directs the Secretary of Agriculture or 
the Secretary of Interior to study and report on the suitability or 
nonsuitability of selected rivers for addition to the National \~ild and 
Scenic Rivers System, and further directs the Secretaries to evaluate 
the existing and potential uses of the selected river and to recommend 
future management of the river. 

The State of Colorado contains the headwaters of four major river systems; 
it yields water to 18 other states and to Mexico. With the exception of 
a part of the Green, no rivers flow into the state. None of the rivers 
of the state were included in the original act. However, a 1975 amendment 
(P.L. 93-621) required the study of 12 rivers in the state, one of which 
was the Cache la Poudre. The other 11 are the Big Thompson, Colorado, 
Conejos, Dolores, Elk, Encampment, Green, Gunnison, Los Pinos, Piedra, 
and Yampa. The status of studies on other Colorado rivers may be found 
in appendix A. 

In this report, the Cache la Poudre will often be referred to by the 
commonly accepted local names, Poudre River, or the Poudre. 

Consideration of the Poudre as a Wild and Scenic River actually began 
much earlier than the 1975 amendment that directed this study. Six 
years prior to thE? passage of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, 
the Colorado Governor's Conference on Parks and Recreation recommended 
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in a task force report on unique, natural, and primitive areas that, 
"Colorado preserve the mountainous portion of a natural river on each 
slope of the Continental Divide. The Poudre is suggested for the Eastern 
Slope." (2) In 1963 the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior examined 
more than 650 U.S. rivers in a Wild Rivers study. The Poudre was one of 
the 67 rivers selected for preliminary field study, but did not appear 
as one of the 17 finally chosen. (3) The campus of Colorado State 
University, in Fort Collins, was a training site for participants in the 
v/ild Rivers Study, employing the Poudre as a field laboratory for practical 
application of evaluation techniques. A study team member recalls that 
while some felt the Poudre qualified under early criteria, some partici­
pants did not select it. (4) 

B. Purpose of Report 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires the preparation of a report that 
identifies and evaluates characteristics which do or do not make the 
study river a worthy addition to the Wild and Scenic Rivers System; 
reasonably foreseeable potential uses of resources enhanced, foreclosed, 
or curtailed; and administrative information. The study report is also 
to contain an environmental impact statement, required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The Water Resources Council's Principles 
and Standards for Planning Water and Related Land Resources (5) provide 
guidance for developing, displaying, and evaluating the effects of 
different planning proposals. 

The purpose of this report is to respond to the Congress with an environ­
mental impact statement, study, and evaluation of the Poudre River, 
consistent with the requirements discussed above. This Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and Study Report will be released to the public and 
sent to the President and the Congress at some time. Congress may 
accept or modify the recommendations of this report when considering the 
Poudre for possible inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. 

C. Study Procedure 

The United States Department of Agriculture, represented by the Forest 
Service, has responsibility for the Poudre River Study. (6) The Secretary 
of Agriculture, concurring with the State of Colorado's request that the 
study be conducted on a joint Federal-State basis, established full 
partner status for the Colorado Department of Natural Resources, repre­
sented by the 1:/ater Conservation Board. A Memorandum of Agreement was 
prepared outlining the respective roles and responsibilities of the 
State of Colorado and USOA, Forest Service. A complete listing of 
participating personnel, agencies, and groups may be found in the List 
of Preparers, Appendix R. 

Public meetings were held June 13, 1977, December 14, 1977, March 21, 
1979, and March 29, 1979, to facilitate public understanding of the 
legislation and the issues, to detennine public concerns, and to obtain 
additional information for the study. 
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A Notice of Intent to file an Environmental Impact Statement was filed 
and published in the Federal Register on April 3, 1979. 

On April 8, 1980, the Oraft Environmental Impact Statement and Study 
Report 1'/as released to the public. A 90-day comment period followed, 
when over 1,100 letters were received from concerned groups, individuals, 
and government agencies. During the comment period, nearly 50 presentations 
1.'/ere made to organizations and interested groups, offering an opportunity 
for additional public response to the draft recommendation. All these 
comments were analyzed and assimilated into the study process, affecting 
the final conclusions of the study. Interagency consultation and ruhlic 
participation was a rnajor factor in finalizing this report. A more 
thorough discussion of the public involvement appears in Chapter VIII, 
Consultation With Others. 

A revised Notice of Intent to file an Environmental Impact Statement was 
filed and published in the Federal Register on June 1, 1981. 

The fonnat of this 1:!nvir:rnmental impact statement and study report is 
the same as that utilized in the draft document. This has been done to 
provide continuity for the reader. The fonnat is consistent with the 
direction provided for Forest Service environmental statements prior to 
adoption of the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines for 
documentation. 

D. Location 

The Poudre River is located in the Front Range (7) of Colorado. 

The section of the Poudre River that was designated hy Congress to be 
studied is located in Larimer County, Colorado, northwest of Fort Collins. 
The river originates in Rocky Mountain National Park and flows through 
the Roosevelt National Forest, eventually passing through the city of 
Fort Collins and joining the South Platte River. The study corridor is 
located on the upper portions of the river, within the boundaries of the 
National Park and the National Forest (see map 1, page 4). 

Description of River Study Corridor 

The study corridor encompasses an area one-quarter mile wide along each 
side of the Poudre River from its intersection with the eastern boundary 
of the Roosevelt National Forest, northwest of Fort Collins (about 4 
11iles west of the intersection of U.S. 237 and Colorado 14), to the 
river's source at Poudre Lake in Rocky Mountain National Park, and an 
area of equal width along the South Fork of the Poudre River from its 
confluence with the main Poudre River to its source near Icefield Pass 
and Flint Pass, also in Rocky Mountain National Park (see map 2, page 
5) . 

The study corridor consists of approximately 83 miles of river length. 
Included in this are 21 miles of the South Fork of the Poudre. Since 
any decision regarding the Poudre River impacts a broader area than that 
defined by the study corridor, a more sizeable portion of the Poudre 
River drainage was selected as the planning area (see map 1, page 4). 
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The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended in 1975 (Section 5(a)(31)), 
designates the following portions of Poudre River to he studied for 
possible inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System: 

(31) Cache la Poudre, Colorado: Both forks from their sources 
to their confluence, thence the Cache la Poudre to the eastern 
boundary of Roosevelt National Forest. 

The description of the river designated to be studied under this act 
does not precisely coincide with the actual physical makeup of the river 
on the ground. The act calls for the study of "both forks from their 
sources to their confluence ... 11 The North and the South Fork, however, 
never Join. They both join the main stem at different places. To 
resolve this ambiguity, the Forest Service requested a clarification as 
to the Congressional intent concerning which parts of the river were to 
be studied. It was concluded that Congress intended the South Fork and 
main stem of the Poudre River should be studied, and not the North Fork 
of the Poudre River. Throughout this report the term "main stem" iden­
tifies the Cache la Poudre from its headwaters at Poudre Lake in Rocky 
Mountain National Park to the point it leaves the National Forest boundary. 
"South Fork11 identifies the reach that originates near Icefiel d Pass on 
Rocky Mountain National Park to its confluence with the main stem at 
Dutch George Flats. 

Segment Descriptions 

The Poudre River was subdivided into segments for purposes of the study 
to reflect the differences in the river's character and features. 
Segmentation of the river was modified for this final report to reflect 
the boundary delineations of the Colorado Wilderness Bill (P.L. 95-560) 
and in response to comments. This represents a minor change from the 
DEIS/SR. By adjusting the lengths of segments 6 and 7 and creating a 
new segment 8 it was possible for the new segments to more accurately 
reflect the river's differences in general level of development, prevalent 
management direction, and comments received from reviewers of the DEIS/SR. 
Total length of all segments were reviewed and corrected in this final 
report. 

Seg~ent 1 (approximately 6 miles; 1,920 acres) - This segment extends 
along the main stem from the eastern Forest houndary to the west side of 
the village of Poudre Park. The segment contains approxi~ately 80 
percent private lands. The remaining 20 percent is National Forest. 
Developments in the segment include the Fort Collins Water Treatment 
Plant, a low d~n and diversion tunnel, and numerous private residences. 
Summer cabins under permit on National Forest lands reduce the visible 
contrast between federal and private lands. 

Segment 2 (approximately 12 miles; 3,840 acres) - Main stem from Poudre 
Park to South Fork confluence. This segment is predominantly National 
Forest with only one block of private property. There are scattered 
recreation developments such as cabins authorized by special use per~its. 

Segment 3 (approximately 9 miles; 2,880 acres) - Main stem from South 
Fork confluence to Indian Meadows. This segment is similar to segment 2, 
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and is separated at the confluence with the South Fork. The only unit 
of non-Federal land is owned by the City of Fort Collins. There are 
cabins located on National Forest lands authorized by special use pennits. 

Segment 4 (approximately 17 riiles; 5,440 acres) - Main stem from Indian 
Meadows to confluence of Joe Wright Creek. The primary characteristic 
of this segrient is the over 70 percent of private lands, with both 
private and commercial real estate development. There are a few public 
recreation facilities. 

Segment 5 (approximately 18 miles; 5,760 acres) - Main stem from Joe 
Wright Creek to source at Poudre Lake. This segment is the only one 
accessed only be trails. There are no private lands and no commercial 
developments. The upper portion is in Rocky Mountain National Park. 

Segment 6 (approximately 8 miles; 2,560 acres) - South Fork from main 
stem confluence to Little Beaver Creek. This segment contains 10 percent 
private lands. The segment is almost totally within the Cache la Poudre 
Wilderness area. There is no commercial develop111ent; public access is 
limited by extremely rugged terrain. 

Segment 7 (approximately 9 ~iles; 2,880 acres) - South Fork from the 
Little Beaver Creek to the Comanche Wilderness area boundary. Most of 
this segment is closely paralleled by National Forest roads. Less than 
50 percent of the landownership is private. Most of the structures 
along the river are summer homes and cabins on private land with the 
exception of Colorado State University's Pingree Park campus (a land 
exchange between the university and Forest Service is currently being 
negotiated and is discussed in Chapter III). Public recreation facilities 
are li11ited. 

Segment 8 (approximately 4 miles; 1,280 acres) - South Fork from the 
Comanche Wilderness boundary to the source near Icefield Pass and Flint 
Pass in Rocky Mountain National Park. This segment lies totally within 
Wilderness and National Park, without development of any kind. 

Table I-1 provides additional information on the character of the lands 
within the study corridor. Terrestrial habitat is that land area that 
supports growth or life of land-based plants and animals. Aquatic 
habitat is the water area that supports growth or life of water-based 
plants and animals. When added together, they account for the total 
habitat area. Riparian habitat is an edge or transition zone of the 
terrestrial area characterized by free and unbound water. Riparian 
habitat is productive and preferred by wildlife. 
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TABLE 1-1 
Landownership and Ecosystems Within the Study Corridor 

Miles Ownersh i E Acres Habitat Acres 
Study Terres-

Segment Corridor Total Federal Other Aquatic Riearian trial 

1 6 1,920 400 1,520 96 360 1,824 
2 12 3,840 3,620 200 117 1,220 3,723 
3 9 2,880 2,630 200 90 1,15() 2,790 
4 17 5,440 1,600 3,840 205 3,100 5,235 
5 18 5,760 5,760 0 89 1,840 5,671 
6 8 2,560 2,420 140 19 128 2,541 
7 9 2,880 1,600 1,280 35 1,11() 2,845 
8 4 1,280 1,220 60 15 346 1,265 

Total 83 26,560 19,320 .~ 666 9,254 25,894 

E. Issues 

Public issues concerning the Poudre River arise from five factors that 
are generally not present in other Colorado Wild and Scenic River studies. 
The factors which will be discussed later are: 

1. The river is near one of the Nation's fastest growing urban 
areas. 

2. The river is bordered for much of its length by Colorado 
Highway 14, an all-weather access into North Park. 

3. Much of the river corridor has a sizeahle resident population. 

4. The river presents the opportunity for significant water and 
hydropower development. 

5. The river is the only candidate for designation along the 
Front Range of the Rocky Mountains. All other eligihle Colorado 
rivers are on the West Slope. 

The conplex impacts of a growing, urban, outdoor recreation-oriented 
society so close to a possible Wild and Scenic River are a combination 
of beneficial and adverse effects. 

Initially, the primary issue that concerned interested parties was the 
consequence of Congressional designation of the Poudre as a Wild and 
Scenic River and the role the Forest Service would play subsequent to 
designation. The discussion focused on Federal versus private property 
rights and issues. 

The central public concern expressed by local residents was what constraints 
could be placed on private landholdings, personal freedom, and economic 
development. There was also local concern about the extent, provisions, 
and consequences of easements negotiated with private landowners. 
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A preliminary Forest Service study of "special areas of concern11 that 
could be influenced by Forest Service management policies on the Arapaho 
and Roosevelt National Forests found the following issues in the study 
area: 

In the Pingre,e Park area: (a) Residents want a cooperative agreement 
with the Forest Service for road maintenance; (h) Because of high 
use of the area, there is a high demand for additional trailheads 
and new trails; (c) The Forest Service should build trails around 
private land near Hourglass Reservoir. 

In the Poudre District: (a) People crossing the Rocky Mountain 
National Park-Roosevelt National Forest boundary face problems due 
to differences in policies of Park Service and Forest Service; 
{h) The possible construction of a reservoir by the City of Fort 
Collins could cause additional management pro bl ems for the Forest 
Service; (c) Present recreational facilities are already overused. 

In the Poudre Canyon, residents are concerned with the following: 
(a) The possibilities of condemnation of private property and 
maintaining their privacy if the Congress designates the Poudre a 
Wild and Scenic River; (b) The problems of trespass and litter 
normally associated with visitors; (c) The possible construction of 
Grey Mountain Dam near the mouth of the Poudre Canyon; (d) Fire 
protection; (e) Impacts of Highway 14 as an all-season highway; 
( f) Concern with the future pl ans of the Forest Service reg a rd i ng 
the Hombre Ranch; (g) Potentially hazardous traffic conditions are 
being caused by touring bicyclist and vehicular conflicts along 
State Highway 14. (8) 

Late in the study process, simultaneous to release of the DEIS/SR, these 
issues became overshadowed by the broader question of whether or not the 
main channel of the Poudre should be dammed. Attention shifted from 
rnany smaller questions to two polarized viewpoints: preserve the option 
to develop water a1nd hydropower potentials versus preserve the Poudre in 
its present state. 

Furthennore, broad-based interest was expressed by concerned citizens 
and groups outside the study corridor. The participation of these 
additional publics served to further polarize the question of designation 
of the river. 

A conplete analysis of public response appears in Chapter VIII, Consul­
tation With Others. 
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II. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 and the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1968 require a thorough evaluation of the current and 
expected future condition of physical, biological, economic, and social 
factors within the area of study. The description that follows attempts 
to clarify major issues, concern5, and opportunities in order to increase 
understanding of the complex factors involved in the decision. 

A. Physical Factors 

Climate 

Within the planning area, the Poudre River flows from an elevation of 
10,758 feet in the alpine tundra to 5,000 feet in the high plains. 
This, coupled with the river's mid-latitude interior continental location, 
results in wide va:riations in localized climatic reqirnes. As a conse­
quence, care must be exercised when making general comments about the 
study corridor or the planning area. The following climatic descriptions 
convey a sense of the range of conditions encountered within the area. 

Large temperature changes are observed at Fort Collins, where the monthly 
average varies from 26.g° F in January to 71.0° F in July. The mean 
t11aximum varies from 41.0° F in January to 85.5° Fin July, while the 
minimum varies from 12.7° Fin January to 56.2° Fin July. The difference 
between the avera9e maximum and minimum is 28° Fin January and 30° Fin 
July. 

Precipitation ran9es from 14.4 inches on the plains near Fort Collins to 
17.4 inches at Red Feather Lakes located north of the study corridor. 
Amounts over 25 inches per year can be expected in the mountains and 
about 13 inches along the eastern portion of the planning area. Maximum 
precipitation occurs in spring and early summer with a minimum in the 
winter. Thunderstonn activity is common during late spring and summer 
months, bringing the potential for flash flooding. 

Average snowfall ranges from 48 inches per year at Fort Collins and 70 
inches per year n1:!ar Estes Park to over 110 inches a year at Red Feather 
Lakes. 

11Chinook11 winds occasionally occur in the winter months and can produce 
winds in excess of 100 miles per hour. (9) 

Geology and Minerals 

The Poudre River basin lies in the Southern Rocky Mountain physiographic 
province. The lower one-third of the basin, located on the plains, lies 
in the Colorado Piedmont section of the Great Plains physiographic 
provi nee. {10) 

The study corridor is largely located in the mountainous section of the 
Poudre River basin. Narrow valleys and steep-walled canyons cut through 
a rugged plain and, at places, have a depth of about 1,000 feet. The 
mountainous two-thirds of the Poudre River basin is made up of igneous 
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and metamorphic rocks. No sedimentary rocks are present. In this 
Precambrian terrain, gneisses and schists were formed by metamorphism of 
pre-existing sediments and igneous rocks, often associated with severe 
geological forces. This activity was accompanied or followed by the 
formation of dikes composed of quartz, rnonzonite, diorite, anrl granite. 
Faulting is also evident. The upper Poudre River basin has undergone 
alpine glaciation. West from the Idylwilde vicinity, the steep valley 
displays a U-shape, is relatively straight, and has a prominent morainP., 
and the valley floor contains glacial deposits. The Home f1oraine 
Geological Area exhibit near Kinikinik illustrates this type of glaciation. 
In the non-glaciated areas, variations in the shape of the valleys are 
caused both by differences in rock types and by structural features. 
Generally, the geology of the Poudre River basin is representative of 
other Front Range river basins. 

The Poudre River basin is about 30 miles north of the Colorado "mineral 
belt." Mining of copper, gold, lead, and uranium has been limited and 
production has been poor. Granite pegmatites, beryl, feldspar, mica, 
quartz, and rare earths have also been periodically mined with marginal 
success. Sand and gravel have been produced from the alluvial fans and 
valley fill deposits. This resource has been used in the construction 
and maintenance of Colorado Highway 14. 

Currently there is no evidence to indicate any economic mineral deposits 
in the study area. However, one should not discount the possibility of 
future economic mineral potential. 

Soils 

Because of the major changes of elevation in the study area, the soils 
are highly variable and diverse. Cool to cold temperatures, abundant 
moisture, and forest vegetation have favored the fonnation of podzolic 
soils. Soil patterns within the Rocky Mountains reflect the variation 
in local climate caused by elevation differences. These changes in soil 
type parallel those found in the progression from southern to northern 
latitudes. 

The soils associated with this study can best be described by dividing 
the study area into three very general units based on elevation, vegetation, 
and land form. 

Al pine Unit 

The headwaters of the Cache la Poudre River are located in alpine areas 
which straddle, or are near, the Continental Divide. The soils in this 
unit occupy alpine slopes and alpine meadows and the unit includes 
massive mountain peaks, rock outcrops, and rock slides. The soils are 
formed in materials weathered in place or locally transported, largely 
fr0111 crystalline rocks. 

Pergelic cryumbrepts make up about 35 percent of this unit, pergelic 
cryochepts about 15 percent, and rock outcrops about 50 percent. 
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Soils in the alpine are used almost exclusively for wildlife, recreation, 
and watershed purposes. Except for very small acreages that are parts 
of mining claims, the land is Federally owned. About half of the area 
is unvegetated except for mosses and lichens on the rocks. A wide 
variety of alpine forbs and shrubs, along with a few grasses and sedges, 
vegetate the turf-like slopes. Willows, sedges, and tufted hairgrasses 
dominate the plant cover on moist or meadow-like concave slopes. 

Erosion hazard is high in this unit and revegetation of eroded areas is 
slow and difficult. This unit is severely limited for all uses that in 
any way disturb the vegetation. 

High Mountain Unit 

The soils in this unit occupy timbered mountain slopes and are interspersed 
with rock outcrops. Valleys are narrow and not extensive. Slopes are 
frequently broken by ledges and escarpments. The soils are formed in 
materials weathered from a variety of crystalline rocks. 

Typic cryaboralfs make up about 50 percent of this unit and rock outcrops 
about 20 percent. The remaining 30 percent includes soils with a shallow 
depth to bedrock; dark-colored soils generally acid in reaction along 
the ridges; and wet, dark-colored soils aJong the mountain stream valleys. 

Soils in this unit are used mainly for a combination of recreation, 
wildlife habitat, water supply, and wood production purposes, with some 
areas also being used for grazing by domestic livestock. 

The native vegetation is 111ainly Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir, lodgepole 
pine, limber pine, ctnd aspen. Shrubs, forbs, and grasses range from 
sparse in densely t 'imbered areas to moderate where trees have been 
harvested or destroyed. 

The cold climate, steep slopes, stony soils, and rock outcrops are major 
limiting factors to more intensive uses. The natural beauty of this 
unit, combined with its good woodland wildlife potential, leads to high 
demands in recreational uses. Selected areas have only slight limitations 
for camp areas, picinic areas, paths, and trails. Hunting, fishing, and 
cross-country ski in1~ are major recreational uses. 

Upland Hills Unit 

The dominant soils in this unit are formed in materials weathered in 
place from granite, gneiss, and schist. Rock outcrop is interMingled 
throughout the unit. 

Aridic argiborolls make up about 35 percent of this unit and rock outcrop 
about 20 percent. The remaining 45 percent of this unit is composed of 
similar soils which are less than 20 inches to bedrock; light-colored 
soils that support woodlands and soils that have steep, dark-colored 
surface layers exte!nding below a depth of 16 inches. 

Soils in this unit are used primarily as grazable woodland, wildlife, 
and recreation land. Much of this area could be developed for cabins 
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and summer hones. Native vegetation is mostly ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, 
or lodgepole pine, with many open parks of mixed shrubs and grasses. 

Draughtiness and steep slopes severely limit agricultural potential. 
The depth to bedrock and the slopes also are limitations to non-agricultural 
uses. However, selected areas have fair to good potential for hanesite 
development, and demand for this use is high. (11) 

In sunmary, the soils are generally shallow sandy loam to clay loam, 
unstable, and have a high erosion potential. The slopes vary from 40 
percent to 70 percent, and exhibit varying degrees of stoniness. The 
soils of the Poudre River are typical of this area of the Rocky 
Mountains. (12) 

Scenic 

The Poudre River basin provides a variety of scenic views. 

Visually, the river is of two general types. The first is a narrow 
canyon with a rapidly flowing stream. The second type is a U-shaped 
glaciated canyon having a meandering, slow-moving stream in a pastoral 
setting. 

The landscape is representative of the features canmonly seen along the 
Colorado Front Range. The geology, soils, and vegetation sections of 
the report describe the various other scenic features. The canbination 
of the landfonn, vegetation, water, and other physical and natural 
features determines the attractiveness of the Poudre River. Even though 
there is some development along the river corridor, such as homes, 
campgrounds, and other tourist facilities, the river is still natural in 
appearance for most of its length. 

However, to some observers, the management of the water from the numerous 
existing reservoirs located in the Poudre River basin affects the degree 
of attractiveness of the river (see map 3, page 15). During the spring 
and early summer months, when the river is flowing full, the scenic 
attraction is considered high by most observers. This is also the 
period when the basin's reservoirs are storing runoff water. Later, as 
the snowmelt flow subsides, stored water is released for irrigation and 
domestic use. This regulation of the Poudre provides a more consistent 
amount of water in the river during those periods when visitation is 
highest. 

Visual quality objectives are used for the management of the visual 
resources of the river and the surrounding forest. (13) 

Water 

This section has been revised and expanded in response to canments 
received during the review period of the DEIS/SR. 
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Quality: 

Recent State of Colorado Water Quality Control Division investigations 
showed that no major water pollution prohlerns exist in the upper Poudre 
River. Their studies also showed no significant pollution of the Poudre 
River due to septic tank discharge anc1 other forrns of human waste from 
the canyon's small communities and home sites (14) (see appendix C). 

It is highly probable that there is more data on in-stream aquatic life 
over a longer period of time on the Poudre than on any other stream in 
Colorado. Fish biosurveys, benthic (bottom) r'lacroinvertebrate studies, 
bioassays, and ammonia concentration studies have been canpleted in 
recent years. Based on these studies, the Colorado Water Quality Control 
Commission recommended that certain portions of the headwaters of the 
Poudre River be assigned high water quality classifications. These 
standards were discussed in July 1980 at public hearings held by the 
Commission. The testimony presented at the hearing recommended that the 
Commission defer any classification until the Cache la Poudre Wild and 
Scenic River recommendation has been decided by Congress. However, 
interim classifications were recommended that will protect all beneficial 
uses of the South Fork of the Poudre. (15) 

Flow: 

Three United States Geological Survey {USGS) river-gauging stations' 
records show the flow patterns of the Poudre River to be typical of most 
Front Range rivers. The flow is derived from natural run-off of snowmelt 
and rainfall but is modified, particularly at lower elevations, by the 
numerous transbasin diversions and reservoirs. 

The elevation of the main stem drops from 10,758 feet at Poudre Lake to 
5,220 feet at the USGS gauging station near the eastern boundary of the 
study area. The Poudre River flows at an average rate of 248 cubic feet 
per second (cfs), or 179,700 acre-feet a year (1956-1968), near Rustic. 
Approximately 5. 7 miles upstream fro,., its mouth, the South Fork has an 
average discharge of 62.6 cfs. 

At the USGS gauging station 1 mile downstream from the eastern boundary 
of the study area, the Poudre River drains 1,056 square rnil~s. Its 
maximum discharge of 21,000 cfs occurred during June 1891. The minimum 
discharge rate was 1.6 cfs during November 1948. Flows can peak in late 
May to early June at above 4,000 cfs in the lower canyon and average 900 
cfs in May, June, and July ( see append ix 0). 

Characteristic of this geographic location, relatively low flows are 
encountered from September to April. Flows increase rapidly during the 
spring and early summer due to snowmelt, then begin to diminish during 
the late summer and fall. (16) Intense rainfalls during the period from 
May through September can produce flash flooding. An example was the 
1976 flood disaster on the neighboring Big Thompson River. In the Cache 
la Poudre River basin, similar flood recurrence intervals were computed 
to be 16 years at the canyon mouth. Although the rainfall and flood 
discharges were unusually large, they are not unprecedented for some 
areas along the eastern foothills and plains of Colorado. (17) Geological 
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Survey records show that 19 damaging floods have occurred since 1882, 
with the flood of May 1904 being the most da~aging (see appendix n). 

Mapping to define a 100-year floodplain in the study corridor has not 
been completed. 

The Poudre has a higher volume flow t~an other rivers on the eastern 
slope of Colorado except the South Platte, North Platte, and the Arkansas 
River. To the north, the nearest comparable mountain river on the east 
slope of the Rockies is the Wind River in Wyoming. To the south, the 
upper Rio Chama in New Mexico has comparable flows but is different in 
geologic and ecologic character. 

Uses: 

Development of wat,er storage capacity in the Poudre River basin has 
taken place for ne.arly a century, supplying water for agricultural, 
municipal, and industrial uses. For the most part, however, this evidence 
of human activity does not occur within the study corridor. 

Water supply, or river flow, is supplemented by eight transbasin diversions. 
The average diversions into the Poudre River for 1966 to 1970 were: 
Cameron Pass Ditch via Joe Wright Creek, 21 acre-feet; Michigan Ditch 
via Joe Wright Creek, 288 acre-feet; Skyline nitch via Chambers Lake, 
1,780 acre-feet; Laramie-Poudre Tunnel, 15,390 acre-feet; Wilson Supply 
Ditch, 2,430 acre-feet; Bah Creek nitch via Roaring Fork, nacre-feet; 
Columbine Ditch, 0 acre-feet; and the Michigan Ditch 1,440 acre-feet 
(see appendix E). Bob Creek Ditch and Columbine Ditch were not in 
operation during the base period. Rights exist for up to 400 acre-feet 
through these systems annually. The Grand Ditch was in sporadic operation 
during the base period. More recently, it has operated at an annual 
average of 1,623 acre-feet. In the future, after improvements to the 
system, an average flow of 3,500 acre-feet is anticipated by the City of 
Fort Coll ins. 

The Poudre River basin diversions are the main supply for nine reservoirs 
of varying storage capacity. They are: Comanche, Hour Glass, Big 
Beaver, Twin Lakes, Long Draw, Peterson and Chambers Lakes, Joe Wright, 
and Barnes Meadow. The main stem also has the North Poudre Supply 
Canal, the Fort Collins Pipeline, and 30 other ditches (see map 3, page 
15). 

One of the major uses of the Poudre River water is irrigation for agri­
cultur~. In Larimer County, approximately 6 percent of the total land 
area of the county is in irrigated agriculture. In neighboring Weld 
County, irrigated agriculture is approximately 14 percent of the land 
area. Collectively, this represents approximately 400,000 acres. (18) 

Water use in Colorado has a complicated history, predating statehood. A 
system for appropriating water is set forth in the State Constitution, 
known as the "Colorado Ooctrine." Since the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
does not infringe on State water rights, a detailed analysis of this 
system is not neceissary for this study report. It is important, however, 
to recognize that water is appropriated on the basis of first in time, 
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first in use. For those using water for the same purpose, priority of 
appropriation (seniority) is given the better right. When the waters of 
a natural stream are insufficient, those using the water for domestic 
purposes have preference over all other uses. Those using water for 
agricultural purposes have preference over industrial users. Preference 
must be exercised by condemnation. With the rapid growth of area munici­
palities and the urbanization of irrigated agriculture lands, future 
competition for existing water, through the preference mechanism, is 
likely. 

All of the existing water from the Poudre River is appropriated in 
accordance with State la'-'1. In typical years, administration of the 
Poudre1s waters involves only the most senior users. (19) 

Development Opportunities: 

General 

Investigation and consideration of development potentials in the Poudre 
basin have taken place since the early part of this century. Beginning 
in 1914, the United States Geological Survey (USGS) initiate~ the with­
drawal of public lands in the study area for Power Site Reserves and 
Power Site Classification. The last withdrawals were identified in 
1944, bringing the total to 10,000 acres in the basin, with 3,760 acres 
occurring in the study corridor. 

Early development was brought about through the efforts of mutual ditch, 
supply, and storage cooperatives, which privately accomplished much of 
the augmented supply that exists today. The Bureau of Reclamation (BR) 
has more recently played a key role in coordinating the planning, 
construction, and operation of water resource projects. They examined 
the development potentials in 1928, 1954, and 1959. (20) In 1951, BR 
reported a potential of 112,200 kilowatts (kW) installed capacity and 
644,000 kilowatt hours (k~·JH) of average annual generation capability. (21) 
Six sites were identified in the basin, four of them recommended for 
additional study by the Missouri River Basin Interagency Committee. (22) 

A 1963 BR Reconnaissance Report on the Poudre presented a development 
proposal that would have the potential to store 400,000 acre-feet (af) 
of water (40,800 af as the increment of additional storage), 274,000 kW 
installed capacity, and 186,500 kWH average annual generation. (23) The 
report outlined two basic storage features ( Grey Mountain and Idyl wi l de), 
two hydroelectric plants, and a variety of supporting facilities (see 
appendix F). It concluded that the total irrigated area in the Poudre 
basin had facilities and water supplies ample to meet an average of most 
of the theoretical requirements. 

Water supplies for the planning area are currently adequate to meet the 
various demands of municipal, industrial, agricultural, and other users. 
Various projections indicate that raw water supplies will continue to be 
adequate, but not through the entire first half of the planning period, 
1990-2040, (see appendix H for a more thorough display of currently 
available information on water supplies). Since most water planning is 
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conducted in recognition of varying natural raw water supplies from year 
to year, projected requirements for future supplies includP. a surplus 
sufficiently lar9e to meet demand in years of low 1-1ater yield. 

One of the principle factors in maintaining adequate supplies over the 
last decade has been the urbanization of agricultural lands and related 
sale of water ri9hts. Major municipalities in the planning area require 
new developments to contribute either water rights or payments-in-lieu 
of water rights to the cities' holdings of raw water as a condition of 
annexation. Between 1972 and 1977, the area of cities in Weld County 
grew 25 percent; in Boulder County, 41 percent; and in Larimer County, 
46 percent. These expansions brought new raw water to the cities, 
usually in amounts greater than the likely municipal consumption. (44) 
Supplies of surplus municipal water are currently made available for 
lease to agriculture and for other purposes. 

Forecasted growth rates predict a water supply shortfall near the year 
2000 if no additional measures are taken to augment supply. A wide 
array of alternatives, however, exists to accanplish increases in supply. 
As discussed later in this chapter, a sifting of the alternatives has 
not taken place in order to provide planners and users the best information 
upon which to base long-range decisions. 

Although the 1963 BR report appeared to hold promise of economic justifi­
cation and financial feasibility, serious questions were raised concerning 
the market for the peaking power within the confines of the BR's laws 
and policies. Accordingly, the Concluding Report in 1966 recommended 
the possible development of the Idylwilde Dam and Reservoir only, with 
minimum provisions to permit the possible future inclusion of power. (24) 

A 1977 Status Report from the Front Range Unit of BR suggested that 
construction of Grey Mountain Reservoir was among the availahle structural 
alternatives to meeting projected water demands. (25) The principal 
orientation of th1e report was increased water supply and improved water 
resource management, without discussion of hydroelectric generation. 

At the same time, numerous other proposals have been advanced by a 
variety of propon1ents. These include: expansion of existing water 
storage facilities, renovation of storage reservoirs located on the 
plains, construction of additional mountain storage facilities, 
construction of additional plains storage facilities, and incorporation 
of non-structural conservation measures by all users. None of the 
potential developments have met the test of current criteria promulgated 
by the Council on Environmental Oual ity, the Water Resources Council, 
the Amy Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

At the present time there is broad interest in examining the potentials 
for water and hydropower in the Poudre basin. The elected and appointed 
officials of many entities have recently approved resolutions supporting 
either a broad basin examination or a r.,ore narrow feasibility study of 
the Grey Mountain--Idylwilde proposal (see appendix N). In arldition, the 
Colorado Water Conservation Board has funded a $300,000 study of water 
storage opportunities on the Poudre. The 1980 Priorities report of the 
Missouri River Basin Commission lists a basin feasibility study as the 
number one state priority and the number three basin priority. (26) 
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Specific 

International Engineering Company, Inc., (IECO) issued a Re~ort of Long 
Range Study in 1980 which updated the BR economic analysis 1n the 1963 
Reconnaissance Report. (27) Using accepted indexing methods, the study 
found that the Grey Mountain-Idylwilde development proposal would show a 
positive benefit/cost ratio under two of three financing mechanisms 
examined (see appendix G). Numerous individuals and groups refer to 
this report as a basis for further investigation of the potentials under 
current criteria. The BR has indicated that the many changes in demand, 
technology, and statutory and regulatory criteria would necessitate a 
new planning effort, minimizing the usefulness of IECO's recomputation 
of the 1963 study. 

The IECO report was released after completion of the DEIS/SR and has 
been incorporated into this study as a guide to the potential contributions 
of water and power development on the Poudre at the suggestion of commentors. 
Any use of this information as an accurate depiction of actual results 
has been discouraged by both the Bureau of Reclamation and IECO. 

The projected needs--agricultural water, municipal and industrial 
water, hydropower, recreation, fish and wildlife--are over 17 
years old; a meaningful update of all needs is essential. 

Physical size of potential features are based on obsolete 
data; complete plan reformulation is necessary. 

Design and cost estimates, based on obsolete plans, need to be 
completely redone; not just indexing old costs. 

Marketability of the water and power, based on obsolete costs, 
cannot be assessed; today's conditions indicate a changed 
market situation. 

Bureau of Reclamation letter, dated December 17, 1980. 

However, it is re-emphasized that prudent caution should be 
exercised in using these results, and that they are only 
indicative of the results to be anticipated by applying more 
precise methods during a feasibility study. 

International Engineering Company, Inc. Report. 

These statements cast a high degree of uncertainty on the values and 
conclusions of the IECO Report. No more current data exists. The 
absence of complete information portraying potential hydropower and 
water storage opportunities on the Poudre has created a planning void 
most commonly filled by speculation. 

The cities of Fort Collins and Greeley have proposed the construction of 
Rockwell Reservoir (see map 3, page 15), located on the Little South 
Fork of the Poudre. The storage capacity of this proposed facility 
would be 4,900 acre-feet, for the purpose of providing municipal water 
supply. The cities already own some of the land in the vicinity of the 
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proposed facility and have initiated preliminary discussions with the 
USDA Forest Service regarding additional necessary lands. A conditional 
storage right has been granted to the cities with an appropriation date 
of 1951. Estimated costs of the facility are $10 million. (28) 

The Rockwell Reservoir was not considered at length in the DEIS/SR, 
based on the lack of substantive action to move forward with construction. 
Since publication of the DEIS/SR, planning activity has increased. The 
Congress, in enacting the Colorado Wilderness Bill, P.L. 96-560, Made 
adjustments to proposed Wilderness boundaries to allow the construction 
of this project .. In light of these events and comments received after 
publication of the DEIS/SR, the study team has recognized Rockwell 
Reservoir as a probable water development that could be designed and 
constructed in such a way as to minimize adverse impacts in the study 
corridor. 

The City of Fort Collins has also proposed reconstruction of the Sheep 
Creek Reservoir, located on Sheep Creek, a tributary of the main stem of 
the Poudre (see map 3, page 15). A small dam had been constructed at 
this site in the, early 1900s, but has been washed-out for many years. 
The city has a 5;30 acre-foot conditional right to the storage water. 
Estimated costs of construction are $6 million. (29) 

A decree exists for the Little South Cache la Poudre Reservoir (see 
map 3, page 15), just downstream from the Rockwel 1 site. It is assumed 
that this facility would not be constructed if Rockwell Reservoir were 
to be completed. 

Through the consultation process including personal interviews with 
water planners/developers, the following basic considerations were 
identified which relate to interest in water and hydropower development: 

1. Water planners (municipal, agricultural, and industrial) are 
anxious to maintain water supplies at a level sufficiently 
high to avoid the condemnation process. 

2. Municipalities need to provide expanding water supplies to 
keep pace with growing populations. 

3. Agricultural users need to provide expanding water supplies to 
protect existing uses and wn.ter prices. 

4. There is a viable market for hydroelectric peaking power. 
Where water supply and hydropower components can be combined 
into a project, sale of electrical energy can supplement or 
rep lac•:! other funding mechanisms. 

B. Biological Factors 

Vegetation 

The Poudre River study area vegetation is typical of Rocky Mountain 
Front Range river basins. The vegetation is diverse and varies with 
slope, aspect, and elevation. 
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The headwaters region above timberline is alpine tundra (11,500 feet and 
higher elevation) which consists mainly of grasses, sedge<;, and lichens 
living in what is generally considered a very fragile environment. 
Below timberline is the spruce-fir zone (11,500 to 10,500 feet in eleva­
tion) composed of Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir, and lodgepole pine 
with an occasional mountain meadow. 

The next vegetative zone is mainly Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine (10,500 
to 8,000 feet in elevation). Scattered stands of aspen, limber pine, 
and juniper are in this zone. Where no overstory of trees occurs, the 
cover consists mainly of mountain mahogany, sagebrush, grasses, and 
bitterbrush, with many forbs and grasses. 

Vegetation along the banks of the streams includes cottonwood, aspen, 
willow, and alder. 

Other common species in the basin include sedges, bluegrass, hairgrass, 
buttercup, marsh marigold, and cinquefoil. (A species list by vegetative 
zone is included in appendix I.) 

Starting with the eastern boundary of the National Forest lands about a 
mile below Seaman Reservoir and west to Rustic (segments 1, 2, and 3 
inclusive), the vegetative patterns are very similar. To the north of 
the river on the south-facing slopes, ground cover consists mostly of 
grasses, mountain mahogany, sagebrush, and bitterbrush. The overstory 
consists of scattered ponderosa pine and juniper with Douglas-fir 
occurring in small groups in steep drainages. To the south of the river 
on the steep north-facing slopes, the cover consists of stands of 
ponderosa pine,poles (5 to 7 inches, diameter breast high) and sawtimber 
(7 inches and greater, diameter breast high) interspersed with stands of 
lodgepole pine and Douglas-fir pole timber. Where no tree overstory 
occurs, the cover consists of mountain mahogany, sagebrush, and bitter­
brush, with many forbs and grasses. 

On segment 4 on south-facing slopes, the cover is similar to that on 
segments 1, 2, and 3. On north-facing slopes, the overstory begins a 
gradual change to lodgepole sawtimber and poles with occasional stands 
of ponderosa pine poles and sawtimber and Douglas-fir poles. Ground 
cover is similar to that in segments 1, 2, and 3. ~lhere t'ie river 
valley widens, stands of aspen sawtimber are scattered over grass-covered 
meadows. 

On segment 5 the overstory is lodgepole pine sawtimber and pole timber 
with scattered stands of pole-size aspen. Above Peterson Lake, the 
lodgepole becomes interspersed with stands of mature Engelmann spruce 
and subalpine fir. On nonforested slopes, mountain mahogany, sage, and 
grasses can be found. 

Along segment 6 there are stands of lodgepole and ponderosa pine pole 
and sawtimher with large areas of sage, mountain mahogany, bitterbrush, 
and grasses. These nonforest areas fall within 4 miles of the South 
Fork confluence with the main stem. 
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Segment 7 has a vegetative overstory of lodgepole pine sawtimber and 
pole stands. Spruce and fir sawtimber stands become more and mJre 
frequent as Rocky Mountain National Park is approached. Once inside the 
Park (segment 8), the spruce-fir type gives way to tundra, which •~xtends 
to the origin of the South Fork between Icefield Pass and Flint Pass. 

Fish and Wildlife 

The Poudre River's fish and wildlife are similar to other Front Range 
river basins, but the abundance and species diversity are superior to 
other locations. The species vary mainly with differences in ele·v1ation 
and habitat. The basin contains approximately 265 species of birds, 
mammals, amphibians, and reptiles and 15 species of game and nongame 
fish. Depending on the aquatic environment, rainbow trout, brown trout, 
brook trout, and native trout are found in certain segnents o+ the 
Poudre. Trout are also found in many of the reservoirs and natural 
lakes that exist in the Poudre River drainage. Nongame fish include 
western l ongnose suckers, northern creek chub, fathead minnow, brassy 
minnow, and northern common shiner. 

Big game mammals in the area are deer, elk, bear, bighorn sheep, and 
mountain lion. Deer are the most abundant big game species in the 
corridor. Over 100 bighorn sheep are in the area. The nivision of 
Wildlife introduced 16 bighorn sheep in the north slope of the Poudre 
River canyon near Rustic in 1946. Recent efforts to expanrl their range 
has been partially successful. 

Small game mammals present in the area are cottontail rabbit, srowshoe 
hare, and pine and Abert squirrels. 

Upland game birds present are ptannigan, blue grouse, and turkey. 
Migratory game birds which usually frequent the area are band-tailed 
pigeon, mourning dove, waterfowl, and shorebirds. Waterfowl a,,.rl shore­
birds that are in the area are Canada goose, mallards, teal, dippers, 
snipe, rail, and killdeer. Raptors include several species of hawk, 
golden eagle, prairie falcon, and great-horned owl. 

Other wildlife represented are various furbearers, vannints, ornphibians, 
nongame mammals, and birrls. 

A complete list of the species is in appendix J. 

Two species on th1:! Federal threatened and endangered species li~-:: have 
been found in the study corridor. They are the peregrine falcon and t!ie 
greenback cutthroat trout. Peregrine falcons were once common al0n:J the 
Front Range. There are now no known nesting sites within the study 
area. However, good peregrine habitat still exists above Indian r1earfo1"s. 
An adult male was observed in flight near Rustic in 1973. The greenhack 
cutthroat trout is found in Black Hollow Creek, the upper sect~ori of the 
South Fork of the Poudre, and in Hourglass Creek, a tributary of the 
South Fork. Efforts are underway to restore this species of tro,1t to 
other small high elevation streams in the basin, outside the study 
corridor. 
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C. Social and Economic Factors 

Archeology 

Archeological studies in the basin began in the 1930s. These and 
subsequent studies indicate the presence of Folsom, Paleo-Indian, Archaic, 
and Proto-Archaic material. A 1963 University of Colorado study indicated 
material approximately 9,000 years old. A 1976 investigation located 52 
archeological sites. These preliminary investigations indicate that 
there are no 11ajor archeological sites in the Poudre River basin. (30) 

Hi story 

The Poudre River was given the name Cache la Poudre in the mid-nineteenth 
century. The naine is a fragment of a typical French phrase, 11ou on 
cache la poudre," meaning 11where one hides the powder." According to 
some historical accounts the name is traced to a French freighting or 
trapping party that buried its powder to conceal it from Indians or 
other travelers. 

Much of James Michener's novel Centennial (31) is set in the vicinity of 
the Poudre River. The novel is generally reflective of the region's 
history. 

Before white exploration and settlement began, the area was the territory 
of the Arapaho, Cheyenne, and Ute tribes. 

The railroads, together with mining, promoted the settlement of the 
Poudre River basin. The railroads began to move into the basin in the 
1870s. Timber was harvested for railroad ties and they were floated 
down the Poudre during the 1880s. However, early atte1npts to construct 
a rail line through the canyon were unsuccessful. Later, the remains of 
the grades became the foundation for Highway 14. ~ining had marginal 
success but did lead to the establishment of such "ghost towns" as Lulu 
City and Teller City, the North Star and Elkhorn mines, and Poudre City 
and the construction of the Flowers and Stewart toll roads. 

Together with mining, irrigation development began in the high prairie 
and foothills of the Front Range. The most extensive early Colorado 
irrigation development was in the northern part of Colorado along the 
South Platte and the Cache la Poudre rivers. Small ditches were 
constructed there as early as 1860 to be followed by the founding of the 
Greeley colony. 

A small dam on the Poudre was constructed to generate electricity for 
the construction, in 1907-1911, of the Laramie-Poudre Tunnel which was 
to transfer water from the Laramie River into the Poudre. After construc­
tion of the tunnel, the dam was abandoned and formed part of what is now 
called "Poudre Falls." 

Famous ranches were established in the basin such as Zimmerman's, Koenig's, 
and the Kinikinik. The Zimmerman's also established the Keystone Hotel 
in 1896. The Rustic Hotel at Rustic was built in 1882 and razed in 
1979. Records show that former President Teddy Roosevelt was a guec;t.. (32) 
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The Colorado Histoirical Society Historic Preservation Office lists 12 
historic sites in the basin. However, only the Horne Moraine rieological 
Area exhibit located near Kinikinik is on the National Register of 
Historic Places. The remaining sites are of local interest. 

However, these sites may represent only a part of the potential historic 
resources that could be of value to historians. Other sites that could 
be considered are: {a) Grey Rock Mountain National Recreation Trail; 
{b) William B. Kreutzer Nature Trail {a candidate for National Recreation 
Trail Status); {c) a manual cable car constructed across the Poudre 
during World War I that is still in use today; and numerous minor 
unexamined sites. 

Further investigation of possible sites in the Poudre could lead to the 
location of other significant historical discoveries. {33) 

Land Uses 

Of the approximately 1,792,000 acres in Larimer County, 886,000, or 
about 50 percent, are publicly owned. Most of the public lands are in 
the mountainous western portion of the county; the Roosevelt National 
Forest, for example, encompasses 35 percent of all land in the county 
and Rocky Mountain National Park, 8 percent. Other local, State, and 
Federal agencies own and manage smaller areas within the county as 
parks, wildlife refuges, experiment stations, sanitary landfills, reser­
voirs, and income sources for the school systems. The majority of 
private land is in the eastern foothills and plains of the county. 

Throughout the mountainous western sections of the county, private lands 
are concentrated in the river valleys and meadows {34), {see map 4, 
page ?.6). 

The Poudre River study corridor of approximately 83 miles consists of 
19,320 acres of public lands {73 percent) and 7,240 acres {27 percent) 
private. 

The eastern portion of the county is a major agricultural area with 
irrigated farming in the southeast and dryland farming and grazing in 
the northeast. Much of the water used in irrigation comes from the 
Poudre River. {18) 

The major use of both public and private lands in the Poudre River basin 
is outdoor recreati0n. Hiking, backpacking, camping, fishing, hunting, 
boating, sightseeing, and photography are common activities. There are 
numerous resorts, lodges, and recreational homesites along Highway 14. {35) 

The key to the recreational resources of this area is the river itself, 
which is the focus of visual quality and of most recreation activities 
that occur within the river corridor. 

Supplements to river fl ow, resulting from upstream water resource project 
regulation, generally have had a positive effect on recreation activity 
opportunities hy making flows more predictable, by extending the high 
and moderate flow p,~riods, and by reducing peak flow times when water 
levels are too higih for most water-based recreation activities. 
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Boating occurs in various sections of the Poudre Canyon a~d to a very 
limited extent on the South Fork. Whitewater kayak races hosted by the 
Colorado Whitewater Association have been held annually in June. 

Forest Service studies show that from 1967-1977 boating on the Poudre 
River increased from less than 250 recreation visitor days to over 5,000 
annually. (36) 

The high flow season is short, averaging about 6 weeks, and boatable 
stretches are generally short and discontinuous. These factors, combined 
with the level of development in the river corridor, have limited the 
river's attraction for overnight or "wilderness" type raft tri:,1s. As a 
result, there are only a few commercial outfitting operations on the 
river. 

The Poudre River is one of the most fished streams in Colorado. Studies 
indicate that fishing on segments 1-4 averaged 279 man-days per acre. (37) 
The Colorado Division of Wildlife anticipates an increase of "quality 
trout" fishing on the Poudre (natural restocking, fishing with flies or 
artificial lures only) of 50 additional miles in the future. Current 
"quality trout" mileage totals 30 niles. 

To further encourage quality fishing along the river, the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife has set aside three areas restricting fishermen to 
the use of artificial flies and lures only. Trout are also found in 
many of the reservoirs anct natural lakes that exist in the Poudre River 
drainage. The natural reproduction of some of these waters is adequate 
to satisfy existing fishing pressure. However, stocking is required at 
the more accessible and popular lakes and reservoirs. (38) 

Fishing along thE~ Poudre River, commonly known as Colorado's "Trout 
Route," is increasing on the average between 11 and 33 percent per year 
on various portions of the river. Fishing varied from 1,500 to 4,800 
hours of fishing per mile of stream annually in 1971 and 1972, a level 
comparable to many nationally popular trout streams. 

A further indication of fishing intensity is reflected by the heavy 
catch of stocked trout. Over 20,000 pounds of rainhow trout are stocked 
annually by the Colorado Division of Wildlife along nearly 33 miles of 
the three lower segments. The Division operates a trout rearing unit 
located east of Kinikinik along the Poudre River. 

Substantial big game hunting, primarily for elk and deer, occurs in the 
ma in canyon and South Fork areas. Hunting of bighorn sheep is limited 
by a lottery permit systen administered by the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife. There is also a lesser amount of hunting for upland and 
migratory game birds in the basin. Camping use associated with hunting 
is intense and is the principal hunting-related activity within the 
study corridor. However, the area is less popular with nonresident 
hunters, apparently due to lower success ratios than other opportunity 
areas. 

Over 70 percent of the National Forest special use pennits within the 
study area are for recreational residence. 
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Current policy regarding such pennits is to phase out this use as the 
existing structures become un111aintainable. This policy is compatible 
with management goals in segments that might be designated recreational. 
The existing use of these structures would have a minor, negative impact 
on management options within the corridor due to the exclusive use and 
nature of the permit areas and the existence of private property on 
pub l i c lands. 

Developed recreation sites located within the study corridor are used at 
an average 70 percent of capacity. Developed site capacity in the nain 
canyon has increased by 50 percent from 825 persons at one time (PAOT) 
in 1967 to 1,230 PAOT in 1980, while use of existing sites has increased 
much more rapidly. Campground and picnic area use was estimated to have 
increased by 280 percent during the same period. Capacities of existing 
developed sites are exceeded on holiday weekends and during peak-use 
weekends in late July and early August. 

Developed recreation facility capacity in the Poudre Canyon, primarily 
between Poudre Park and Rustic, amounts to approximately 15 percent of 
the total developed site capacity of the Arapaho and Roosevelt National 
Forests. ( 39) 

Grazing of livestock is light in the corridor. Larimer County is too 
economically diversified to be much affected by changes in the grazing 
industry. Many ranchers in other, similar areas have sold land to 
recreational interests or developed other sources of income and may 
continue part-time ranching. Historical trends suggest that the necessity 
of grazing permits for a family's livelihood may be less than in former 
years. (40) 

Timber production policies of the Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests 
have made timber available on a continuous basis in the National Forest. 
Physical and biological factors, in combination with econ001ic conditions, 
have precluded the establishment of a large scale timber industry. (41) 

In the Poudre River study corridor, the steepness of the slopes, species, 
and the private land patterns associated with the corridor have contri­
buted to the general lack of large-scale timber harvesting. Little 
timber activity is anticipated in the future. 

No formalized timber sales are anticipated in the corridor from the 
present to the year 2000. An estimated 2,000 cords of fuelwood may be 
removed. Much of the fuelwood harvested is salvaged from beetle-killed 
ponderosa pine. An estimated 10 tons of boughs per year are expected to 
be removed by the year 2000. Christmas tree activity within the corridor 
has been minimal. 

Long-range timber harvest plans for the corridor affect segment 7 only. 
In the upper regions of this segment, approximately 1 million hoard feet 
of sawtimber are expected to be removed in the next 50 years. The 
vegetative type is lodgepole pine and spruce-fir. Selection cutting 
methods are anticipated for this sanitation and salvage harvest. 
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Portions of the study corridor have been periodically blighted by mountain 
pine beetle and spruce budwonn. Current emphasis is to treat only those 
areas where treatment is economically and environmentally feasible. 

Transportation 

Colorado Highway 14 is the main transportation route in the study corridor 
(see map 2, page 5). The highway connects the city of Fort Collins with 
the North Park area and the town of Walden. The highway was first open 
year-round in 1978. It was previously closed during the winter months 
at Cameron Pass. It is too early to establish the effects of the opening 
on the corridor environment. The average daily traffic (ADT) was 300 
vehicles in 1970. (42) In 1976, the ADT was 1,000 to 1,300 in the 
Poudre Park area; 700 to 800 between Poudre Park and Eggers, and 470 in 
the Kinikinik vicinity. 

In 1978, the Colorado Department of Highways completed the annual Traffic 
Volume Map. This study shows the traffic fl ow over the recently opened 
all-season Cameron Pass section of Highway 14 (see map 5, page 30). 

The adjusted annual average vehicle count for a 24-hour period for 1978 
is in Table II-1 (page 31). (43) The numbers reflect travel counts 
between points. 

A Colorado State University 1976 study concluded that Highway 14 as an 
all-season road is not important to the national or regional highway 
access, but is significant as a local highway in providing better access 
to the North Park area. The study concluded that the opening of Cameron 
Pass would have two direct effects, localized aesthetic impact and 
year-round and improved access to the North Park area. These impacts 
would cause further "ripple effects" to other areas and could result in 
different regional character from the area from "underdeveloped" to 
"developed." The study suggests that the changes could occur at a 
faster rate than public management systems can respond and will force 
public decisionmakers to face critical policy decisions sooner than if 
the project were not built. (44) 

Population 

In order to effectively integrate social considerations into land and 
resource management, the Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests have 
adopted a methodology known as social resource management. Developed in 
conjunction with the Forest Planning process (45), it provides a more 
useful way of evaluating alternative management directions and their 
effects than previously available. 

Sectors within the planning area have been delineated into Human Resource 
Units for analysis purposes. (46) A Hu~an Resource Unit is a geographical 
area that is characterized by particular cultural patterns, lifestyles, 
economic conditions, institutional arrangements, and topography. Typically 
they are larger in size than individual towns and communities and may 
cross political jurisdictions. 
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TABLE II-1 
Colorado Highway 14 Traffic Volume Cache la Poudre River Study Area - 1978* 

Location Segment 

;::l A. Jackson - Larimer County Line 

A-B 

B. Junction Road East of Chambers Lake 

B-C 

C. Junctfon Road at Rustic 

C-D 

D. Junction Road at Eggers 

D-E 

E. Junction Colorado Highway 287 and 
Colorado Highway 14 at Ted's Place 

*See Endnote 43 

ota 
Average 
Daily 

Traffic 

270 

680 

850 

1250 

Passen.9.er Cars 

Colorado Non-Coloradoan 

120 50 

260 190 

350 190 

570 190 

Pickups and Panels 
Under 1 Ton 

80 

190 

260 

420 

Trucks 
Single Units 
Over 1 Ton 

10 

30 

40 

60 

Truffswith 
Trailers 

10 

10 

10 

10 



Regional Overview: 

The North Front Range Human Resource Unit parallels the mountains east 
of the Continental Divide from Longmont north to the Wyoming border and 
east to the city of Greeley. It includes a major portion of Larimer 
County and smaller portions of Weld and Boulder counties. While outside 
the river study corridor, it is significantly affected by any decisions 
regarding the Poudre River. This area, with some modification, identifies 
the planning area, shown on map 1, page 4. 

Planning Area 

The planning area encompasses several major communities. Fort Collins, 
the county seat of Larimer County, is the north-central Colorado regional 
center for shopping, education, health care, and cultural activities. 
It is the hub of a growing urbanized area and a major link in the chain 
of Front Range population growth occurring from the l·lyoming border south 
to Pueblo. Greeley is the county seat of 1~eld County and the agricultural 
center of northern Colorado. Loveland and Longmont are also growing, 
principally as a result of employees of new industries moving into the 
area and retirees. Boulder is the county seat of Boulder County. 

In recent year,;, the agricultural sector of the area has declined as 
productive agricultural lands are lost to subdivisions. Near cities, 
urbanization often occurs most heavily on agriculture lands formerly 
under irrigation. (47) The major area employers are light manufacturing 
companies such as Hewlett-Packard, IBM, Eastman Kodak, Teledyne, and 
Woodward Governor, and government. Three universities, Colorado State, 
Colorado, and Northern Colorado, are also major employers. 

Larimer County's population has increased 200 percent in the past 20 
years because of the settlement of newcomers attracted by einpl oyment 
opportunities, climate, and recreation. (48) Suburban areas that have 
sprawled out into surrounding agricultural land have become expensive to 
service and c~nplex to regulate. Over the next 20 years, 121,000 persons 
are projected to move into Larimer County alone, pointing toward additional 
sprawl. The cities and towns in the planning area are expanding their 
educational, medical, municipal, and recreational support services to 
keep up with the growing population. 

The planning area is experiencing one of the nation's highest rates of 
population increase, and its population centers parallel the Arapaho and 
Roosevelt National Forests. Some of the cities in the planning area 
more than doubled their populations between 1970 and 1980. Fort Collins 
is the fourth fastest growing metropolitan area in the U.S., according 
to the 1980 census. Tables 11-2 and 11-3 show the population projected 
for the planning area and past trends in change in personal income. 

Fort Collins is located just 9 miles from the mouth of Poudre Canyon. 
Easy access to the Forest's varied recreation opportunities is a factor 
in this rapid population increase and in the industrial development in 
this area. Tourism and recreation have long been important industries 
in the area and are rapidly expanding to accommodate the expanding 
population. The excellent quality of life along the Front Range, combined 
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TABLE 11-2 
Planning Area Population Estimates 

1980 1985 

Boulder Counity 208,850 248,730 

Larimer County 150,400 182,000 

Weld County 136,675 161,595 

NA= not available 

Source: County Planning Agencies, 1981 

TABLE II-3 
Personal Income, 1978 

1990 

288,600 

214,400 

185,970 

2000 

NA 

279,400 

225,000 

Percent Change in 
Per Capita Income Personal Income Personal Income 

Countt ( actual $) {thousand$) 1973 - 1978 

Boulder 8,278 1,445,707 93 

Larimer 7,037 920,868 101 

Weld 6,857 756,654 61 

Source: Colorado Manpower Review, Vol. XVII, No. 4, April 1980. 
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with the quality of the environment and its diversity have been cited as 
causes for the rapid population growth in the planning area. 

The influx of industries and people to the planning area is also due in 
part to its proximity to a wide variety of recreational opportunities on 
public lands. Demands for more developed recreation facilities like 
campgrounds and picnic areas and for opportunities for hiking, fishing, 
off road vehicle (ORV) use, cross-country skiing, hunting, birdwatching, 
and backcountry experiences have increased radically. Projections point 
to additional demand into the future. 

Rapid population growth, cost of conventional energy, and decreasing 
quality of being--mind, body, and spirit--have also been identified as 
conditions existing today. The Poudre Canyon contrihutes to the quality 
of life for many residents of the planning area by providing an area 
within easy access that benefits "mind, body, and spirit." The tenn 
symbolic meaning emphasizes meanings that are different, or stronger, 
than the usual, rational, average, or everyday meanings given to things, 
places, and practices. The Poudre Canyon represents this meaning for 
many residents within as well as outside the planning area. It is a 
place where many people spend their vacations, camping, hiking, fishing, 
picnicking, boating, and just enjoying the scenery. Residents and 
visitors to the planning area take drives up the scenic canyon to get 
away from pressures associated with urban living. It is within easy 
access to planning area cities and towns, and day trips provide an 
escape into a natural environment that contains a free-flowing river--a 
scarce commodity in this region of the country. 

According to the Larimer County Front Range Report, tremendous change 
has taken place during the last 20 to 30 years in Larimer County. One 
of the changes has been the "increased stress on quality of being." 
This stress includes complex modern life, crowding, pollution and unhealthy 
lifestyles, particularly poor diets, contributing to increased stress 
and anxiety, bad health--both physical and mental--and the breakdown of 
the family. 

One of the ideas for solution is to "conserve fragile natural places, 
hath near and far, (and to) develop recreation sites along the rivers." 

A major issue associated with maintenance or enhancement of the quality 
of life in Larimer County is the preservation of the Poudre River in its 
natural free-flowing state vs. building reservoirs to ensure water 
availability for the projected population growth along the Front Range. 
Residents of Poudre Canyon have their lifestyles, communities, and homes 
at stake with the possibility of dam construction in the canyon. Many 
local, regional, and national publics view the Poudre Canyon as one of 
the attributes defining their quality of life--a place symbolizing 
relief from the "complex modern life, crowding, pollution and unhealthy 
lifestyles ... " Others view the river and canyon as a potential water 
supply for the Front Range populations. At the present time, water is 
already an issue in the planning area and the population of Larimer 
County is expected to increase twofold by the year 2000. 
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There are numerous factors to be considered. Residents of the planning 
area desire a certain quality of life--one which many see as disappearing. 
In the face of growth and development, people want to see natural areas 
preserved. At the same time, others see the need to plan ahead for 
projected growth in the area and view the Poudre River and Canyon as 
providing opportunities to supply the Front Range wit~ needed water in 
the future. 

Poudre Canyon 

Poudre Canyon residents share a common lifestyle and values associated 
with the desire for esthetic surroundings and a rural mountain environment. 
The small communities and clusters of homes along the river rely on Fort 
Collins for services such as medical facilities, educational facilities, 
and shopping. Permanent residents of the canyon include retirees, a few 
people operating tourist businesses, and commuters who work in Fort 
Collins. Seasonal residents include second-home owners and people who 
rent a cabin or trailer during the summer and fall. 

Significant growth in recreational activity has taken place in the 
canyon. Summer camping, picnicking, hiking, fishing, and ORV_activities 
occur throughout the canyon. Kayaking and rafting on the river have 
become increasingly popular over the past ?everal years. Recent improve­
ments to Highway 14 have made Cameron Pass a year-round access route to 
the Western Slope and a year-round recreation attraction. 

Driving through the canyon is an especially popular activity that can be 
enjoyed by almost everyone and is the highest recreation use of the 
area. Increased use of the canyon by nonresidents is affecting the 
quality of life somewhat for the residents of the canyon. There are 
increasing complaints concerning traffic, trespass, litter, and vandalism. 

The quality of community life for Poudre Canyon residents is tied directly 
to the surroundin~~ environment. Peace, quiet, and privacy in a scenic 
setting canbined with easy access to major cities on the Front Range 
make the canyon a desirable place to live. 

Living in srnall communities contributes to the quality of life for some 
people. An attribute of that quality of life is having more of a voice 
in what goes on in their community and ultimately a sense of control 
over their destiny. Poudre Canyon contains several small communities 
and two canyon associations formulated for just that purpose--having a 
say in the destin~v of the canyon. The two associations are active and 
are highly opposed to any drastic changes in the quality of life in the 
canyon as it currently exists. 

Community cohesion is defined as the social process or social condition 
in which people come together or solidify on the basis of shared attitudes 
or behavior. It is often strengthened when outsiders threaten or otherwise 
attempt to change the attitudes or behaviors central to the group. The 
community cohesion of the canyon communities has been strengthened 
tremendously by this study, due to the fact that outsiders are threatening 
the existence of the present quality of life of the residents. 
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Existing public issues are the shortage of public access to the river 
that occurs along some reaches and consequent trespass on private property; 
increases in vandalism, litter, and traffic congestion; the condition 
and availability of campsites in the river corridor; and the conflict 
that occasionally develops between residents of the area and visitors 
fr001 nearby communities, all of whom feel that the area is a "backyard" 
for recreation. Each of these points, present prior to publication of 
the DEIS/SR, have been overshadowed by the potential for darns on the 

'.'. main channel of the Poudre. The resident population has expressed vocal 
·opposition to development of water resources that would take place 
within the study corridor. 

D. RARE II and Wilderness 

Simultaneous with the early stages of this study, the Roadless Area 
Review and Evaluation Phase II (RARE II) was underway. Portions of the 
study area were rec001mended by the Administration for Wilderness desig­
nation on April 19, 1979. They were the Cache la Poudre, Comanche Peak, 
and Neota Wilderness areas. On December 22, 1980, the President signed 
the Colorado ,Wilderness Act (P.L. 96-560), which designated as Wilderness 
portions of the RARE II recommendations (see map 6, page 37). The Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act provides that where an area is designated as a 
11art of the National Wilderness System and the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System, the more restrictive provisions shall apply to :nanagement 
and administration. (49) While provisions vary depending on use, generally 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is more restrictive. 

E. Proposed Land Exchange - Colorado State University and Roosevelt 
National Forest 

The Pingree Park campus of Colorado State University began in 1912 when 
Congress granted the university (then named Colorado A&M College) certain 
areas of the National Forest. In 1914, 1,600 acres of land were selected 
in the Pingree Park area near the upper portion of the South Fork of the 
Poudre River. Therefore, almost since the Forest's establishment in 
1905, the Roosevelt National Forest and Colorado State Universitv have 
had a cooperative relationship. V 

In 1973, the university began to pursue the possibility of a land exchange 
with the National Forest and made a formal request in October 1976 ( see 
appendix K). 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 8, states: 

(a) All public lands within the authorized boundaries of any 
component of the national wild and scenic rivers system which 
is designated in section 3 of this Act or which is hereafter 
designated for inclusion in that system are hereby withdrawn 
from entry, sale, or other disposition under the public land 
laws of the United States. 
(b) All public lands which constitute the bed or bank, or are 
within one-quarter ~ile of the bank, of any river which is 
listed in section 5, subsection (a), [the Cache la Poudre 
appears in this subsection, as number (31)] of this Act are 
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hereby withdrawn from entry, sale, or other disposition under 
the public land laws of the United States for the periods 
specified in section 7, subsection (b), of this Act. 

Therefore, the proposed land exchange which is included within the study 
corridor could not be completed, subject to Congressional action. 

The proposed land exchange is in the interest of the United States and 
Colorado State University. It provides for more manageable boundaries 
for the Forest Service and university, eliminating patchwork ownership 
patterns. The Pingree Park campus is used as a field laboratory hy the 
College of Forestry and Natural Resources, as well as a host facility to 
university and Poudre R-1 School District conferences and institutes. 
The lands are managed by the university in a manner consistent with the 
recreational classification of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

In the opinion of a number of responders during the comment period, it 
was felt that the negotiations for the land exchange should continue and 
that Congressional action be sought to pennit the exchange (see Chapter 
VI I I). The proposed exchange has been rev; ewed by the Congress without 
negative comment. It has advanced to a significant degree that only 
minor clarification of a final agreement between the University and 
Forest Service remains. 
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III. PLANNING CRITERIA 

During the study of a river for possible inclusion in the National Hild 
and Scenic Rivers System, a river is judged by three sets of criteria. (50) 
The first set, eligibility criteria, is used to determine if the river 
qualifies to be in the system. If the river is eligible, a second set 
of criteria is used to determine which classifications--wild, scenic, or 
recreational--are applicable to various segments of the river. After 
these classifications are determined, they are used to develop alternative 
ways to designate and manage the river. These alternatives are made up 
of combinations of wild, scenic, and recreational classification or 
non-classification for various segments of the river. 

The third set of evaluation criteria is used to deternine which alterna­
tive will be identified as the preferred alternative. 

This chapter describes these three sets of criteria as applied to the 
Poudre. 

A. Eligibility Criteria 

Eligihility criteria were used to detennine whether the river qualifies 
to be in the National Wild and Scenic River System. The hasis for these 
criteria is Section 2(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, 
which states: 

(b) A wild, scenic or recreational river area eligible to be 
included in the systa~ is a free-flowing strerun and the related 
adjacent land area that possesses one or more of the values 
referred to in Section 1, subsection (b) of this Act. 

Values referred to in Section 1, subsection (b) are '' ... outstandingly 
re111arkable scenic, recreational, geologic, historic, cultural, fish and 
wildlife, or other similar values." 

Guidelines for Evaluating Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River Areas was 
prepared jointly by USDA/USDI in 1970. The publication aids in evaluating 
river eligibility and, later, in classification. New draft guidelines 
are being developed for Wild and Scenic Rivers. The content and context 
of the revisions are a clarification of the current regulations, not a 
change. 

--The rivers must be in a free-flowing natural condition, but low 
dams, divers ion works, and other mi nor structures will not automat­
ically preclude the river from being included in the system if such 
structures do not unreasonably diminish the free-flowing nature of 
the stream or any outstandingly remarkable values which are present. 
After reviewing the Act and Guidelines, "free-flowing" was determined 
to connote "not bound, confined, or detained" by major structures 
or modifications to the waterway. Existing diversions of water in 
the study corridor are into the Poudre, as beneficial effects, not 
out of the river, diminishing existing values. 
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--The rivers generally should be at least 25 miles long, but shorter 
rivers or segments that possess outstanding qualifications may be 
included in the system. 

--There should be a sufficient volume of water to pennit, during the 
recreational season, full enjoyment of water-related outdoor recre­
ation activities generally associated with comparable rivers. 

--The river should have high quality water. 

The following criteria were developed by the Colorado Department of 
Natura 1 Resources, vlater Conservation Board, and the USDA-Forest Service 
to characterize "outstandingly remarkable" values. They were then 
applied to the river to d~termine which, if any, were satisfied. Not 
all criteria need to be satisfied; one "outstandingly remarkable" feature 
is adequate to make a river eligible. 

Scenic: 

1. Variety - Must be distinctive from the character type of the 
surrounding area. Features of landfonn vegetative patterns, 
water fonns, and rock formations are unusual or outstanding. 

a. Landfonn - Over 60 percent, slopes which are dissected and 
have uneven, sharp exposed ridges, or large dominant 
features. 

b. Rock fonn - Features stand out on the landfonn. Unusual 
or outstanding rock features such as avalanche chutes, 
talus slope or rock outcrops, in size, shape, and location 
are present. 

c. Vegetation - High degree of patterns in vegetation. 
Large old-growth timber. Unusual or .putstanding diversity 
in plant species. 

d. Water forms - Lakes - 50 acres or larger or those which 
are smaller that are otherwise distinctive or unusual. 

e. Water forms - Streams - Drainage with numerous or unusually 
changing flow characteristics, such as falls, rapids, 
pools and meanders, or large volume. 

2. Form - Fonn or ~assiveness is strong. 

3. Color - Colors dominate or are distinctive. They have bright­
ness, variety, interaction. 

4. Lines - Lines complement the landscape. 

5. Texture - Textures vary and form patterns. Changing vegetative 
communities in relation to geology is an example. 

40 



6. Other senses - Sounds, sights, and smells found along the 
river are not experienced on other rivers in the area. 

7. The river is different or distinguishable from rivers that 
flow through sir,ilar terrain and vegetative zones. 

Recreational: 

The variety, amount of use, occurrence, or quality of recreation use on 
or adjacent to the river is high. The river is of national, regional, 
or possible state significance. 

Geologic: 

1. Exposure - Geology of the area has high visibility. 

2. Formations and structures: 

a. Fonnations are unusual - thrust faults, windows. 

b. Formations are exemplary cases worthy of study and obser­
vation. 

c. Fonnations are carved by the river and show erosional 
effects. 

d. Formations are of unusual age for the area or show a long 
per"iod and variety of ages. 

3. Rocks ar,~ of rare or uncommon types. 

4. Minerals are of unusual or distinctive types. 

5. Outcrops are colorful and have different shapes and fonns. 

Fish and Wildlife: 

Only wildlife associated with the river or corridor are evaluated. 

1. Self-sustaining population of trout or other desirahle species 
capable of providing a sport fishery ~~ithout supplemental 
stocking. 

2. May support a wildlife species that is threatened or endangered. 

3. May support a species of wildlife that is separated or isolate~ 
from the main geographic range of the species. 

4. Co111Tiunities: 

a. llniique associations of species, exemplary cases of symbi­
osis, competition, etc. 
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b. Unusual food chains associated with the river. 

5. Unusual abundance and/or diversity of speci~s. 

~istoric and Cultural: 

1. The association or connection of the corridor with events that 
have made a significant contrihution to the nation's history 
or prehistory. 

2. The apparent distinctive characteristics of a type, period, 
method of construction, or an artisan. 

3. T~e geographic importance of the property. 

4. Sites of importance which are easily interpreted or viewed 
along the river. 

Other: 

1. Significant attributes such as endangered or threatened plants 
or unusual plant c0111Tiunities. 

2. Other values as detennined later. 

Eligibility: 

The Poudre River study team ranked the river on each of the eligibility 
criteria on a graduated scale from "common" to "outstanding." It was 
determined that those portions of the Poudre River that Congress requested 
to be studied are eligihle for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. The river meets 6 of the 10 eligibility criteria set by 
Congressional legislation and the IISOA/USDI regulation. The following 
is the result of analysis of the Poudre River's eligibility. (51) 

Summary of Eligibility'Criteria Evaluation 

Criteria 

Scenic value 
Recreational value 
Geologic value 
Fish and wildlife value 
Historic value 
Archaeological value 
Free-flowing 
Meaningful experience opportunity 
Water volume 
Water quality 
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Results of 
Criteria Evaluation 

Outstanding 
Outstanding 

No 
No 
No 
No 

Outstanding 
Outstanding 
Outstanding 
Outstanding 



In summary, the Poudre River is a free-flowing river with high scenic 
value and high quality water of sufficient volume that would provide an 
enjoyable and diverse recreational experience. 

B. Classification Criteria 

After the river was found to be eligible, classification criteria were 
used to determine the potential classification categories for the river 
segments. The Act defines these classifications in Section 2(h) of the 
Act: 

(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 unpol11 uted. These represent vestiges of prir'li tive 
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. 

According to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the category of classifi­
cation is based on the amount of development or evidence of human 
intrusion. The Poudre River has the potential to be classified as 
follows: (see map 2, page 5). 

Segment 1 - 6 miles long A recreational river area, based on: 

1. The se9ment is paralleled by Colorado Highway 14. 

2. The se9ment contains several low impoundments and diversion 
structures. 

3. The shoreline is developed along most of its length. 

4. The segment contains a large number of bridg~s. 

5. The Fort Collins Water Treatment Plant diversion structure is 
also located in this segment. 

6. Predominantly flows through private land. 

Segment 2 - 12 niles long - A recreational river area, based on: 

1. The segment is paralleled by Colorado Highway 14. 
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2. There are three bridge structures across the river. 

3. There are eight developed recreation sites and one undeveloped 
site. 

4. Predominantly located in National Forest land. 

Segment 3 - 9 miles long - A recreational river area, based on: 

1. The segment is paralleled by Colorado Highway 14. 

2. There are five bridges. 

3. There are two large recreation sites and two small recreation 
sites. 

4. Predominantly located in National Forest land. 

Segment 4 - 17 miles long - A recreational river area, baserl on: 

1. The segment is paralleled by Colorado Highway 14. 

2. There are numerous commercial and residential developments of 
varying size. 

3. There is a diversionary structure located at the State fish 
rearing unit. 

4. There are five developed recreation sites. 

5. Predominantly located in National Forest land. 

6. Segment located above confluence of the South Fork of the 
Poudre River. 

Segment 5 - 18 miles long - A wild river area, based on: 

1. The segment is only accessible by trail. 

2. There are no commercial developments. 

3. There are no diversion or dam struct1Jres. 

4. The shoreline is primitive and contains no significant manmade 
modifications. 

5. Entirely within Wilderness and National Park. 

Segment 6 - 8 miles long - A wild river area, based on: 

1. The entire segment is inaccessible by road. 
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2. Tliere are: only two inconspicuous roads approaching the segment. 

3. There is no commercial development along the segme~t. 

4. Only one cabin exists within the segment. 

5. The segment is within the Cache la Poudre Wilderness. 

6. There are presently no diversion or dam structures. 

7. The shoreline is essentially primitive with no significant 
manmade modifications. 

8. Predominantly located within National Forest. 

Segment 7 - 9 miles long - A recreational river area, based on: 

1. The segment is paralleled by National Forest development 
gravel roads #131 and #145. 

2. There are numerous bridges along the segment. 

3. There are two recreation sites and a number of primitive 
automobile pull-off facilities. 

4. Colorado State University's Pingree Park campus and private 
cabins are located within this segment. Management of these 
lands is consistent with recreational designation. 

5. Predominantly located within National Fore5t. 

Segment 8 - 4 miles long - A wild river area based on: 

1. The ent'ire segment is inaccessible by road. 

2. There i:s no commercial development along the segment. 

3. The segment is entirely within National Park/Wilderness Area 
managem,ent protecti ans. 

C. Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria used for selecting a preferred alternative for the 
Poudre River were as follows: 

1. Protect and/or enhance scenic, recreational, and historic 
values (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968). 

2. Increase the Forest Service share of dispersed public recreation 
(Regional Policy and Preliminary Regional Plan, USFS, 1978). 

3. Provide! incentives for development of private recreation 
facilities (Preliminary Regional Plan, USFS, 1978). 
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4. Provide a mix of resource opportunities that contributes to 
local dependent industries (Resources Planning Act of 1974). 

5. Give high priority to maintaining the free-flowing conditions 
of the Poudre River (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 and 
Roosevelt National Forest direction). 

6. Ensure that adequate quantity and quality of water is available 
to meet on-site needs (Preliminary Regional Plan, USFS, 1978). 

7. Respond to issues and concerns identified through public 
involvement (National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and 
National Forest i-tanagement Act of 1976). 

8. Minimum impacts on private property rights (public meetings). 

9. Contribution to National Economic Development Objective (Water 
Resources Council Principles and Standards, 1980). 

10. Contribution to Environmental Quality Objective (Water Resources 
Council Principles and Standards, 1980). 
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IV. THE ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

A. Guidance for Alternatives 

Alternatives are made up of combinations of wild, scenic, and recreational 
classification, or non-classification, for various river segments. The 
alternatives must b,~ formulated consistent with a variety of statutory 
and regulatory guidance: the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the National 
Environmental Policy Act, Guidelines for Wild and Scenic Rivers (USDA/USDI), 
Principles and Standards (Water Resources Council), and administrative 
procedures. ( 50) Between the publication date of the DEIS/SR and the 
completion of this Final Environmental Statement and Study Report, 
several changes in applicable regulatory guidance occurred, primarily in 
the analysis and display procedures of the Principles anrl Standards 
{P&S). In order to comply with the spirit and intent of new regulations 
and respond to comments, some changes were necessitated in th2 array of 
alternatives. 

B. Alternative Fonnulation 

The primary purposei of a study under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is 
to determine whether or not a river is suitable for designation as a 
component of the Ncttional Wild and Scenic Rivers System. After reaching 
that fundamental determination, the study is to consider a range of 
options for the future management and use of the area, taking into 
consideration the environmental, economic, and social effects of these 
options. The alternatives are important to the study process because 
they not only presErnt options for consideration, but set assuJ11ptions 
used to forecast conditions and effects over time. 

Two coequal national objectives provide the basis for water and related 
land resources planning in the P&S. These objectives are protection and 
enhancement of national economic development (NEn) and protection and 
enhancement of environmental quality {EQ). Contributions to national 
economic development are increases in the value of the national output 
of goods and services. Contributions to environmental quality are 
favorable changes in the ecological, cultural, and aesthetic attrihutes 
of natural and cultural resources that sustain and enrich human life. 

Alternatives are to be fonnulated to alleviate proble11s and take advantage 
of opportunities that occur at the national, regional, state, and local 
levels in ways that contribute to the NED and FQ ohjective, according to 
the P&S. The following goals were developed to shape the fonnulation of 
alternatives. 

1. NED: problems and opportunities generated by scarcity of and 
competition for finite natural resources. 

Increase the value and diversity of the recreation 
experience in the Poudre River canyon. 

Increase supplies of economical hydroelectric peaking 
power. 
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Stem the price increase of water to all users to maintain 
economic vitality. 

Maintain or increase irrigated agricultural production 
through the storage and distribution of presently excess 
Poudre River flows. 

2. EQ: problems and opportunities generated by increasing popu-
lation and urbanization. 

Maintain dwindling riparian and wetland habitat in the 
Poudre River canyon. 

Maintain high water quality in the Poudre River. 

Sten the decline of fish and wildlife habitat, especially 
for endangered and threatened species. 

Maintain the aesthetic attribute of the Poudre River 
Canyon. 

Preserve the last free-flowing river along the Front 
Range. 

A variety of alternatives is required by statute and regulation: a 
national economic development plan, an environmental quality plan, a 
primarily non-structural plan, and a no-action plan (or the future 
condition without a plan). Other alternative plans may be fonnulated to 
explore opportunities to contribute to various mixes of the objectives 
or consider plans that could be implemented under the authorities of 
other Federal agencies, State and local entities, and nongovernmental 
interests. 

Fonnulation of the alternatives was a dynamic process, with various 
steps iterated one or more times. This iteration process sharpened the 
planning focus and later would allow more accurate estimation of effects 
of the alternativ~s. In response to comments received after publication 
of the DEIS/SR, revisions in the P&S, and boundary changes between the 
Roosevelt National Forest and Rocky Mountain National Park, several 
changes were made in fonnulating alternatives for this final report. 
The alternative proposing classification of only the Big South was 
discarded due to its limited contribution to NED and EQ objectives. 
Water resource development potentials were theoretically maximized to 
more accurately define an NED alternative, extrapolating it out of the 
draft no-action alternative. A partial designation alternative was 
modified by adding a segment of wild classification and a water storage 
project to contribute to a nix of national objectives. 
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c. The Range of Alternatives 

The following is a segment-by-segment summary of the recommended desig-
nations for each alternative. 

Summary of Alternatives A through E 
Formulation for the Cache la Pouare Wild and Scenic River Study 

Alternatives 
Approx. Approx. A B C D E 

Segment Miles Acres -classifTcation 

1 6 1,920 R * 

2 12 3,840 R * R 
3 9 2,880 R * R 
4 17 5,440 R * R 
5 18 5,760 w w H 

6 8 2,560 w H w 
7 9 2,880 R R R 

8 4 1,280 w H w 
Total 

Total 83 26,560 Miles 83 39 0 0 79 

R = Recreation Designation. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act states that 
11recreational 11 rivers: 

1. Are 11readily accessible by road or railroad. 11 

2. 11May have some development along their shoreline. 11 

3. May have 11undergone some impoundment or diversion in the 
past. 11 

W = Wild Designation. The Act further states that 11wild 11 rivers 
11 

••• represent vestiges of primitive America,11 and that they possess 
these attributes: 

1. 11Free of impoundments11 

2. 11Generally inaccessible except by trail 11 

3. 11Watersheds or shorelines essentially prim it ive 11 

4. "Waters unpolluted" 

- - No Designation. 

*=No decision due to lack of information 
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1. Alternative A (EQ alternative, non-structural•alternative, 
identified as the "citizen's alternative" during the comment 
period) - Full designation of river, classification of all 
segments to highest level of eligibility (map 9, page 50). 

Segments 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7 classified as recreational. 

Segments 5, 6, and 8 classified as wild. 

Change from DEIS/SR: rec~nmendation for segment 8 -
response to comment and boundary change. 

The area would generally be managed to preserve or enhance the 
essentially primitive condition of wild segments and protect 
the river and other resource values of recreational segments. 
No major development would occur. 

50 



51 



2. Alternative B - Partial designation of river, classifying 
some segments to highest level of eligibility and not classifying 
others (map 10, page 53). 

Segment 7 classified as recreational. 

Segments 5, 6, and 8 classified as wild. 

Segments 1, 2, 3, and 4 not classified. 

Change from DEIS/SR: recommendation for water storage 
project between segments 6 and 7 and \<Jild designation for 
segment 8 - responses to comments and boundary change. 

The area would generally be managed to preserve or enhance the 
essentially primitive condition of wild segments, protect the 
river and other resource values of recreational segments, and 
follow without plans condition direction for seg~ents not 
classified. 
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3. Alternative C (without plans condition, no-action alternative) -
No designation of river (map 11, page 55). 

Segments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 not classified. 

Change from DEIS/SR: limited water resource development 
foreseen as a more accurate likely future condition, 
based on potentials at Sheep Creek and Rockwell sites. 

The area would be managed consistent with legislative and 
administrative guidance in an integrated, multi-resource 
basis. Some development would occur to absorb user impacts 
with new facilities, protect resource values, and perriit w,ater 
storage at the proposed Sheep Creek and Rockwell Reservoir 
sites. Three 100-unit campgrounds would he constructed, 
located in segments 2, 3, and 7. 
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4. Alternative D (NED alternative, non-federal alternative) - No 
designation of river, development potentials maximized (map 12, 
page 57). 

Segments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 not classified. 

Change from DEIS/SR: development potentials theoretically 
maximized using Grey Mountain/ldylwilde project as proposed 
by International Engineering Co., Inc. - response to 
comment. 

The area would be managed consistent with legislative and 
administrative guidance in an integrated, multi-resource 
basis. Contributions to the NED objective would be emphasized. 
Three 100-unit campgrounds and flatwater recreation facilities 
would be constructed. 
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5. ,Alternative E (preferred alternative from DEIS/SR) - Partial 
1designation of river, classifying most segtT1ents to highest 
level of eligibility and not classifying one segfTlent (map 13, 
1Page 59). 

Segments 2, 3, 4, and 7 classified recreational. 

Segments 5, 6, and 8 classified wild. 

Segment 1 not classified. 

Change from DEIS/SR: recommendation for segment 8 -
response to c001ments. 

The area would be managed similarly to alternative A, except 
that segment 1 would be managed in an integrated, multi-resource 
way. The option for water resource deve 1 opment would be 
maintained in segment 1. 
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D. Alternatives Discarded 

A number of alternatives were considered during the formulation process 
and eventually discarded from detailed discussion in the environmental 
impact statement. One alternative that was eliminated froM further 
study was identified as "alternative C" in the DEIS/SR. This plan 
proposed designation of the river, classifying only segment 5 (wild 
river). In the view of the study team, this alternative did not signi­
ficantly address the NED and EQ ohjectives. It was only mentioned by 
two respondents during the comment period (see Chapter VIII). Other 
alternatives were discarded because of only minor differences from the 
five finally iterated in this report. 

Alternatives that offered a mix of wild and scenic river designation and 
major water resources development were considered during the study, but 
were also discarded. This was done for two principal reasons. First, 
mixed designation/major development alternatives required. assumptions 
about uninvestigated development that could not be supported by existing 
information. Their potential future conditions were even more sensitive 
to risk and uncertainty than the alternatives considered and involved a 
variety of uninvestigated development alternatives. Secondly, the 
purpose of the study is to evaluate the Poudre for possible inclusion in 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. An alternative that portrays theore­
tical development potentials extsts in the revised alternative D. 

E. Common Elements 

In fonnulating the range of alternatives, several concepts were common 
to each individual alternative. An awareness of these common factors is 
helpful prior to analyzing the effects of the alternatives. 

CSU - Forest Service Land Exchange 

The proposed land exchange discussed in Chapter II is widely supported 
by all parties concerned. The study team assumed the finalization of 
the exchange as a given to each alternative since University management 
of the land will be compatible with adjacent Forest Service lands. 
Enabling legislation by the Congress will be recommended if necessary. 

Water Conservation 

Regulatory and administrative guidance directs the full integration of 
water conservation into alternative fonnulation as a means of achieving 
NED and EQ objectives. Water conservation is defined as actions that 
will reduce the demand for water, improve efficiency in use and reduce 
losses and waste, and/or improve land management practices to conserve 
water. A clear contrast is ~ade between these demand-oriented conserva­
tion elements and storage facilities. As such, conservation is projected 
to occur in all the alternatives at a similar rate, yet to a degree 
insufficient to alter basic supply/demand relationships. 

Water in the planning area is consumed by two r1ajor user groups: muni­
cipal and industrial users account for 20 percent of resource consumption 
and agriculture, principally irrigation, accounts for 80 percent of 
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consumption. (52) The role of conservation in achieving the NED and EQ 
objectives may be conveniently discussed in terms of each user group. 

At the outset, it appears unlikely that significant demand reductions 
can be achieved in the municipal using sector. The planning area is one 
of the fastest growing regions in the nation; demand for relatively 
constant supplies will increase. The historical posture of municipalities 
in the planning area has been to provide adequate supplies of water to 
meet demand. Attempts to limit the size or rate of growth, either to a 
modified natural ca1rrying capacity or various proposed thresholds, have 
not been favored across most of the planning area. Water is metered in 
less than half of the planning area. Comparisons between similar metered 
and non-metered crnrnnunities show that consumption can be 20 to 25 percent 
less in communities that meter water. (53) The desire for the traditional, 
pleasant environment of a more humid cl imate--trees, grass, vegetation-­
accounts for roughly 40 percent of water consumption by municipal users 
annually. (54) Maintenance and/or improvement of plumbing systems, use 
of water-conserving fixtures and appliances, more efficient selection of 
landscaping varietiies and watering practices, and a heightened awareness 
of conservation principles can result in reduced losses and waste. 
However, the impact of these conservation efforts is overshadowerl by the 
aggregate increase of users predicted through the study period. 

Agricultural irrigators have a dual focus for the application of conser­
vation elements: improving the efficiency of conveyance systems {ditches, 
canals, laterals} and improving on-fann efficiencies. A publication of 
the Colorado Water Resources Research Institute indicates that: 

Water is usually applied as liberally as it is available and 
by the easiest, most economical methods available, not those 
allowing most conservation. There are exceptions, of course, 
with certain dryland farming methods and during periods of 
scarce water. Yet even then the most common technique is the 
reduction in the number of irrigated acres and pressure for 
additional water development projects for more water sources. (55} 

By applying the most modern appropriate technology and improved management 
practices, it is estimated that in the South Platte region, of which the 
planning area accounts for roughly one-third, conveyance efficiencies 
could be increased fron the present 73 percent to 89 percent and on-farm 
efficiencies could be increased from a current 46 percent to 74 
percent. (56} While this would appear to he a worthwhile improvement, 
the interrelationship of irrigation systems and dependency upon return 
flows within the South Platte basin predicts a different conclusion: 
water depletion may actually increase with 11best 11 management 
practices. (57) This physical complexity of the resource system, where 
water is actually used several times before leaving the basin, represents 
just one concern. Improved efficiencies are obtained at the cost of 
greater energy consumption, greater financial requirements, or both. A 
variety of research and professional opinion suggests that additional 
examination and evaluation are necessary before re1iahle conclusions may 
be reached. 
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In summary, the application of conservation elements does not hold th•:! 
promise of significantly achieving either NED or EQ objectives. The 
development of an increased conservation ethic among all resource users 
leads to more efficient utilization, but quantifiable benefits are 
difficult to forecast over time. 

Risk and Uncertainty 

Plans and their effects are to be examined to determine the uncertainty 
inherent in the data or various assumptions of future economic, demo­
graphic, social, attitudinal, environmental, and technological trends .. 
Situations of risk are defined by the P&S as those in which potentfal 
outcomes can be described in terms of reasonably well-known probability 
distributions such as dam failure (or knowing enough to figure the 
odds). Situations of uncertainty are defined by the P&S as those in 
which potential outcomes cannot be described in objectively known proba­
bilities (or not even able to figure the odds}. 

While the process of fonnulating the alternatives is not subject to a 
high degree of risk, all of the alternatives' outcomes are subject to 
uncertainty. Future social, attitudinal, and technological conditions 
are in themselves uncertain, and have the potential to exert a variety 
of influences on the alternatives. Most s-en~itive to uncertainty is 
alternative D, the NED alternative. The water resource development 
component of the alternative is based on a reconnaissance level study 
nearly 20 years old, yet it represents the most current information 
available. A project feasibility study has been requested, but without 
a basin-level view, such a study can only judge the site-specific feasi­
bility. It would appear to be more valuable to know if Grey Mountain/ 
Idylwilde is the best feasible alternative to achieve the NED objective. 
The study team has not found information of that type. 

Sensitivity to risk and uncertainty is discussed further in the follo\<ting 
chapters. 
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V. EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTATION 

Effects of the five alternatives are to be forecast using an interdisci­
plinary approach. Specific guidance for this portion of the study 
process is outlined in the P&S. Effects of the alternative plans, 
including the without-plans condition, are to be forecast, based on the 
most likely conditiion expected to exist in the future under each alter­
native. Four accounts are used to organize information on the effects 
of the alternatives. These accounts are national economic development 
(NED), environmental quality (EQ), regional economic development (RED), 
and other social effects (OSE). Each account shows particular aspects 
of an alternative's effects on the human environment. The significance 
of the relative effects of the alternatives is found hy comparing them 
to the without-plans condition. 

Using the alternatives described in Chapter IV, the study team forecast 
the most likely future condition and predicted their effects. This 
activity requires the participation of both interdisciplinary specialists 
and external individuals. Efforts to deal with non-study tea~ experts 
are discussed in Chapter VIII. 

nuring the conment period a number of respondents identified questions 
that were unanswered in the DEIS/SR accounts and displays. The P&S were 
also revised subsequent to caqpletion of the DEIS/SR. Appropriate 
modifications have been made in this report to respond to comments and 
to reflect, as much as possible, revisions in P&S procedures. 

It should be noted that the sturly team encountered some difficulty in 
precisely applying the P&S procedures. Initially, the procedures appear 
to anticipate a completed regional or river basin analysis; n,~ither 
exists for the Poudre. The procedures also seem to be most applicable 
to situations where a fully developed water resource project proposal is 
available; only a reconnaissance level study, completed in 1962, exists 
for the Poudre. • As a result, the team has attempted to meet the spirit 
and intent of all applicable guidance, consistent with the information 
available. Where any portion of the analysis has heen affected by a 
lack of information or information subject to uncertainty, additional 
discussion of a range of potential effects appears in the text. 

A. National Economic Development (NED) Account 

The NED account is that part of the NEPA human environment that identifies 
beneficial and adverse effects on the economy. Beneficial effects are 
increases in the economic value of the national output of goods and 
services. Arlverse effects are the opportunity costs of resources used 
in implementing a plan. Procedures for arriving at beneficial and 
adverse effect values are detailed in the P&S. 

The su1n1t1ary NED account is displayed in Table V-1. The table and under­
lying econonic analysis have been completely redone for this final 
report. All values are expressed in 1979 dollars, using the \~ter 
Resource Council's discount rate of 7-1/8 percent for amortizing and 
discounting calculations. A 50-year study period is used for analysis, 
beginning in 1990. This date was selected because implementation of any 
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of the with-plans alternatives (A, B, D, E) could require as many as 10 
years to complete a legislative and/or regulatory approval process. 

Difficulties were encountered completing the analysis of NED effects. 
The only available information for projecting the effects of alternative D 
has been extracted from the 1980 Report of Long Range Study conducted by 
International Engineering Company, Inc. (IECO). Contained in that 
report is an indexing of the 1962 Bureau of Reclamation Reconnaissance 
Report values to December 1979 dollar amounts. In response to comments 
received suggesting inclusion of a specific NED alternative, they have 
been used for this final study. Unfortunately, there is no more current 
evaluation of water and power potentials, significant contributors to 
the NED objective, than this report (see discussion on water development 
in Chapter I I). 

The original BR figures are calculated in an analysis framework inconsis­
tent with the P&S. In many cases, costs cannot be accurately related to 
benefits, calculations involve interest bearing and non-interest bearing 
categories, and consideration of external economies and diseconomies 
cannot be made. As a consequence, some analyses required by the P&S 
cannot be quantified for inclusion in the NED account. These instances 
are qualitatively discussed in the OSE account, later in this chapter. 
No attempt has been made to modify the information presented in the IECO 
Report. Portions of the financial analysis are reproduced in appendix G. 

Beneficial Effects 

Hydropower 

Only alternative D contains beneficial effects for hydropower, as it is 
the only alternative with generating facilities incorporated in the 
proposed pl an. Dollar amounts are taken from the I ECO study. Hydropower 
values in the IECO Report are assumed to be the same as the revenue 
estimated to be derived from the sale of electricity. As peaking power, 
the rates of $120 per kilowatt per year for capacity and 12 mills per 
kilowatt-hour for energy were applied by IECO to 95 percent of the 
capacity and energy projections. These amounts are consistent with 1979 
peak power contracts in the planning area. (58) As is common to power 
pricing methods, the cost of producing and delivering equivalent alterna­
tive power is the basis of the rates for capacity and energy. Additional 
hydropower information may be found in appendix L. 

Municipal and Industrial Water Supply 

Municipal and industrial water supply values in alternatives Band Care 
based on the capacity of Rockwell Reservoir. The value is c~nparable to 
an equal amount of water {4,900 acre-feet) purchased frarr the Colorado-Big 
Thompson Project. Values for alternative Dare taken from the IECO 
Report. The actual value of M&I and irrigation water from alternative D 
can only be estimated until the associated water rights are awarded. 
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Agricultural Irrigation 

The value of agricU1ltural irrigation water in alternative D is taken 
frOITI the IECO Report. The P&S employs a different method for valuing 
irrigation water, based on the value of the crops grown from additional 
acres to be irrigated. Proponents of the Grey Mountain-Idylwilde project, 
in requesting funding for a feasibility study of the project from the 
State, indicated that additional acres would not be irrigated. (59) The 
values are nonetheless included in the NED account to reflect a claimed 
benefit. 

The water is to be used for supplemental irrigation of existing land 
instead of irrigating new acres, which could still Make contributions to 
the NED objective. However, insufficient data exists with which to 
quantify this potential effect. The results that appear are uncertain. 

Recreation 

Recreation values for alternatives A, B, C, and E are calculated using 
the Resources Planning Act (RPA) valuations for a recreation visitor day 
(RVD). (60) One RVD is defined as 12 hours of recreation by one indivi­
dual (or other combinations that achieve the same amount, such as 3 
hours of recreation by four individuals). This figure was multiplied by 
the projected recreation use forecasted for each alternative. These 
values are significantly lower than those reflected by the willingness­
to-pay methodology of the P&S and do not differentiate between the types 
of recreation activity or the quality of the experience. Use of the 
willingness-to-pay method would increase values for recreation activities 
in limited supply, such as whitewater boating and quality trout fishing. 
In the opinion of the study team, RPA values allow a satisfactory basis 
of comparison with the IECO Report. All NED recreation effects could be 
re-evaluated with procedures prescribed in the P&S only by using data 
that is unavailable at this time. 

Adverse Effects 

Construction 

Construction costs reflect annualized amounts necessary to build plan 
facilities, such as reservoirs, campgrounds, picnicgrounds, trailheads, 
and trails. The cost of Rockwell Reservoir, estimated at $10 million, 
is factored into alternatives B and C. Land acquisition, easements, 
rights-of-way, and other categories are assumed to be included in the 
single value for alternative D. 

Land Acquisition 

No lands are projected for acquisition under alternatives A, B, C, or E. 
This is consistent with current management direction and the assumption 
that less-than-fee-title techniques will be employed to achieve land 
uses consistent with \~ild and Scenic designation. The opportunity 
remains for exchanges with private landowners to achieve management 
goals. Alternative D would necessitate large acquisition costs for 
project facilities, especially in segment 1 (Grey Mountain Reservoir) 

65 



where private ownership is roughly 80 percent. This amount is assumed 
to be portrayed in the construction costs. 

Easements 

The three designation alternatives feature varying amounts of scenic 
easement acquisition to accomplish management objectives, as forecast by 
the study team. Development is expected to continue in existing enclaves. 
Predominant use of scenic easements would be to preserve and protect 
existing values adjacent to and outside the developed enclaves. Since 
the need to acquire easements over the entire analysis period is difficult 
to project, potential maximum acquisitions have been predicted. It 
would be feasible to manage designated areas successfully without expendi­
ture to these levels if cooperative zoning ordinances and development 
consistent with designation are accomplished. Using market comparisons, 
the cost of acquiring easements is estimated at an average of $1,300 per 
acre. In alternative A, easements would be acquired on approximately 
1,810 acres early in the analysis period. Alternative E projects acqui­
sition of easements on 1,475 acres. Alternative B, with most of the 
lands already in Federal ownership, would acquire easements on only 487 
acres. 

Rights-of-Way 

Rights-of-way would be acquired to expand trail systems under the desig­
nation alternativP.s, consistent with the level of designation in each. 
Projected trail additions are: alternative A, 18 miles; alternative E, 
9 miles; alternative B, 6 miles. Estimated cost of right-of-way acquisi­
tion is $2,750 per mile. Alternative D would also require right-of-way 
acquisition for many of the support facilities of the project and relo­
cation of some existing facilities. Costs of acquisition for Dare 
assumed to be included in the construction cost amount. 

Minerals 

The mineral value shown is the estimated average annual value of gravel 
currently removed from the corridor, including increased transportation 
costs. Wild and Scenic River designation results in withdrawal of the 
river bed and adjacent lands in segments classified "wild" (one-quarter 
mile on either side) from appropriation under the mining laws and from 
operation of the mineral leasing laws. Valid existing rights are not 
affected. Alternatives A and E, hy designating those portions of the 
corridor where pits are currently available, would preclude gravel 
extraction. The other alternatives would not significantly impact 
potential gravel pit operations. 

Operation, Maintenance, and Reserve 

Values for operation, maintenance, and reserve for alternative Dare 
taken from the IECO Report. Values for the other alternatives include 
the cost of Forest Service administration and replacement of existing 
developed recreation facilities twice during the analysis period and 
newly constructed facilities once. Alternatives Band C also include 
operation and maintenance costs for Rockwell Reservoir, estimated by the 
City of Fort Collins to be $10,000 per year. 

66 



NED Summary 

Each of the alternatives shows a positive contribution to the national 
economy through the analysis period. As required by the P&S, the tahle 
shows the ccxnparison of each of the alternatives to alternative C, the 
without-plans condition. This comparison offers an opportunity to 
evaluate the impact of each plan as the difference (algebraic sum) 
between without- andl with-plans conditions. Each of the designation 
alternatives would have a lower positive contribution than alternative C; 
alternative D would have considerably greater. 

However, the information available for this study is inadequate to a 
full P&S analysis under the NED account. Costs for each alternative 
would occur, for the most part, in the first 10 years of the analysis 
period. Benefits would accrue after the implementation of any plan and 
tend to increase in value over time. Specific staging information is 
not available with which to calculate an accurate benefit stream. 

Transportation is an NED consideration that was not included in this 
analysis because a thorough transportation study has not been conducted 
for alternative D. The original BR Reconnaissance Study projected 
relocation of the highway to the south of the Grey Mountain feature and 
the north of Idylwilde. The Colorado Di~ision of Highways was not 
consulted in the original prediction and their current estimates are 
that such a relocation would cost a minimum of $50 million. Inundation 
of the Poudre Canyon may necessitate rerouting portions of Highway 14 
outside the canyon. At the same time, increasing populations will bring 
additional traffic and congestion to the present two-lane highway. 
Designation of segments 1-4 would preclude major mo::lifications of the 
road alignment in the corridor or expansion to three or more lanP.s. The 
beneficial and adverse effects cannot be quantified at the present time 
due to inadequate information. 

One important area of analysis, especially for development alternatives, 
is a current calculation of costs to mitigate alternative D's adverse 
effects. Existing information is based on a study that was c~~pleted 
prior to enactment of many protective Federal and State statutes. 
According to IECO, the cost of mitigating adverse environmental impacts--if 
they do not render a project unacceptab l e--coul d increase the pro,iect 
cost significantly. (61) The costs of mitigation are included in desig­
nation alternatives (A, 8, ~), as a part of the construction cost. 
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TABLE V-1 
National Econo~ic Development Account 

Potential Average Annual Effects on National Income 1990-2040 
(Figures given in 1979 dollars; WRC discount rate of 7.125 percent) 

Amount $1,000 
Arfernative A 

(EQ) 
Alfernatfve B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 

(W/0 Plans) (NED) 

A. Beneficial Effects 

1. Hyd ropowe r 
2. M~I Water Supply 
3. Agricultural Irrigation 
4. Recreation 

a. Developed 
b. Dispersed 
c. Other ( fees) 

5. Other 
6. Total NED Benefits 

B. Adverse Effects 

1. Construction 
2. Land Acquisition 
3. Easements 
4. Rights-of-Way 
5. Minerals 
6. Operation, Maintenance, Reserve 
7. Total NED Costs 

C. Total Effects 

1. Total Beneficial Effects 
2. Total Adverse Effects 
3. Net NED Effects 

n. BenefitLCost Ratio 

E. Com2arison to Without-Plans 

0 
0 
0 

420 
1,566 

65 
0 

2,051 

29 
0 

173 
4 

35 
488 b/ 
729 -

2,051 
729 

1,322 

2.8 

-179 

0 
721 

0 

692 
1,394 

139 
0 

2,946 

809 
0 

47 
1 
0 

676 b/ 
1,533 -

2,946 
1,533 
1,413 

1.9 

-88 

0 
721 

0 

777 
1,394 

190 
0 

3,082 

839 
0 
0 
0 
0 

742 b/ 
1,581 -

3,082 
1,581 
1,501 

1.9 

0 

* Amounts are not separated in !ECO, Inc. study, but are aggregated into broader categories. 
a/ Includes Fish & Wildlife and Flood Control benefits claimed in IECO, Inc. study. 

33,534 
2,436 

700 
1,000 

* 
* 
* 

1,190 a/ 
J8,860 -

27,259 
* 
* 
* 
* 

4,630 
31,889 

38,860 
31,889 

6,971 

1.2 

5,740 

0 
0 
0 

420 
1,566 

65 
0 

2,051 

18 
0 

141 
2 

35 
488 b/ 
689 -

2,051 
684 

1,367 

2.9 

-134 

b/ Includes replacement of campground and picnicground facilities once during analysis period for new facilities and 
- twice for existing facilities. 



B. Environmental Quality (EQ) Account 

The EQ account is that part of the NEPA human environment that identifies 
beneficial and adverse effects on significant EQ resources and attributes. 
Beneficial effects in the EQ account are favorable changes in the ecologicijl, 
aesthetic, and cultural attributes of natural and cultural resources. 
Adverse effects in the EQ account are unfavorable changes in the ecological, 
aesthetic, and cultural attributes of natural and cultural resources. 

Procedures for calcullating this account were published in 198(), after 
completion of the DEIS/SR. In adherence to the revised regulations and 
in response to comments, this account has been completely redone. 

An EQ resource is a natural or cultural form, process, system, or other 
phenomenon that is rE?lated to land, water, atmosphere, plants, aniJ11als, 
or historic or cultural objects. Each EQ resource has one or more EQ 
attributes, ecological, cultural, and aesthetic properties that sustain 
and enrich human life. As an example, consider segment 4 of the Poudre 
as the EQ resource bE?ing discussed: an ecological attribute would be 
its habitat components that sustain viable ecosystems; a cultural attribute 
would be a prehistor-ic site that can he used to reconstruct or preserve 
human lifeways; and an aesthetic attribute would be perceptual stimuli 
that provide surroundings for enjoyment and appreciation, like the 
distinctive scenery 'in this segment. For evaluation purposes, the eight 
segments of the river were inventoried as EQ resources anrl the effects 
of the alternatives were evaluated for EQ attributes by the study team. 
A summary of EQ data appears in Table V-2. Evaluation worksheets used 
to detenni ne net EQ 1~ffects are included in appendix 0. 

Based on an assumed continuation of population growth trends for the 
Front Range and planning area, all of the alternatives hold the potential 
for contributing to ,:1 decline in environmental quality. Regardless of 
which alternative is implemented, greater populations will mean increased 
residential settlement, urbanization, traffic, recreation use, and 
accompanying adverse EQ effects. The no designation alternatives (C, D) 
have the potential for more significant impacts at a more rapid rate. 
The alternatives proposing designation (A, B, E) are oriented to preserving 
and protecting those values that caused the river to be designated, 
minimizing the magnitude and occurrence of adverse EQ effects. 

1foter Resource 

Effects on the water resource are described in terr,1s of preservation of 
the river's free-flowing nature and its quality. Segments 5, 6, and 8 
are currently protected under designation as Wilderness or National Park 
lands. Alternatives Band C, which anticipate the construction of 
Rockwell Reservoir, would have a moderately negative impact on the 
free-flowing nature of the river in segment 6 and a slight impact once 
the South Fork joins the main stem. The regulation and diversion of the 
Poudre predicted under alternative D would have significant adverse 
effects on the free-flowing nature of the river in segments 1-4. 

Without a plan, water quality is predicted to undergo a slight, continual 
decline through the analysis period, attributable to increased development 
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and recreation use. l~ater quality will, however, remain high. Alterna­
tive D presents the greatest overall impdirment and would have a high 
degree of impact during construction of the project facilities. After 
completion of the construction phase, the negative impacts of additional 
recreation contact with the water should be offset by reductions in 
sediment. Alternative A protects water quality throughout the Poudre 
River system to the Forest boundary. The other alternatives would 
provide increments of additional control for water quality within the 
respective designated segments. Other Federal, State, anrl local laws, 
regulations, and ordinances would protect the watershed, hut not to the 
degree offered by designation. 

Air Resource 

Effects on the air resource are described in terms of impainnent of air 
quality. Similar to water quality, some impairment is forecast in the 
without-plans condition. Development of the canyon will bring additional 
wood smoke fr~n fireplaces/stoves and traffic will increase hydrocarbon 
emissions. Air quality should remain within applicable Federal and 
State standards. Alternative D will have a greater impact, mostly 
related to the construction phase of project features and road relocation 
(short-term), in addition to the effects predicted for the without-plans 
condition. Designation alternatives offer the greatest protection, 
ranging from A to E to B, respectively. 

Visual Resource 

Effects on the visual resource are described in tenns of impacts on 
scenic quality, quantified by departures from existing visual quality 
objectives. Alternative C projects continued residential and commercial 
development on private lands within the corridor. This construction 
will have a slight negative impact over the analysis period. The NED 
alternative, while creating reservoirs of potential scenic beauty at 
full pool, inundates much of the visual resource which is classified as 
"distinctive" variety. (62) This loss is significant and permanent. 
Additional losses in visual quality are predicted for the re-routing of 
Highway 14, 11hich would involve relocating approximately 16 riiles of 
two-lane, all-weather road around the reservoirs. The draw-down nature 
of the reservoirs reduces contributions to scenic quality at progressively 
lower water levels. Alternative A would entail the least impairment of 
the visual resource. l~hile new residential and commercial construction 
would continue in developed enclaves, it would be consistent with the 
scenic values of the corridor. Similarly, the ability to acquire scenic 
easements would allow preservation and protection of existing values. 
Alternative E would provide the same effects, except that segment 1 
would not be affected. Alternative B would provide additional protection 
to segment 7. 

Cultural Resource 

Subject to further cultural resource studies, prehistoric and historic 
sites are generally only of local interest. Known sites would not be 
threatened by any of the alternatives excert D, which would inundate 
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five historic and tvm prehistoric sites. Other alternatives, as fore­
casted by the study tei'lm, would prohably not impact inventorierl sites. 
Only alternative A offers full protection to all ~nown sites within the 
corridor. 

Biological Resource 

Effects on the bio"logical resource are described in terms of changes in 
affected wildlife and the river's natural ecosystem and fisheries habitat. 
Potential for major changes exists along the mainstem in segments 1-4 
and in segment 7. The increased corridor population, development, and 
recreation use predicted under the without-plans alternative modifies 
the natural riverine system of the Poudre and reduces the isolatio'l and 
suitability for wi.ldlife of the big game winter range through increased 
disturbance. High negative impacts of a short-tenn nat:.1r2 are expected 
during the construction of Rockwell Reservoir. At full pool it will 
inundate approximately 140 acres of habitat. 

Alternative D, through the creation of two large reservoirs, inundates a 
significant portion of terrestrial, riparian, and riverine habitat. 
Additional disturbance is expected from supporting features such as 
pm'ler plants, conduit/tunnels, and related utility rights-of-way. 

Each of the designation alternatives offers an improvement over the 
without-plans condition for the biological resource because of reduced 
disturbance. Alternative B provides increased protection for segment 7, 
alternative E for segments 2, 3, 4, and 7, and alternative A protects 
the entire study corridor. 

Big g~ne animal populations are expected to be protected and enhanced 
under the designation alternatives; reduced populations, due to decreased 
hahitat and increased stress, are expected in the non-designation alter­
natives. Increased productivity of the fishery is cl a irned by proponents 
of regulation of the Poudre through development; however, the statements 
cannot be verified due to inadequate information. llntil precise effects 
on aquatic habitat, water quality, water quantity, and temperature of 
releases can be evaluated frorn finn project specifications, only limited 
prediction of effects is possible. It can be said with certainty, 
however, that significant portions of wild trout spawning area will be 
lost under alternative D and its associated development features. 

Recreational Resource 

Effects on the recreational resource are described in a variety of terms 
related to the opportunity to experience different types of recreation. 
Across the different alternatives, the greatest changes come not so much 
in the total amount of recreation resources available, but in the amounts 
of different recreational types. The Poudre is projected to maintain a 
high popularity and value as stream/river recreation for the planning 
area in Alternative C. Alternative D significantly reduces river oppor­
tunities through the creation of main channel reservoirs. The flatwater 
added to the planning area in this alternative is a useful resource for 
recreation, but the supply is already abundant and the increase comes at 
the expense of a less plentiful river recreation resource. (Additional 
discussion of the recreation trade-offs appears in the OSE account.) 
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Water Resource 

Freeflowing river (miles) 

Water quality 

Air Resource 

Air quality 

Visual Resource 

Scenic quality 

Cultural Resource 

Prehistoric/historic sites 

Biological Resource 

Natural riverine system 

Habitat suitability for big 
game species (acres) 

Wild trout spawning area 

TABLE V-2 
Environmental Ouality Account 

Potential Effects on EQ Resources and Attributes 

Alternative A 
TTo1 

83 preserved 
& protected 

least impair­
ment 

least impair­
ment 

least impair­
ment 

no impact 

no mod ifi ca­
ti on 

no impact 

no impact 

Alternative B 

39 preserved 
& protected 

less impair­
ment than C 

less i m pa i r­
r,en t than C 

less impair­
ment than C 

no impact 

moderate 
modification 

reduced on 
5,920 

reduced 5% 

Alternative C 
(W/0 Plans) 

no miles pro­
tected 

less impair­
ment than D 

less impair­
ment than D 

less impair­
ment than D 

no impact 

moderate 
r,odification 

reduced on 
5,920 

reduced 5% 

Alternative D 
(NED) 

44 mil es lost 
(15 inundated) 

greatest 
impairr.ient 

greatest 
impairment 

greatest 
impairment 

7 sites i nun­
dated 

severe 
modification 

9,280 elimi­
nated 

reduced 40% 

Alternative E 

77 preserved 
& protected 

less impair­
ment than B 

less impair­
ment than B 

less impair­
ment than B 

no impact 

no modifica­
tion 

reduced on 
1,500 

reduced 2% 



Table V-2 (continued) 

Alternative A Alternative '3 Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 

Recreational Resource 

Usable river (miles) 83 81 81 68 83 
--Quality trout area 55 50 50 35* 51 
--Whitewater 37 37 37 24* 37 

Usable flatwater (Acres) none 140 140 3,500* none 

Developed recreation (units) 288 488 588 588 288 

Dispersed recreation 
opportunity 
- -i~a ter oriented high moderate moderate high high 
--Land oriented high moderate moderate low high 
--Access enhanced maintained declines declines enhanced 

Wild & Scenic River Miles 
'-I 
w 

--Wild river classification 30 30 0 0 30 
--Recreational river 

classification 53 9 0 0 47 
--Total designated 83 39 0 0 77 

Net EQ Effects 

Overall plan effect beneficial beneficial no effect adverse beneficial 

* Recreation experience opportunity and quality are subject to fluctuations in water flow/level as a result of project 
operation. 



The designation alternatives offer greater emphasis on dispersed recreation 
opportunities than alternatives Corn. Designation of the Poudre is 
expected to increase recreation use by 15 percent, consistent with the 
experience of other Wild and Scenic Rivers. In each alternative, the 
greatest recreation use of the Poudre River and Canyon is projected to 
be driving for pleasure or access to other recreation opportunities. 
Dispersed recreation activities were identified as two of the top three 
recreation uses by commentors. Accessibility of dispersed recreation 
resources is curtailed in the non-designation alternatives through 
fencing and closure of private property in C, and inundation in D. 
Additional trails in alternatives A, B, and E either maintain or actually 
enhance access to dispersed recreation. 

Net EQ Effects 

The net (o~erall) EQ effect of an alternative plan is appraised by the 
agency decisionmaker as "net beneficial EQ effect, 11 "net adverse EQ 
effect, 11 or 11no net EQ effect, 11 hased on criteria described below and 
outlined in the P&S. 

A net beneficial EQ effect occurs when, in the judgment of the agency 
decisionmaker, an alternative plan's C0111bined beneficial effects on EQ 
resources outweigh the plan's combined adverse effects on EO resources. 
A net adverse EQ effect occurs when crnnbined adverse effects outweiqht 
combined beneficial effects. If the combined beneficial and adverse 
effects are approximately equal, no net EQ effect occurs. 

In each of the alternatives, the potential for the greatest adverse or 
beneficial EQ effects occurs along the main stem in segments 1-•t and in 
segment 7. Existing protections for segments 5, 6, and 8 exist under 
Wilderness and National Park management. Each of the designation alter­
natives provides an additional increment of protection and preservation 
for segments 5, 6, and 8, beyond that currently available under present 
management. They also provide the opportunity for ensuring that some 
activities above or below designated reaches are consistent with the 
values of Wild and Scenic River designation. The no-designation alterna­
tives provide no additional protecti~n. 

Since the P&S requires that EQ effects be described in one of three 
terms, there is little clarification of the alternatives ranking. Three 
alternatives produce net beneficial EQ effects when compared to the 
without-plans baseline forecast. Alternative A produces the greatest 
beneficial effect, alternative E produces slightly fewer beneficial 
effects, and alternative B produces moderate beneficial effects. Alter­
native Chas no net effect. The net effect on EQ resources of alterna­
tive Dis adverse. 
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C. Regional Economic Development (RED) Account 

The RED account registers changes in the distribution of planning area 
economic activity that result fro~ each alternative plan. Two measures 
of the effects of the plan on regional economies are used in the account: 
regional income and regional employment. A display of the RED account 
appears in Table V-3, on page 76. All values, unless otherwise indicated, 
reflect an increase over current data. 

Predictions of the economic changes that are estimated to occur as a 
result of the various plans were made using an input-output 111odel. The 
model is designed to display the economic impact of resource development 
and use within a Forest Service Region. Numerical quantities from the 
NED account, commodity outputs, and resource values were input to the 
model for solving the regional distribution of econanic activity. (63) 

The model was deve!loped to reflect the regionalized occurrence of effects 
of Forest Service management activities. As such, it required some 
modification of inputs to reflect the high investment of alternative D. 
The results of using the model are not as precise as had been hoped, 
leading to a moderate level of uncertainty over the predictions of the 
nodel. 
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TABLE V-3 
Regional Economic Development Account 

Potential Average Annual Effects on Regional Economy 1990-2040 

Current Alternatives 
Data A R C D E 

A. Gross Regional Product 
( thousands of $) 3,274,895 1,208 853 1,030 1,316 1,208 

B. Income (thousands of$) 1,142,585 515 359 434 544 515 

C. Employment (human-years) 141,578 76 52 63 81 76 

D. Value Added (thousands of$) 1,934,063 937 646 780 970 937 

E. Comparison to Without Plans 178 -177 0 286 178 
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D. Other Social Effects (OSE) Account 

The OSE account is that part of the NEPA human environment that registers 
plan effects from perspectives that are not reflected in the other three 
accounts. The account is designed to portray a variety of effects 
essential to a thoughtful evaluation of the alternatives. Categories in 
the account include urban and conmunity impacts; life, health, and 
safety factors; d·isplacement; long-tenn productivity; and energy require­
ments and energy conservation. Effects that cannot be satisfactorily 
quantified or described with available methods, data, anrl information 
that will not have a material bearing on the decisionmaking process may 
be excluded from the OSE account, in accordance with the P&S. 

Past and current trends for the planning area indicate the probability 
of continued growth and development. Several components of these trends, 
as expressed in tE?nns of urbanization of agricultural lands, conflict 
over use of 1 imited resources, and demands for services fr001 all levels 
of government have been increasing consistently over the past 30 years. 
To estimate the social effects of the various alternatives, it is neces­
sary to distinguish between social effects that will occur regardless of 
any actions or changes in resource management and those social conditions 
that would be di rE?ct or indirect effects of changes in resource inanage­
ment. A summary of the OSE account appears in Table V-4, pages 88-89. 

Alternative C, Without-Plans Condition 

The following categories of effects are those required to be considered 
by the P&S. Alternative C sets the baseline from which to co,npare the 
social effects of the other alternatives in terms of either beneficial/ 
adverse or positive/negative impacts. Alternative C is the most likely 
future without any of the other plans under consideration. 

Urban and Community Iinpdcts 

Income distribution increases for the canyon and urban communities. The 
planning area continues to enjoy an above-average median inco'll1"?. In the 
second half of th1? analysis period, inccxne distribution decreases in 
rural communities 1, partially due to increased conflicts for water supplies. 

Employment distribution increases for the canyon and urban ccxnmunities. 
Continued urbanization and uncertain supplies and price of water contri­
bute to a reduction in the number of persons involved in agriculture 
prorluction. 

Population distribution is variously affected. Total populations will 
increase in the planning area, (see population discussion, Chapter II) 
but the rural share of the population mix may d~crease. Canyon and 
urban populations will increase. These trends are projected to occur 
regardless of any changes in resource management. 

Co~flicts between resource users and associated prices for land, water, 
building materials, fuel, electricity, etc., may constrain growth and 
development in thE? planning area. However, the degree to which this 
alternative might contribute to constraints on growth is unknown. 
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The fiscal condition of State and local governments will not be nega­
tively affected. Increasing populations will bring higher demands for 
services and higher tax revenues. State law prevents governments within 
the state jurisdiction from deficit financing, hut conflicts over desired 
services and level of service will continue. 

Quality of life 

Po~dre Canyon: Traffic will continue to be a problem for canyon residents. 
Under this alternative, there will be increased conflicts between recre­
ation users and private landowners due to more incidents of trespass, 
vandalism, and litter associated with increased recreation use. 

Visual impacts could result under this alternative if present zoning 
continues. There will he a gradual erosion of the quality of recreation 
experience. With increased use and development of private land, it is 
inevitable that the existing attributes of peace, quiet, and privacy 
amidst scenic beauty will be negatively affected by increased popula-
tions and development within the Canyon. 

In the short tenn, canyon residents and those who desire to see the 
canyon remain in its present state will benefit from this alternative. 
However, in the long run, the attributes which the canyon presently 
holds--the symbolic meaning of the area to r'lany peopl~, the peace, 
quiet, and privacy for the canyon residents as well as visitors, the 
scenic beauty,--will change due to the anticirated growth and develop­
ment. Thus, the short-term effects of this alternative on the quality 
of life are estimated to be positive, hut the long-term effects are 
projected to be negative. 

Planning Area (rural communities, urban communities, itnd suburban communi­
ties): The Poudre Canyon provides a unique type of recreation experience 
within the planning area. Thus, people who use the canyon for recreation 
that cannot be found elsewhere in the planning area will benefit in the 
short tenn from this alternative. However, over time the quality of the 
recreation experience would decrease because of crowding, increased use, 
no controls, and more conflicts between users. More campgrounds will be 
built to accommodate increased use. Accessibility to the river for 
boating and fishing will decline due to gradual loss of access across 
private lands. Recreation use would be displaced on sections of the 
river privately owned on both banks--approximately 18 miles of the 
river. 

This alternative could contribute to the constraints on growth and 
development in the planning area in the future due to higher costs of 
water and electricity, and possible problems with availability. In the 
short tenn, by creating an additional suprly of water with Rockwell, a 
strongly intensified conflict between municipal and industrial users is 
postponed. The conflicts between water users and the price of the 
resource will be affected by population growth, placing a burden on 
water planners to determine who gets the water and for how much. 
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Life, Health, Safety 

Increase in people going to canyon--increase in fire danger and traffic 
problems. With the construction of Rockwell Reservoir under this alter­
native, there will b•~ additional municipal and industrial water, and 
therefore, less susci:?ptihility to drought in the first half of the 
analysis period. Very little is provided in tenns of flood risk reduc­
tion. 

'Jisplacement 

Management under this alternative would not displace any people or 
businesses in the canyon or urban communities. 

As the population continues to increase in the planning area, agricul­
tural water will eventually be condemned for municipal and industrial 
uses without additional supplies. Even with the additional storage 
forseen in this alternative, such conflicts can be predicted during the 
second half of the analysis period, 2015-2040. 

Alternative A 

Urban and Community Impacts 

Income distribution is greater than in the without-plans condition for 
canyon and urban com~unities. Based on a 15 percent increase in recrea­
tion use, there would be increases in income to recreation-related 
businesses and services. Land values are projected to increase due to 
designation. Income distribution decreases occur at a faster rate than 
the without-plans condition. Competition for water supplies and probable 
condemnation by municipalities contributes to a more rapid reduction in 
the numbers of incomes related to agricultural production, while the 
amounts of income may rise. 

Employment distribution increases for all communities except rural, 
especially in recreation-related opportunities in the canyon and Fort 
Collins. Because of the projected recreation use associated with desig­
nation, there would be an increase in jobs in the areas adjacent to the 
canyon for restaurants, lodging, gas stations, and conmerc ial river 
outfitting. There are al so some commercial campground devel oprnent 
opportunities adjacent to the canyon. There is less projected total 
recreation use in this alternative than in alternative C; but because of 
designation, there will be more employment opportunities outside of the 
canyon or in the existing enclaves, attributable to increased use by 
national publics. The long-tenn national trend toward reduced percen­
tage of population involved in agricultural production is accelerated. 
This is a highly negative impact for immediately affected individuals. 

It is estimated that the resident population of Poudre Canyon would 
increase moderately. Designation would preserve the current attractions 
to residential population. Status as a Wild and Scenic River will be 
one o-f many attractions to the planning area causing population growth. 
However, it is doubtful that this alternative would be a major incentive 
for population grownth. 
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There would be no effect on the county tax base. This alternative might 
1 iinit future increase in tax revenues in the canyon because of reduced 
development. However, land values will increase, providing additional 
property tax. Increased recreation use will positively affect sales tax 
revenues. 

Qua 1 ity of Li f e 

The Poudre Canyon in its current state is valued as priceless by vast 
numbers of planning area residents as well as nationwide publics who 
visit the area each year. As a Front Range river, it is the only re­
maining river that holds the qualities for being a protected riv~r. It 
is called Colorado's "Trout Route," and has 10 miles classified as wild 
trout waters. The river has a fish rearing unit r'lanaged by the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife, which produces 80,000 pounds of catchable trout 
per year. The Poudre Canyon provides habitat for a herd of bighorn 
sheep which have been reintroduced to the area. These animals are 
highly susceptible to stress. The Poudre Canyon in its current state is 
part of what defines the Colorado lifestyle ... its scenic beauty, its 
peaceful environment, the presence of a ccxnmodity not common to the arid 
west--water, not in a man-made status, but in a free-flowing status--a 
natural river in a natural environment. 

Poudre Canyon: This alternative would generate the most positive effects 
on the quality of life for the canyon residents in tems of preserving 
the existing attributes that define those qualities. The natural environ­
ment would be preserved in its current state, thus 111aintaining the 
existing scenic beauty and natural surroundings. The existing c001munity 
stability and cohesiveness of canyon communities would continue as 
change would occur at a rate easily absorbed due to limits on growth and 
development under this alternative. 

Due to scenic easements, development will continue but be consistent 
with maintaining the quality of the environment. 

The purchase of access and right-of-way trail easements could have some 
negative effects on the quality of life in ter111s of reducing the privacy 
for sooe residents. 

There would be an increase in the number of miles of stream designated 
as quality fishing areas, increasing the quality of experience for wild 
trout fishing. There would be a significant increase in access to 
dispersed recreation in adjacent a.reas which results from trail and 
trailhead construction. 

Because of the numerous reservoirs that already exist in the planning 
area, the opportunities for flatwater boating and reservoir recreation 
would remain high. While the opportunities for river recreation are 
maintained under this alternative, as in alternative C, the effects for 
the quality of life are positive because the alternative provides oppor­
tunities for a larger array of choice opportunities and recreation. 

The attraction of the canyon to local and regional publics will increase 
slightly, but increased use at a national level will be significant 
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because of designation. The increase in use may lead to increased 
regulations and restrictions in order to preserve the existing quali­
ties. 

Wildlife values under this alternative would be enhanced and add to the 
attractiveness of the natural surroundings. The canyon would essentially 
be preserved in its current state and would retain the symbolic meaning 
it holds for both residents and non-residents. 

Planning Area: The protection of the river in its natural state would 
maintain a well-balanced array of recreation opportunities for the 
planning area. This would be a highly positive effect of the alterna­
tive because the Poudre River is the only free-flowing stre~, in the 
planning area. 

There would be no new r11ajor developed recreation facilities located 
within the corridor. Existing facilities could become more crowded. 
However, the limits on development of recreation facilities benefits the 
private sector because it creates opportunities for private development 
within or adjacent to the corridor. 

Life, Hea 1th, Safety 

This alternative does not supply additional water, which could contribute 
to: 

1. Municipal condemnation of agricultural supplies to meet popula­
tion needs sooner than in alternative C by the year 200(). 

2. Increased cost of water to all users. 

3. Continued vulnerability to drought. 

The increase in cost of water and limited availability under this alter­
native might reduce the attraction of the area for the industrial sector 
and thus might slow the rate of population growth in the planning area. 

Displacenent 

No people or businesses in Poudre Canyon would be displaced by th·is 
alternative. However, water supply and cost are factors that contribute 
to the urbanizatioin of fannland. Thus, the potential for intensified 
competition for use of availahle 1>1ater will occur earlier in this alter­
native than in C. 

This alternative would displace future options for 1) dam construction 
in the Poudre Canyon, 2) 1najor recreation facility development on the 
river, and 3) high density and commercial development in the canyon. 

Alternative B 

Many of the effects of this alternative are similar in nature to the 
without-plans condition, alternative C. Principal differences can be 
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expected because of the existence of designated reaches of the Poudre 
a11d the "recreational river" classification of segment 7. 

Urban and Community Impacts 

Increases in income, employment, and population distribution are pro­
jected. The attractiveness of a designated component of the Wild and 
Scenic River System remains, as does the unspoiled nature of the main 
stem until some additional action takes place. Fiscal impacts are not 
significantly different from alternative C, except for additional sales 
tax revenues from a national-regional recreation use standpoint. 

Quality of Life 

The alternative leaves a number of options open for long-term use of the 
Poudre River resource. The main sten of the river could be designated, 
could be inundated with water resource projects, or could conceivably 
offer a canbination of these two conditions. In the canyon, trail 
right-of-way acquisition will occur in segment 7. In the short-term, 
most of the effects are similar to C, with a greater sense of satis­
faction in all communities. Recause the existing opportunities for 
recreation, continuation of current lifestyle, designation, and reser­
voir construction are all left open at this time, the fewest futures are 
foregone and the widest array of choices are available. However, the 
uncertainty associated with this alternative can be a negative social 
effect for those who wish to see the matter settled. 

Life, Health, and Safety 

Effects are similar to C. Some reduction in flood risk is realized in 
segment 7 through reduced rates of residential development and reduced 
population at risk. 

Displacement 

This alternative forecasts eventual conflict over use of the water 
resource between urban communities and rural communities (irrigated 
agriculture). Effects are similar to alternative C. 

Alternative D 

Direct impacts of this alternative are forecast based upon 300-350 new 
workers in the planning area for the construction period. After this 
time, permanent party personnel and an increased flatwater recreation 
segment are direct impacts. 

Urban and Community Impacts 

Income, employment, and population di stri buti on are positively affected 
by this alterantive. The diversity of all communities would be enhanced 
in both short and long-term analysis periods. The greatest effects 
would be felt in the canyon and in the stability offered the agricultural 
community. Impacts on the urban communities of the planning area would 
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become highly diluted. Construction of two marinas would create seasonal 
er1ployment for approximately 20 people. Each marina would most likely 
be a family operation which would employ college students in the summer. 
The existing lodges would probably continue in the recreation/to1.1rism 
business. The reservoirs might enhance employment due to more people in 
the area and thus more business. There would be an increase in eniployment 
in restaurant and service sector businesses to accommodate the additional 
construction worker population. Thus, under this alternative there 
would be greater employnent opportunities than in alternative C, producing 
a positive effect in this category in the short term, by providing the 
e111ployment opportunities for approximately 500 construction workers 
during the construction phase, and for approximately 50 engineers, 
technicians, etc., once the project is completed. The fiscal condition 
of State and local governments is enhanced both by the availability of 
additional energy supplies and recreation income. While inundated 
properties are removed from the tax base, revenues will increase on 
those that remain. 

Ou al ity of Life 

Poudre Canyon: The existing quality of life in Poudre Canyon is highly 
oriented to the natural environment within and adjacent to the canyon. 
Attributes associated with the quality of life include the peace, quiet, 
privacy, and SJrrounding scenic beauty often associated with 111ountain 
living. The communities in the canyon are small and cohesive. Year-round 
residents live a particular lifestyle and share common values associated 
with that lifestyle. Because of the attributes associated with living 
in the canyon, the area has a certain symbolic meaning associated with 
it by canyon residents. This alternative would instill an extremely 
negative effect on the quality of life for the residents of Poudre 
Canyon. Approxi~ately 150 people would lose their residences, with 
little chance of relocating in the canyon. The quality of life as it 
now exists for thos,e residents would be totally destroyed. For those 
residents who remained, their quality of life would be significantly 
altered. There would be a disruption of the existing peace and quiet of 
the canyon with a major construction project for 5 to 10 years. Associated 
with that would be increased traffic, noise, and dust. There would be 
an extremely negative impact on the scenic beauty, which includes not 
only the natural environment but the viewing of wildlife as well. The 
fish and wildlife habitat potentials would be significantly reduced by 
accelerated development. The effects of newcaners on retirees and 
long-time residents could be disruptive due to different ages, values, 
and socioeconomic status. Residential development on the remaining 
private land would be inevitable. Visual quality would he affecterl by 
trailer parks, temporary housing, and new homes for 50 new families, and 
by the drawdown of the reservoirs at certain times of the year. 

The necessary relocdtion of the high1-1ay through the canyon due to dam 
construction will have significant short-terrri and long-term effects on 
the quality of life in the canyon. Visual effects, traffic and noise, 
inconvenience during the construction phase, land acauisition, and so on 
would contribute to the downfall of the existing lifestyle and valued 
attributes associated with canyon living. There is also the possibility 
that Red Feather Lakes and communities within Poudre Canyon would 
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increasingly become bedroom communities, with loss of cohesiveness, 
sense of community, etc. 

Planning Area: Perhaps the most significant effect on the entire plan­
ning area resulting from this alternative would be that the diversity of 
recreation opportunities would decrease. There are already numerous 
lakes in this area. Inundating a 11ajor mountain river in the area and 
replacing it with a type of recreation opportunity that is already a 
nearhy opportunity for most of the planning area would have a highly 
negative effect on those who currently recreate in the canyon. Grey 
Mountain and Idylwilde reservoirs would add 3,500 surface acres of water 
for recreation. These additional surface acres will add only a small 
increment to existing reservoir opportunities in the planning area. 

A positive effect of this alternative for the planning area is that 
additional municipal and industrial water would be available, forestall­
ing restrictions or other use controls. It could possibly preclude 
condemnation of agricultural water supplies through the analysis period. 
However, the available water could be just one more attraction to addi­
tional growth. 

Additional detrimental effects on the quality of life associated with 
this alternative include 1) the loss of one of the most scenic stretches 
of the canyon at the Idylwilde site, and 2) the loss of an area in the 
canyon that receives the most boating use. The nearest similar oppor­
tunities to accommodate whitewater boating use are approximately 3 to 5 
hours driving time from the 11ajor communities in the planning area. 

Life, Health, Safety 

The vulnerability to drought is reduced in this alternative, more than 
in C, producing a highly positive effect for the entire planning area. 
This positively affects agricultural, municipal, and industrial water 
users. There is a certain degree of risk of structural failure. However, 
those negative effects may be offset to an unknown degree by the flood 
control benefits of the project. 

Displacement 

This alternative could displace people who have traditionally spent 
summers in the canyon trailerparks due to the high demand for trailer 
rentals from construction workers and their ability to pay high rental 
costs. Also some current residents who rent could be displaced because 
of demand for housing and the ability of construction workers to pay 
higher rental costs. • 

During the construction phase, it is estimated that approximately 51 
structures would be removed or inundated. About 40 are permanent resi­
dences, which would involve an estimated 150 people who would lose their 
homes. The potential for these poeple to relocate in the canyon is low. 
The dams inundate a significant portion of the developable private land. 
Loss of the fish hatchery would displace approximately 8 to 10 eMployees 
unless it were relocated elsewhere on the main stem of the river. 
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Alternative E 

This alternative is similar in effects to alternative A, with the excep­
tion that segment 1 is not designated. This absence of designation in 
the most populous section of the corridor has significant impacts to the 
canyon area, with reduced impacts elsewhere. 

Urban and Community Impacts 

Income, employment, and population distribution are positively impacted 
by this alternative, except for income effects on the rural communities. 
Segment 1 is available to become an urban forest environment with many 
commercial opportunities in recreation-related business possible proxi­
mate to a designated component of the Wild and Scenic River System. 
Rural communities face the likely prospect of reduced water availability 
because of municipal condemnation in the second half of the analysis 
period. The fiscal condition of State and local governments would not 
be impacted much differently from alternative A, except that additional 
sales tax revenue would be projected from broader support services in 
segment 1. 

Quality of Life 

Poudre Canyon: Residents of Poudre Park, as well as the residential 
population below, would have fewer restrictions on land use under this 
alternative. As in alternative C, this might be beneficial to the 
landowners in tenns of freedom of choice and detrimental to the puhlic 
in tenns of visua·1 quality impainnent. 

This alternative .allows for the enhancement of commercial development of 
recreation support, a positive impact. Additional use would bring 
revenue to the local economy of the corridor but would also bring inherent 
problems with trespass and disruption of solitude. Intense pressures 
for development are likely during the analysis period due to the designa­
tion of upper segments of the corridor. 

Similar benefits to those in alternative A accrue to other affected 
communities. Conflict over water remains the single largest adverse 
effect predictable under this alternative. 

Life, Health, Safety 

Effects are identical to alternative A. 

Displacement 

Rural communities, principally irrigated agriculture, would be at risk 
to be displaced when condemnation of agricultural water supplies occurs. 
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Other OSE Effects 

Long-Term Productivity 

Long-term productivity is variously impacted by the alternatives. 
Alternative A designates the entire corridor, maintaining and enhancing 
the renewable recreation, visual, and biologic resources of the Poudre 
River for use hy future generations. Alternative D would maintain and 
enhance the renewahle resources of water and hydropower, maintaining the 
productivity of irrigated agricultural lands. Alternative C would 
accomplish fewer of these goals, yet would preserve the river resource 
in somewhat its current condition and maintain the option for future 
water resource development. Alternative E nearly duplicates A, but 
would maintain the option for water resource development in segment 1. 
Alternative B would maintain and enhance the renewable resource of the 
river's upper segments, maintaining options for future development in 
segments 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

Conservation and Energy Requirements 

Conservation impacts on the alternatives were discussed in Chapter III 
and are not considered in the effects of the alternatives. The time 
will come when competing demands for the water resource will be taken to 
the legal arena for resolution. Conservation, as a total effort or a 
component of the alternatives, can provide only a short increment of 
delay. 

Energy requirements will continue to increase to meet the growing needs 
of the planning area population. Electrical energy requirements could 
be positively impacted by the hydro-generated peaking power of alterna­
tive D. If produced by Platte River Power Authority (a likely local 
alternative owned by the cities of Estes Park, Fort Collins, Longmont, 
and Loveland; its Rawhide thermoelectric generation facility is located 
northwest of Fort Collins), equivalent peaking energy would require 
approximately 110,000 tons of coal annually. That facility is already 
producing and marketing surplus capacity as peaking power. Hydropower, 
as a renewable resource, is preferable to coal or other thermoelectric 
fuels for the production of peaking power. 

Irreversible Resource Commitments 

An irreversible resource commitment reflects a direction that cannot be 
changed, that is permanent in the perspective of a prudent individual. 
The study team has identified the water resource development features in 
alternatives 8, C, and Das irreversible c~nmitments of resources and 
attributes. The loss of wildlife habitat, scenic quality, and quality 
of the recreation experience due to projected increases in residential/­
commercial development in alternatives Band Care also considered 
irreversible. 

During the comment period, it was suggested that designation of the 
Poudre as a Wild and Scenic River is an irreversible resource commit­
ment. The team does not agree. Designation of any reach(es) is a 
legislative act, subject to revision or reversal through a similar 
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TAUl.f. V-4 
Other Social Effects Account 

Category 

I. Urban & 
Coiiiiiiunity 

a) Income 

b) Employ­
ment 

Alternative A 

Slightly greater 
increases than Alt. C. 
Similar rural effect. 

New tourist-related 
employment opportunities 
approx. 15% more than 
Alt. C. 

Alternative B 

Increases slightly more 
than Alt. C but less 
than Alt. A. 

Slightly less than Alt. 
A but more than Alt. C. 

c) Population Similar to Alt. C except Similar to Alt. C 
that populations will be 

d) Fiscal 

e) Quality 
of Life 

II. ~lace­
ment 

I I I. Life, 
Rea 1th• 
& Safet.l'.: 

IV. ~ 
~re­
ments 

concentrated on 
developed enclaves in 
the canyon. 

No net difference. 

Preserves existing 
lifestyle to the highest 
degree, though disrup­
tions will occur in 
developed enclaves. 
Maintains Canyon recrea­
tion experience levels, 
including symbolism of 
the free-flowing river. 
Water use conflicts 
occur earlier than in 
Alt. A or C. 

No displacement of 
present residents. 
Agriculture displacement 
occurs sooner than Alt. 
C. 

Fire danger similar to 
Alt. C. Vulnerability 
to drought is greater 
than Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. C 

Similar to Alt. C except 
there is uncertainty 
about future develop­
ment. Maintains widest 
choice of future 
options. 

Similar to Alt. C 

Similar to Alt. C 

Alternative C 

Net income increases 
with some second-half 
decrease in rural 
community. 

Net increase of employ­
ment opportunity in all 
communities. 

Total populations will 
increase but rural 
share will decline. 

Higher costs for law 
enforcement, search and 
rescue, etc., offset by 
tax base increases from 
valuation and population 
increases. 

Increased disruption of 
existing peace, quiet, 
and privacy for canyon 
community. Gradual 
erosion of recreation 
experience over time, 
accessibility of river 
declines, conflicts with 
residents increase. 
Rural, municipal, indus­
trial water conflicts 
postponed for first half 
of period. 

No displacement in 
canyon or urban commu­
nity. Water use 
conflicts lead to some 
agriculture displace­
ment. 

Increased fire danger 
and traffic problems in 
canyon. Slightly less 
vulnerability to effects 
of drought. 

Alternative D 

High magnitude changes 
from construction 
workers and permanent 
project residents. 
Rural decreases 
postponed. 

Construction and support 
services sector greatly 
expanded for short 
duration. Reservoir­
hased recreation 
services some~·,ha t 
similar to Alt. A over 
long run. 

Similar to Alt. A: 
populations concen­
trated hetween inun­
dations. 

Greater valuation 
increases than Alt. C 
create broader tax 
base, hence more fiscal 
stability. 

Greatest disruption of 
canyon residential life­
style. Recreation 
activities are changed 
along with experience 
levels. Rural/municipal 
water conflicts post­
poned for the longest 
period. 

Inundation of 40 resi­
dences displaces 150 
people. Agriculture 
displacement postponed 
for longest time. 

Vulnerability to drought 
is reduced considerably 
over Alt. C. Structural 
failure/flood risk 
increased. 

Creates new hydropower 
equal to approx. 110,000 
tons of coal used for 
peak power generation. 

Alternative E 

Greater increases than 
Alts. C, B, and A hut not 
as great as Alt. D. 

(Same as ahove) 

Similar to Alt. A except 
segment 1 remains avail­
ahle for development. 

No net difference from 
Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. A except 
segment 1 would have 
effects similar to Alt. 
B, i.e., uncertainty. 

(Same as ahove) 

Similar to Alt. A 



process. By definition and by experience, legislative action is not 
irreversible. 

Irretrievable Resource Commitments 

An irretrievable resource commitment reflects the lost productive poten­
tial of a resource while it is committed to a particular use. The use 
may be subsequently changed, but the lost productivity cannot be retrieved. 
The principal commitments in this category are the annual benefits of 
alternative D that would be foregone under any of the other alternatives: 
approximately 36,000-40,000 acre-feet of new water supply, 274,000 
kilowatts of installed capacity, and 186.5 million kilowatt-hours of 
energy annually. Gravel supplies in the corridor that would not he 
recoverable under alternatives A or E would similarly represent an 
irretrievable resource comrnitment, at an averaqe annual loss of $35,00n. 
Alternatives A or E would also forgo the 4,900. acre-feet of additional 
M&I water supply at Rockwell. 

Overall OSE Effects 

The three types of communities considered in this analysis, canyon, 
rural, and urb~n, actually merge into two affected communities. The 
canyon and rural populations share many common factors and are most 
impacted by the direct effects of the alternatives. Effects on urban 
communities are more indirect and diluted over the social experience. 
The positive effects of designation come at the high cost of negative 
effects on rural communities as water supplies and price become constraining 
effects. The positive effects of development come at a si~ilarly high 
cost, borne by the displaced canyon community. Even the without-plans 
condition, with fewer net OSE benefits, has long-term negative effects 
on canyon and rural populations. The urban communities enjoy a greater 
degree of insulation because of a viable, growing economy, an increasing 
tax base, strong governmental/institutional support, and the constitutional 
authority (State) to meet water supply needs through the preference 
mechanism. 

The greatest number of positive OSE effects would be generated by desig­
nation of the Poudre and additional water supply storage outside the 
main channel of the river. Since these currently appear to be mutually 
exclusive goals, the best alternative may become the one that preserves 
the greatest long-term choice for all communities. 
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VI. EVALUATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter evaluates the alternatives using the evaluation criteria in 
Chapter III. The discussion provides the basis for identification of 
the preferred alternative in Chapter VII. The evaluation is summarized 
in Table VI-1, page 95. This chapter has been canpletely redone since 
the DEIS/SR in response to comments and new guidance to all moJ a full 
evaluation of each of the revised alternatives. 

A. Protect and/or Enhance Scenic, Recreational, and Historic Values 

Alternatives proposing designation best meet this criterion, as it is 
one of the purposes of including a river in the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. Alternative A provides maximum satisfaction for this 
criterion by desi9nating the entire study corridor. Alternative E, 
designating al 1 but segment 1, would not provide protections to scenic 
values of this se9ment (already modified by residential development), to 
two prehistoric sites, or to the extensive recreation uses of the segment. 
No additional protections are proposed in alternative B for segments 
1-4, but opportuniities for preservation and enhancement exist in 
segments 5-8. 

No additional protections or opportunities to enhance existing values 
are contained in alternative C, the without-plans condition. 

Alternative D does not offer additional protections. Instead, it would 
negatively impact existing values through the construction of the Grey 
Mountain-Idylwilde project. The loss of existing values is sufficiently 
great that net negative impacts remain after consideration of potential 
flatwater benefits to scenic and recreation values. 

B. Increase the Forest Service Share of Dispersed Public Recreation 

The analysis of the alternatives indicates nb significant difference 
between them in total opportunities provided. The types of dispersed 
recreation and th1:! Forest Service participation in providing them are, 
however, widely different. Alternatives A and E could best meet this 
criterion because they would provide maxirium opportunities for planned 
and managed dispersed recreation for the study corridor. Similarly, 
water-based opportunities associated with reservoir development are 
dispersed recreation opportunities, but they foreclose existing opportun­
ities and access to them under alternative D. Alternative C projects a 
decrease in access to dispersed recreation through continuation of the 
statewide trend to fence and eliminate access across private lands. It 
remains a negative impact even after considering the increased dispersed 
opportunities created at Rockwell Reservoir. Alternative Bis similar 
to C, although experience from other designated rivers indicates that 
dispersed recreation activity increases after designation, and its value 
is higher. 

C. Provide Incentives for Development of Private Recreation Facilities 

Private-sector involvement in recreation in the corridor has been minimal 
in the past. Tourist lodges, accor1modations, and some limited whitewater 
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commercial operations have accounted for most of the activity. Part of 
the reasoning behind this lack of private development is the discouraging 
influence of existing facilities managed by the Forest Service and the 
high capital requirements necessary to initiate private developments. 
Investors have not perceived a potential market adequate to warrant the 
high front-end investments. 

Alternatives A, D, and E meet thfs criterion to the highest level of 
satisfaction. Alternatives A and E would stimulate regional and national 
visitation to the river, providing a clear incentive to private sector 
activity. Alternative D would have a similar effect on a more reqional­
local recreation group wishing to use the reservoirs. These alternatives 
could influence the development of private facilities within developed 
private enclaves, at the upper and lower ends of the canyon, or proximate 
to the corridor. 

Alternative B would have a moderate level of satisfaction by combining 
segments of designated river and large sections of the corridor maintained 
for potential new development. Two new 100-unit campgrounds are projected 
for Forest Service construction during the analysis period, hut no new 
facilities are envisioned in the designated segments. 

The without-plans condition projects three new 100-unit campgrounrls in 
the corridor. This significant public sector development, in addition 
to a projected visitation rate based on present attractions, would have 
a moderately low impact on satisfying the criterion. Current management 
emphasis involves a reappraisal of public nanagernent of existing facilities 
and taking advantage of opportunities for increased private sector 
involvement in the operation of Forest Service campgrounds and picnic­
grounds. The effects of this direction cannot be projected at this 
time. 

O. Provide a Mix of Resource Opportunities that Contributes to Local 
Dependent Industries 

The multiple-use objectives of National Forest management provide for a 
diversity of resource opportunities to contrihute to local dependent 
industries such as timber, range, minerals, recreation, and fish and 
wildlife related service industries. Recreation, fish and wildlife, and 
minerals are the only multiple-use resources that have current significant 
impacts on the local businesses in the corridor. Water and hydropower 
represent potential resources of the Poudre. The impact of timber and 
range is minimal due to low suitability of much of the corridor to these 
resource opportunities. 

All the alternatives have positive impacts on the regional share of NED 
benefits (RED). The level of satisfaction is very similar in each 
alternative. Alternatives A and E rate highest because they provide a 
significant new resource to the planning area in a designated Wild and 
Scenic River. The Poudre represents the only potential addition of its 
type to the recreation mosaic on the entire Front Range. Mineral activity 
for gravel would be reduced under these alternatives. Alternatives B 
and Dare rated to have a moderate level of satisfaction of this criterion. 
Parts of the river are designated under B, but the main canyon remains 
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in its present state. In alternative D, the flatwater increase is an 
achievement for the corridor, but much less important to the planning 
area. Alternative C receives the lowest rating because it does not 
improve the mix of resource opportunities as the other alternatives do. 

E. Give High Pri;ority to Maintaining the Free-flowing Conditions of the 
Poudre River 

The evaluation of the alternatives under this criterion is based on the 
amount of free-flowing river preserved or protected by each alternative. 

Alternative A most highly satisfies the criterion and alternative D 
achieves the lowest level of satisfaction. While it would be possible 
for extensive developments to alter the free-flowing nature of the river 
below designated segments in alternatives Band~, that eventuality 
cannot be clearly predicted or discounted at this time. 

F. Ensure that Adequate Quantity and Quality of Water is Available to 
Meet On-Site Needs 

Two of the main provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are to 
preserve rivers in a free-flowing condition and protect the quality of 
their water. This provides water of high quality and in amounts necessary 
to support river recreation activities. The naximum contributions to 
this criteria are contained in alternatives A and E. These alternatives 
would prevent any developments that might negatively impact the values 
for which the riveir was designated. Alternative B would have beneficial 
effects on des igna1ted segments and provide the opportunity to ensure 
that rel eases from Rockwell Reservoir do not compromise water quality 
and quantity. Alternative C projects a continuation of current management 
emphasis without additional protections. 

The lowest rating is achieved by alternative D, where inundation and 
river regulation reduce water quantity for on-site needs. A brief 
analysis of flows below major features of the project indicates that, 
for much of the YE~ar, flows in the regulated reaches of the river 
(segments 1-4) wi"ll be below normal. This could preclude whitewater 
boating and wild trout reproduction in quality trout areas. Statements 
were offered during the comment period suggesting potential beneficial 
effects of regulation, but these cannot be calculated until more precise 
data is analyzed using state-of-the-art instream flow techniques. 
Alternative D cou·td enhance water quality by reducing sediment loads 
within the river below impoundments. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 
Wildlife, in a 1966 memorandum to the BR, stated it was not possible to 
determine the effiects of Idyl wi l de on the downstreain reaches of the 
Poudre. It was riecommended that sustained flows be provided for all 
reaches affected 'by the project. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has 
recommended a minimum flow of 90 cfs during the surmner season and 50 cfs 
in winter for the downstream reaches of the Poudre to protect fishing 
values. 
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G. Respond to Issues and Concerns Identified Through Public Involveme11~ 

Results of the public involvement process are described in greater 
detail in Chapter VIII, but issues and concerns may he summarized into 
the following general categories: 

1. The problems associated with recreational use in the corridor 
2. Water resource development on the main channel 

The Poudre River and its immediate surroundings are generally given 
higher public regard than other riverine systems in the planning area. 
In fact, the Poudre system is often accorded recognition more commonly 
associated with a National Recreation Area. The widespread popularity 
of the Poudre as a recreation resource suggests that some of the problems 
associated with recreation use of the area will continue under all of 
the alternatives. The greatest ability to respond to these problems is 
contained in the designation alternatives, which Mandate a separate, 
specific management plan to be fonnulated after designation. This plan 
would comprehensively address concerns and direct management actions to 
preserve river values. Alternative A, proposing designation of the 
entire study corridor, would be most effective in this regard. Alterna­
tives E and B would provide respectively less opportunity to meet this 
criterion. Alternative C would continue the present management direction 
which recognizes the Poudre as one of many recreational opportunities on 
the Forest. Alternative D would have a higher level of satisfaction 
than C, assuming that a recreation plan for the reservoirs would be a 
part of the Grey Mountain-Idylwilde project; still, it would be less 
than any of the designation alternatives. 

A satisfactory response to the concern over water development is nearly 
impossible. Most comments received during the public involvement process 
indicated a highly polarized condition, either strongly opposed to or 
strongly supportive of, dams on the main channel. Of the alternatives 
considered, C achieves the lowest rating since it proposes no major 
development or designation. Alternatives A, B, D, and E receive higher 
ratings because they address some part of the issue. Alternative B 
maintains the greatest number of options for designation, limited develop­
ment off-main channel, and the potential for subsequent development in 
segments 1-4. 

The overall responsiveness of each alternative to these concerns is 
reflected in the net ratings as shown in the display. 

H. Minimum Impacts on Private Property Rights 

Private property rights take a dual focus in this criterion. Currently, 
canyon communities experience trespass, vandalism, litter, and disruption 
of solitude by some recreation users. At the same time, some of the 
alternatives have the potential to reduce or eliminate the owner's 
control over private property. 

Alternative C does the most to respond to this criterion. Projecting· 
current management into the future, the best opportunity for landowners 
to resolve existing difficulties might be to limit access through fencing 
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and posting of private lands. This trend is occurring statewide. 
Increased law enforcement and public education may reduce current impacts. 

The designation alternatives could acquire scenic easements and access 
rights-of-way across some private lands. While this could mean more 
public impacts on some private lands, it is anticipated to channel use, 
reducing widespread impacts currently experienced. Easements and rights­
of-way would be compensated. There would be some potential reductions 
in freedom-of-choice on private lands under the designation alternatives, 
as future developments in designated segments would have to be consistent 
with the existing values of the river and corridor. Alternative B, as 
the least restrictive of the designation proposals, receives the highest 
rating. 

Alternative D preempts private property decisions on some lands by 
inundation, even though compensation may be made to the landowner. For 
those lands that remain, many of the inherent values which initially 
influenced the owner's decision to locate in the canyon will be permanently 
altered. 

I. National Economic Development Objective 

Each of the alternatives makes a positive contribution to the NED objec­
tive. See Chapte!r IV for a summary of NED opportunities and Chapter V 
for NED account. Alternative D nets the greatest annualized benefits. 
If viewed from the perspective of dollars invested to earn beneficial 
effects (benefit/cost ratio), the designation alternatives not only show 
a favorable return, but a return at a higher rate than other alternatives. 
Overall, alternative D achieves the highest level of satisfaction under 
this criterion, with the other alternatives rated moderately low. 

J. Environmental Quality Objective 

The designation alternatives make the greatest contribution to the EQ 
objective. See Chapter IV for a summary of EQ opportunities and Chapter 
V for the EQ account. Alternative A earns the highest rating, followed 
by alternative E, and alternative B. Contributions toward the EQ objec­
tive of alternative Care estimated to be only moderately low. The 
development components of alternative D and their net adverse effects on 
EQ resources achieve the lowest rating under this criterion. 

K. Summary of Alternative Evaluation 

The various criteria used to evaluate the alternatives, in combination 
with applicable legislative and regulatory guidance, are designed to 
allow consideration of the relative merits of each alternative. The 
overall level of satisfaction provided in each alternative rates as 
follows: 

Alternative A - Moderately High 
Alternative B - Moderate 
Alternative C - Moderately Low 
Alternative D - Low 
Alternative E - Moderately High 
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The P&S require that a recommended plan, when considered on the basis of 
a with-plan versus without-plan comparison, must have combined beneficial 
NED and EQ effects that outweigh combined adverse NED and EQ effects. 
This involves looking at total benefits, economic and environmental, on 
one hand and total costs (again, from both accounts) on the other. If a 
plan is judged to have more combined beneficial effects than adverse 
effects, it has successfully passed the net beneficial effects rule. 
Using this rule, it is possible for a plan to be selected on the basis 
of an accurate "bottom line 11 evaluation. The bottom line of each plan 
is then compared to the without-plan condition. Alternatives A, 8, and 
E successfully pass the net beneficial effects rule; alternative D does 
not. (Alternative C, which is the without-plan condition, is not evaluated 
under the net beneficial effects rule.) 

From the field of candidate plans, a preferred alternative was selected. 
Considerations and comments relative to the preferred alternative, and a 
description of its effects, are discussed in the following chapter. 
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TABLE VI-1 
Evaluation of Alternatives 

A. Protect and/or enhance scenic, recreational, and historic 
values 

B. Increase the Forest Service share of dispersed public 
recreation 

C. Provide incentives for development of private recreation 
facilities 

D. Provide a mix of resource opportunities that contributes to 
local dependent industries 

E. Give high priority to maintaining the free-flowing conditions 
of the Poudre River 

F. Ensure that adequate quantity and quality of water is 
available to meet on-site needs 

G. Respond to issues and concerns identified through public 
involvement 

H. Minimum impacts on private rights 

I. National Economic Development Objective 

J. Environmental Quality Objective 

Le.9.end 

Level of Satisfaction 

H = High 
MH = Moderately High 

M = Moderate 
ML= Moderately Low 

L = Low 

A 

H 

H 

H 

MH 

H 

H 

M 

M 

ML 

H 

Alternatives 
B C D 

M 

MH 

M 

M 

M 

M 

MH 

f1H 
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L 

H 

ML 
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L 

ML 

L 

H 

L 

E 

MH 

H 

H 

MH 

MH 

H 

M 

M 

ML 
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Camping at Kelly Flats Campground 

Family Recreation along the Poudre River 

Tubing on the Poudre River 
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Picnic Facilities at Poudre Park 
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VII. THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

This chapter identifies alternative B, as modified by additional consider­
ations stated below, as the preferred alternative of this final environ­
mental impact statement and study report (see map 14, page 98). 

The clearly stated purpose of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is to 
recognize that certain rivers should be protected for the benefit and 
enjoyment of present and future generations. Analysis of the Poudre 
River indicates its eligibility for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. Evaluation of alternative proposals and public partici­
pation in the study process suggest that the Poudre River is an excellent 
candidate for designation. Absent unresolved conflicts concerning the 
alternative uses of the Poudre's water resource, the conclusion of this 
final study would be to recommend alternative A (the "citizen's alterna­
tive") or alternative E (the preferred alternative of the DEIS/SR). In 
the opinion of the study team, such a recommendation cannot be made at 
this time. 

Uncertainty is a major contributor to the lack of resolution. The 
center of controversy is segments 1-4 of the corridor. Inadequate 
knowledge exists to support either a designation or development recom­
mendation for these reaches. 

Before long-range resource decisions are made for segments 1-4, additional 
data is required. In June 1981, the State funded a study to investigate 
water resource development opportunities on the Poudre River, above Fort 
Collins. It is anticipated that the results of this study will he 
available in 1983. This type of additional analysis is encouraged hy 
the study team. The recommendation of this final environmental impact 
statement and study report is compatible with the findings of~ further 
studies and may be implemented, if desired, without jeopardizing the 
value of on-going investigations. Until a thorough inventory is made of 
potential projects, effects, and contributions--both on and off the main 
channel--consistent with the Principles and Standards, Congress is urged 
to make no decision on segments 1-4. Continuing protections available 
to rivers under study are encouraged to prevent irreversible adverse 
effects until a final decision is reached. 

The presence of unresolved conflicts leads to an additional assessment 
of the alternatives for their contribution to social well-being. Decision­
makers are asked to view their land and water resources as setting con­
texts in which different groups will have a variety of conflicting 
preferences. The challenge is to sustain the widest possible diversity 
of choice opportunities on how these resources will be used. 

Alternative 8 was identified as the most favorable alternative in tenns 
of social well-being. Segments 5-8 are designated. Segments 1-4 are 
maintained in their current status, with the opportunities for either 
development or designation left open at this time. No futures are lost 
for any interest group, whether they believe that designation or devel­
opment would most contribute to their quality of life. The unique 
opportunities which the Poudre provides in its present state--a free­
flowing river, various types of river-based recreation, and the symbolic 
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meaning of a Wild and Scenic River--are maintained. The opportunity for 
darn construction is also maintained, in the event that the evaluation of 
new information recommends such a project. 

The recommendation to Congress is that 39 miles of the Cache la Poudre 
River should be added to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
The preferred alternative is alternative B, which recommends the designa­
tion of 9 miles of recreational river area (segment 7), and 30 miles of 
wild river area (segments 5, 6, and 8), as shown on map 2, page S-2. 
The following clarifying statements apply to the preferred alternative: 

A. The pending Colorado State University/Forest Service land exchange 
on the South Fork of the Cache la Poudre should be consummated. 
This action will have no effect on the values of the South Fork and 
protection afforded to the values will be provided by the State of 
Colorado. 

B. The segment of the South Fork in section 36, Township 7 North, 
Range 73 West, consisting of approximately 1.3 miles of river and 
sufficient land to allow for construction of the Rockwell Reservoir, 
is excluded from the recommended designation. 

C. The portion of the river paralleled by Colorado Highway 14 (segments 
1, 2, 3, and 4) qualifies for inclusion in the National 1,/ilct and 
Scenic Rivers System, but no decision to designate should be made 
until additional information is available upon which to evaluate 
the trade-offs of designation or water resource development. Until 
a decision is reached, the "study status" protections should he 
1extended. 

This recommendation could best provide a diversity of goods and services 
for all interested parties, while preserving future options to be exer­
cised at an appropriate time. 

Tables VII-1 and VII-2 show the effects of the preferred alternative on 
particular types of resources that are recognized by certain Federal 
policies and compliance with certain designated environmental statutes, 
as required by the P&S. (64) 
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TABLE VII-1 
Effects of the Recommended Plan on Resources of Principal National Recognition 

TlJ?.es of Resources Principal Sources of National Recognition 

Air quality ................... Clean Air Act, as amended (42 IJ.S.C. 
1857h-7). 

Areas of particular concern Coastal Zone Management Act of 
within the coastal zone. 1972 as amended (16 U.S.C. 1451). 

Endangered and threatened Endangered Species Act of 1973 
species critical habitat. as amended (16 u.s.c. 1531). 

Fish and wildlife habitat ..... Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(16 IJ.S.C. Sec. 661). 

Flood plains .................. Executive Order 11988, Flood 

Historic and cultural 
properties. 

Plain Management. 
National Historic Preservation Act 

of 1966 as amended (16 u.s.c. 
Sec. 470). 

Prime and unique fannland ..... CF.Q Memorandum of August 1, 1980, 
Analysis of Impacts on Prime or 
Unique Agricultural Lands in 
Implementing the National Environ­
mental Policy Act. 

Water quality ................. Clean Water Act of 1977, (33 u.s.c. 
1251). 

Wetlands ...................... Executive Order 11990, Protection of 
Wetlands, Clean Water Act of 1977, 
{42 U.S.C. 1857h-7). 

Wild and scenic rivers ........ Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as amended, 
(16 u.s.c. 1271). 

Measurement of Effects 

No effect 

Not present in planning area 

No effect 

167 acres of riparian 
lost in new reservoir, 
30 acres riverine habitat 
lost, 300 acres of reservoir 
habitat gained 

No effect 

No effect 

No effect 

No effect 

No effect 

30 miles wild gained, 9 miles 
recreational gained 

Note: Based on essential postponement of designation decision on river segments other than 
5, 6, 7, and 8 until water development studies are completed. 



TABLE VII-2 
Compliance of the Recommended Plan with WRC-Designated Environmental Statutes 

Federal Policies Compliance 

Archeological and Historic Preservation Act, 16 USC 469 Full Compliance 

Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 USC 1857h-7 Full Compliance 

Clean Water Act (Fed. Wdter Pollution Control Act) 33 USC 1251 Full Compliance 

Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 USC 1451 Not Applicable 

Endangered Species Act, 16 USC 1531 Full Compliance 

Estuary Protection Act, 16 USC 1221 Not Applicable 

Federal Water Project Recreation Act, 16 USC 460-1( 12) Full Co:npl iance 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 USC 661 Full Compliance 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, 16 USC 460/-460/-11 Full Compliance 

Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuary Act, 33 USC 1401 Not Applicable 

National Environmental Policy Act, 42 USC 4321 Full Compliance 

National Historic Preservation Act, 16 USC 470a Full Compliance 

Rivers and Harbours Act, 33 USC 403 Full Compliance 

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, 16 USC 1001 Full Compliance 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 USC 1271. Full Compliance 
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Management Options for the Preferred Alternative 

The following summarizes the management strategy and implications of the 
segment classifications of the Poudre as proposed in the preferred 
alternative. (A more extensive plan would be prepared if the river is 
designated by the Congress.) It is proposed that administration of lands 
within the corridor, including costs thereof, be conducted in accordance 
with existing management responsibilities of the Forest Service, National 
Park Service, Colorado Division of Wildlife, and Larimer County. Costs 
would be similar or proportional to existing levels. It is not estimated 
that local governments will incur additional significant costs related 
to management and administration of the river corridor. 

A. Recreational River - Segment 7 

The management goal for this segment of the river is to preserve and 
protect those values for which the river was designated within the 
following policy guidelines. 

l. Rec re at ion 

a. Developed recreation facilities are not projected for 
construction by the Forest Service. If facilities are 
required to absorb user impacts, the private sector will 
be encouraged to play an active part in ownership and 
management. nevelopments must be consistent with existing 
scenic and free-flowing values and all impacts mitigated. 
Existing developed facilities will be maintained. Some 
small sites may be eliminated to increase efficiency of 
management services and provide incentives for private 
sector participation. 

b. Dispersed recreation activities will be encouraged. 
Colorado Division of Wildlife to administer hunting and 
fishing. Larimer County to administer boating use of 
river. 

2. Access 

a. Road improvements must be consistent with water and 
scenic quality. Bridges, if needed, must meet acceptable 
scenic compatibility. Access to utilities on existing 
rights-of-way to be preserved. 

b. Trail access (right-of-way) to be purchased on approximately 
6 niles of trail. 

c. Trailhead facilities and trails serving areas outside the 
corridor may be located inside the designated area if 
they are consistent with scenic values. 
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3. Minerals 

Subject to existing provisions of the Mining Laws of 1872. 

4. Vegetation and Timher 

Timber harvest is consistent with recreational designation. It is 
estimated that 1 million board feet of timber will be removed 
through selection cutting for sanitation and salvage by 2050. 
Timber sales will be administered by the Forest Service. 

5. Utilities 

Utility construction and/or rights-of-way will be consistent with 
scenic values of segment. Minimum impacts will he emphasized. 
Maintenance of existing facilities will be pennitted. 

6. Fish and Wildlife 

Priority to protection of existing fish and wildlife values. 
Habitat enhancement through vegetative manipulation may occur where 
it meets visual quality objectives. Fish and wildlife administered 
hy Colorado Division of Wildlife. 

7. Fi re 

Fire will be fought aggressively, consistent with management guidance. 

8. Water 

If a conflict between water quality and resource activities and use 
occurs, protection of water quality will take precedence. 

9. Land Acquisition 

Not planned. Exchanges will be considered where net value accrues 
to the public. 

10. Easements 

Scenic values of the segment will be protected through the acquisi­
tion of scenic easements as necessary. Easement acquisition is 
estimated to be up to 487 acres. Easements will only be acquired 
in the event of potential threats to existing values. 

B. Wild River - Segments 5, 6, and 8 

The management goal for these segments is to preserve and enhance those 
values for which the river was designated within the following policy 
guidelines, complemented by established National Forest and National 
Park po 1 i cy. 
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l. Recreation 

a. neveloped recreation facilities, except for trailheads, 
will not be constructed. Primitive facilities may be 
constructed for resource protection, maintaining orienta­
tion to "vestiges of primitive America." 

b. Dispersed recreation activities will be encouraged. 
Colorado Division of Wildlife to administer hunting and 
fishing. Use may be restricted to carrying capacity of 
resource, if necessary. 

2. Access 

a. No new roads will be constructed, as all wild areas are 
Wilderness or National Park. 

b. No additional trail access is anticipated. Existing 
trail syst~ns are sufficient. 

c. Trailhead facilities and trails serving areas outside the 
corridor may be located in the designated area if they 
are consistent with scenic values and a primitive experience. 

3. Minerals 

Subject to valid, existing rights located outside Rocky Mountain 
National Park, mineral entry is withdrawn on lands within the 
designated corridor. 

4. Vegetation and Timber 

Timber harvest is not permitted. 

5. lltilities 

Utility construction or rights-of-way will be permitted if consistent 
with scenic values of segments and existing policy. It is unlikely, 
however, that utility construction will be proposed in wild segments. 

6. Fish and Wildlife 

Priority to protecting existing fish and wildlife values. Habitat 
enhancement through non-mechanized vegetative manipulation allowed, 
but only on National Forest lands. Emphasis on greenback cutthroat 
trout ( a threatened species) coordination with Colorado Division 
of Wildlife. Fish and game management administered in National 
Forest portions by Colorado Division of Wildlife. Rocky Mountain 
National Park administers fish and wildlife within Park boundaries. 

7. Fi re 

Fire will be fought in accordance with Forest Service and National 
Park Service policies. Emphasis will be on resource protection 
within limits of response capabilities. 
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B. Water 

Modification of the waterway is prohibited. Water quality will be 
protected. 

9. Land Acqu i si ti on 

Not planned. Nearly 100 percent of segments already in public 
ownership. 

l 0. Easements 

Not planned. Nearly 100 percent of segments already in public 
ownership. 

C. Deferred Decision - Segments 1, 2, 3, and 4 

The management goal for these segments is to provide effective multiple­
use management, consistent with applicable guidance. Specific management 
direction is provided in the Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests Land 
and Resource Management Plan. The segments would be managed to preserve 
those outstandingly remarkable values currently present until a decision 
to designate or develop is reached, consistent with the "study river" 
provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
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Recreation home along 
the Poutdre River 

Hombres Ranch near Rustic 

Highway 14 along the Poudre River 
near Mountain Park Campground 

The community of Rustic 
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CHAPTER VI I I. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS 

This chapter describes the activities undertaken to involve a variety of 
publics in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Study process for the Cache la 
Poudre River. The time line for consultation with others extends from 
1977, when the study team was being developed, until the final decision 
is reached by the Congress. Documented here are those portions that 
occurred prior to the printing of this final report. The collection of 
comments and participation by the public at large does not have an 
identifiable tennination date, and responses by individuals or groups 
are encouraged. All comments received are incorporated by reference. 

A. Inception of Study to Publication of Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

An interagency, interdisciplinary team was fonned for the purpose of 
collecting, analyzing, and evaluating data pertinent to the river study. 
The principal participants are identified in appendix B. Represented on 
the team were the following: 

Federal 

U.S. Department of Agriculture: 
Forest Service 
Economic Research Service 

U.S. Department of the Interior: 
Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service 
Bureau of Reclamation 
National Park Service 
Geological Survey 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bureau of t1i nes 
Environmental Protection Agency 

State of Colorado 

Water Conservation Board 
Division of Wildlife 
Division of Parks and 

Outdoor Recreation 
State Historical Society 
Colorado Geological Survey 
Colorado Forest Service 
Division of Planning 
Division of Highways 
State Archaeologist 

Four public meetings were held between June 1977 and March 1979 to 
facilitate public understanding of the legislation and the issues, to 
detennine public concerns, and to obtain additional infonnation for the 
study. Similar to the alternative fonnulation process discussed in 
Chapter IV, this is an iterative process, requiring that regular oppor­
tunities be presented to the public to respond. 

In addition, members of the interdisciplinary team conducted informal 
visits to the Poudre Canyon and other locations in the planning area to 
accumulate infonnation and perceptions by the public. The Estes-Poudre 
Ranger District of the Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests acted as a 
clearinghouse for this information exchange. 

The study process was covered in mass media located in the planning 
area. 
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B. Publication of DEIS/SR and Public Comment Period 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Study Report was released 
to the public on April 8, 1980. For the next 90 days, pursuant to the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and NEPA, comments and reactions to the 
DEIS/SR were collected at the Supervisor's Office, Arapaho and Roosevelt 
National Forests. Nearly 1,200 individual pieces of correspondence were 
received from individuals, groups, government agencies at all levels, 
and local government elected officials. These comments were sequentially 
numbered, and a file copy was made available for inspection at the 
Supervisor's Office. A content analysis of the responses was performed 
and appears on pages 109 to 117. Selected letters were chosen from the 
total received for reproduction in this final study, with appropriate 
responses by the study team, and appear on pages 117 to 161. 

At the publication date of the DEIS/SR, copies were sent to the following: 

Federal Agencies: 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of Commerce 
Department of Defense (Anny Corps of Engineers) 
Department of Energy 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Department of the Interior 
Department of Transportation 
Water Resources Council 

State of Colorado and Other Local Agencies: 
State of Colorado Clearinghouse 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
Colorado State University 
Larimer-Weld Regional Council of Governments 
Denver Board of Water Commissioners 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
City of Fort Collins, Colorado 
Larimer County Historical Society 
Larimer County Board of Commissioners 

Other Organizations: 
The Wilderness Society 
Sierra Club 
Colorado Open Space Council 
Federal Timber Purchasers Association 
Colorado Trout Unlimited 
University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group 
Colorado Cattle~an's Association 
American Rivers Conservation Council 
American Mining Congress 
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Colorado Guides and Outfitters Association 
Mile "Hi" Jeep Club 
Audubon Society 
American Sportsman Club, Inc. 
Colorado Mountain Club 
Izaak Walton League of America 
National Four Wheel Drive Association 
Cache la Poudre Water Users Association 
Weld County Underground Water Users Association 
Colorado White Water Association 
Poudre Canyon Association 
Federation of Fly Fishermen 
St. Vrain 4-Wheelers 
Forestry West 

Additional copies were made available upon request to interested indivi­
duals and groups. In total, 1,000 copies of the DEIS/SR were printed. 
Before the close of the comment period, all but 50 had been distributed. 
Review copies were exhausted prior to the end of 1980. A list of persons 
requesting copies of the DEIS/SR is on file with the planning records at 
the Supervisor's Office. 

Upon publication of the DEIS/SR, a series of public meetings was scheduled' 
by the Estes-Poudre Ranger District. Forty-six informational meetings 
were conducted in the planning area in April, May, June, and July of 
19BO, supported by a slide presentation and maps of the study corridor 
and the preferred alternative. Groups scheduled for these presentations 
included local civic organizations, professional societies, resident 
associations, university classes, conservation societies, church groups, 
and interested citizens. Under the leadership of the District, comments 
and responses from these sessions were summarized and presented to the 
study team for consideration. 

No formal hearings were held. 

Some of the coinments received, particularly from water development 
interests, suggested that the river study and DEIS/SR recommendations 
were biased, inadequate, or based on incomplete information. A special 
effort to develop comments from this group is outlined below. 

C. Public Comment Content Analysis 

This section of the report analyzes collectively the comments received 
during the 90-day comment period collectively. The technique for this 
analysis involved the use of Quick Qwery, an information system designed 
to allow distillation of the conments into a data base, followed by an 
opportunity to question the data base to achieve a variety of comparisons. 
It provides a method of depicting the comments in an objective, numerical 
manner. 

Throughout the process, the study team has endeavored to present various 
points of view without "weighing" the gross comments received. No 
attempt was made to count signatures or make inferences not clearly 
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stated in the c~nments. The total comments included a number of resolu­
tions, tabulations, petitions, and multiple signatures, each of which 
was evaluated as one comment in the collective analysis. Should a 
formal request for legislation be presented to Congress, copies of all 
correspondence received during the carnnent period will be sent to the 
appropriate committees of the Senate and House of Representatives (40 
CFR 1506.B(c)). 

During the comment period of April 8 to July 8, 1980, 1,103 responses 
were received. These responses were analyzed to answer three principal 
questions. 

Who commented on the Draft EIS and Study Report? 

Which alternatives did the respondents prefer and why? 

What additional information was provided that could assist in the 
preparation of this final report and in reaching a final recommen­
dation? 

Summaries extracted from the Quick Qwery data base were used to answer 
these questions. They are presented below. 

Who Responded? 

Both residence and group affiliation were noted for each response. 
These were the primary categories used to organize later steps of the 
analysis. 

TABLE VIII-1 
Residence 

Larimer-Weld County residents 
(does not include Poudre Canyon residents) 

Colorado residents 
(does not include residents of Larimer or 
Weld counties) 

Out-of-state residents 

Poudre Canyon residents 

Other 
(No residence stated or coding error) 

Poudre Canyon property owners 
(No residence stated) 

110 

Percent 
of Total 
Response 

65.7 

17.3 

9.2 

3.7 

2.4 

1.7 

100 

725 

191 

101 

41 

26 

19 
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In addition to the 19 responses identified only as Poudre Canyon property 
owners, four responses from Larimer and Weld counties, three responses 
from Colorado, and five responses from other states stated that the 
respondents owned property in the canyon. These responses were grouped 
by their respective residences in the following tables rather than with 
the general category of canyon property owners. 

Individual citizen 

TABLE VIII-2 
Affilidtion 

Academic institution or student 

Conservation or environmental group 

Government agency (not water board or Forest 
Service) 

Resource professional 

Water agency or board 

Commercial/civic organization 

Recreation group or club 
Agriculture/ranching 
Development industry/business (real estate) 
Resource industry/business 
U.S. Forest Service 

Percent 
of Total 
Response 

85.7 

8.9 

2.6 

2.2 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

less 
than 
0.5 
each 

Number* 

945 

98 

29 

24 

18 

17 

16 

5 or 
less 
each 

*S001e responses indicated more than one affiliation so the number of 
affiliations is more than the number of responses. 

All affiliations generally included representatives from each of the 
residence categories identified in Table VIII-I. However, there were 
several notable exceptions. Responses from academic institutions and 
students, agriculture and ranching interests, and resource industry came 
exclusively from those portions of Larimer and Weld counties outside the 
Poudre Canyon. Forest Service responses all came fr001 outside Colorado. 
Responses from Poudre Canyon property owners and residents identified 
fewer affiliations than other residence categories. Respondents who 
owned property in the canyon were affiliated with either a recreation 
group, development industry, resource professional, or individual citizen 
grouping. Canyon residents' comments came from individual citizens 
except for one canyon resident response from a c001mercial or civic 
organization. 
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Which Alternatives Were Preferred? 

Each respondent's preference of action to be taken and the reasons cited 
for supporting or opposing designation of the Poudre as a Wild and 
Scenic River were noted. Table VIII-3 sunmarizes the number of responses 
advocating particular alternatives, variations on alternatives, or other 
actions. 

The distribution of responses from a particular residential grouping 
tended to follow the same pattern of alternative preference as the 
overall distribution of preferences. However, the percentage of Poudre 
Canyon property owners favoring alternative O (no designation) was more 
than twice as high as the percentage of all respondents who favored 
alternative D. Also, the out-of-state respondents as a group favored 
designation but no specific alternative about as often as they favored 
alternative E instead of following the overall trend of the strong 
preference for E. 

Reasons for supporting particular alternatives or courses of action were 
not recorded fron the responses. Instead, reasons cited in favor or 
against designation of all or parts of the Poudre as a Wild and Scenic 
River were noted. Results are summarized in Tables VIII-4 and VIII-5. 

What Additional Information Was Provided? 

Relatively few respondents expressed an opinion on the quality of the 
study or the efforts made in preparing it. The opinions that were 
expressed are summarized in Tables VIII-6 and VIII-7. 
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TABLE VIII-3 
Preferred Action 

Number 

Alternative E and variations 

Alternative E 177 
E and add segment 1 with 

Recreational designation 83 
E but delete segment 6 Wild 

designation 1 
E but delete segment 7 Recreational 

designation 6 
E and add segment 7 Recreational 

designation 1 
E but change segment 7 designation to 

Wild 317 

Support for designation but no specific 
alternative mentioned 

General support for designation 215 

Support for designation but change 
segment 7 designation to Wild 1 

Support for designation but delete 
segment 7 Recreational designation 1 

Alternative A and variations 

Alternative A 111 
A but change segment 7 designation to 

Wild 6 

Opposed to dams but no specific support 
or opposition to designation 

Alternative D and variations 

No response 

Alternative Band variations 

Alternative C and variations 

Support for water development but no 
specific support or opposition to 
designation 

113 

Total 
Number 

385 

217 

117 

76 

64 

25 

5 

2 

2 

Percent 
of Total 
Response 

53.0 

19.7 

10.6 

6.9 

5.8 

2.3 

0.4 

0.2 

0.2 



TABLE VIII-4 
Reasons Cited for Designation 

Percent 
of Total 

Responses 

Water projects/dams (general) 43.8 
Recreation opportunities 34.3 
Scenic beauty 32.9 
River preservation 22.5 
Uniqueness 18.0 
Free-flowing 1~.5 
Fish and wildlife 13.9 
Grey Mountain Dam 9 .1 
Idylwilde Dam 3.8 
Historic values 2.1 

TABLE VI I 1-5 
Reasons Cited Against Designation 

Percent 
of Total 

Responses 

Water projects/dams (general) 3.4 
vlater needs (now and future) 3.3 
Grey Mountain Dam 2.9 
Needs further study fo~ water 

projects 2.5 
ldylwilde Dam and Reservoir 1.9 
Foreclosed futures (general) 1.5 
Recreation opportunities 1.5 
Energy needs 1.3 
Property rights (general) 1.0 
Needs further study - river .9 
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TABLE VIII-6 
Public Perception of Study Report and Preparation Effort 

Maps Study Incorrect No 
Approve nisapprove Incorrect Biased Data Comment 

Commercial/Civic 
Conservation/En­

vironmental 

Recreation group 

Resource profes­
s i anal 

Academic Inst./ 
Student 

Government 

U.S. Forest 
Service 

Water Agency 

Agricultural/ 
Ranching 

Individual 
citizen 

Development 
industry 

Resource 
industry 

2 

4 

3 

2 

2 

54 

1 

1 

2 

5 

6 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 2 

4 

Because some respondents indicated more than one affiliation, the above 
table includes some duplication of responses. The following table 
displays the same information using the mutually exclusive residence 
groupings to eliminate the overlap. 
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13 

25 

2 

13 

95 

20 

5 

12 

883 

3 

5 



T.I\BLE VIII-7 
Perception of Study by Residence 

Possible 
Maps Study Incorrect No. of 

Approve Disapprove Incorrect Biased Data Responses 

Poudre Canyon 
property owner 

Canyon resident 6 

Larimer-Weld resident 41 10 1 1 

Colorado resident 9 1 1 1 

Out-of-state resident 1 

No residence stated 1 

Total 57 12 0 2 2 

Many of the respondents indicated how they presently use the Poudre. 
The uses mentioned by more than 20 people are listed below. 

TABLE VIII-8 
t1ajor Uses of the Poudre River 

Percent of 
respondents 
mentioning 

Fishing 17.3 
Boating or floating 10.4 
Hiking 9.0 
Camping 8.1 
Picnicking 3.3 
Auto driving 3.2 
Swimming 2.2 

Other uses mentioned: skiing/snowshoeing, climbing, backpacking, 
bicycling, motorcycling, hunting, 4x4 and dirt biking, snowmobiling, 
photography, bird and wildlife observation, prospecting, rockhounding, 
nature study, plant study, grazing, vacation home site, commercial/ 
business, commuting, research, presence 
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41 

725 

191 

101 

26 
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TABLE VIII-9 
Top Three Uses of the Poudre by Residence 

Poudre Canyon 
Property Owners 
Fishing 
Vacation Home Site 
Boating/Hiking/Hunting 

Poudre Canyon 
Residents 
Fishing 
Boating/Auto Driving 
Camping/Hunting 

Larimer-lo/el d 
Co. Residents 
Fishing 
Hiking 
Boating 

Colorado Residents 
Fishing 

Out-of-State Residents 
Fishing 

Boating 
Hiking/Camping 

Hiking 
Boating/Camping 

The respondents from Larimer and Weld counties listed the most (27) uses 
of the Poudre. Only five uses were cited by the respondents who owned 
property in the canyon. All other residence groups mentioned similar 
ranges of activities. 

River uses were also compared by the alternative the respondent favored. 
Those respondents favoring alternative~, the variation of alternative E 
that changed the designation of segment 7 to wild, or generally favoring 
designation of the river without expressing support for a particular 
alternative mentioned the most uses of the Poudre. Only one response 
out of 117 supporting alternative A mentioned fishing (the number one 
overall use) as a use. 

D. Response to Comments 

The response procedure is detailed in the CEQ Guidelines, requ1r1ng 
assessment and consideration of comments, both individually and collec­
tively. This section addresses individual comments received during the 
90-day comment period. An agency is instructed by the Guidelines to 
respond to comments in the final statement in one of the following ways: 

1. Modify alternatives including the proposed action. 

2. Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious 
consideration by the agency. 

3. Supplement, improve, or modify its analysis. 

4. Make factual corrections. 

5. Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response. 

Representative comments received on the DEIS/SR are reprinted in this 
final statement. The volume of comments would require approximately 500 
pages to reproduce all letters, which would entail a prohibitive cost. 
Therefore, sample comments are reprinted on the following pages. Where 
appropriate, the c001ment receives a response in parallel text. In 
instances where a letter develops a comment previously responded to, 
there is no further response. The letters that appear represent the 
scope and nature of comments received, as well as the more intangible 
"sense" of the commentors. 
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1. 

2. 

Environmental Protection 
Agency 

&EPA 
... 7 -Ref: SW-EE 

Sultt103 
1IIIIO Uncoln SL 
Dtnwer, CO. 80295 

Gray F. Reynolds, Forest Supervisor 
Arapahoe and Roosevelt National Forests 
301 South HCM!S 
Ft. Collins, Colorado 80522 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

North Dakota, 
South Dakota, 
Utah, Wyoming 

The Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection Agency has 
reviewed the Draft Environaental I°"act Statement and Study Report for the 
Cache la Poudre Wild and Scenic River. EPA supports the Forest Service's 
preferred Alternative E. The Cache la Poudre is the largest Front Range 
stream still free-flowing fl'OIII its source to the mouth of the canyon. We 
believe that strong consideration should be given through the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to protecting it in this state while preserving existing 
multiple uses for recreation and irrigation. We also see some 
opportunities through this designation to enhance the natural, recreational 
and historic values associated with the River. We offer the following 
conments for your consideration in preparing the final EIS. 

l) The tradeoffs between water resources development and preservation of 
the Cache la Poudre must be considered in terms of the environmental 
benefits/i~acts fran these alternatives. For example, hydroelectric 
projects have fairly specific impacts that could significantly affect the 
potential quality of the Cache la Poudre as a recreational and biological 
resource. New hydroelectric facilities have their greatest economic value 
as peaking units to supplement the much larger fossil-fuel base load 
facilities owned by private or municipal utilities. However, operation of 
reservoirs in the peaking mode means discharging high flows for short 
periods (perhaps four hours per day) while discharging little flows at 
other times. This could have severe repercussions including potential 
safety problems for streamside recreation users and aquatic biota. 

2) The EIS notes on page 33 that while the Cache la Poudre meets many of 
the eligibility criteria for wild and scenic rivers, it does not do so for 
fish and wildlife values and historic values. We wonder whether inclusion 
of the river into the Wild and Scenic Rivers system might not offer some 
possibilities to enhance both of these latter categories in a significant 
way. It is mentioned that currently the endangered greenback cutthroat 
trout is limited to Black Hollow Creek. Given the fairly extens1ve 
undeveloped reach, particularly in Segnent 5, would it be possible to 

1. The tradeoffs between water resources development and preservation 

of the Poudre have been reassessed, Using the most complete information 

available, alternative D projects these effects. They are summarized in 

Tables V-1 through V-4. The uncertainty relative to alternative Dis 

also discussed in Chapter II, page 20. 

2. The DEIS/SR finding that fish and wildlife and hi~toric values are 

0 of high quality, but are not "outstandingly remarkable" remains accurate. 

The opportunity to enhance the condition of these values through designa­

tion does exist. 



EPA appreciates the opportunity to conment on this EIS. According to 
the system used to rate EIS's under its review, EPA has rated this EIS as 
L0-1. This means we have no objections to the project proposal. Again, 
EPA supports the effort to make these portions of the Cache la Poudre a 
part of the Wild and Scenic Rivers system. 

~ 
?el Aaninistrator 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

subject INTERA - Wild and Scenic Rivers -
Cache La Poudre River, Colorado 

P.O. Box 2890 
Washington, D.C. 
20013 

Date IIAY 2 2 198Q 

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

This is in response to your memorandum of April 4, 1980, requesting our 
review and conments on the Cache La Poudre Wild and Scenic River report and 
Draft Enviro1111ental Impact Statement. 

The Soil Conservation Service has no objection to the recommendation for 
including approximately sixty-two miles of the river in the National Wild 
and Scenic River Systems in accordance with the preferred alternative 
(Alternative E). 

We believe that the statement on page v, "Gross regional product will increase 
by $2,092,000; employment by 185 annual person-years and personal income by 
$1,135,000," is misleading. It is true that these parameters will increase by 
these amounts over present conditio11s. However, since these are estimates for 
the future, the true comparison should be against the No Action Alternative. 
Thus, it appears the proposal will really decrease gross regional product by 
$1'2,328,000($14,420,000 - $2,092,000), employment by 985 annual person-years 

• tl·;.170·- 185), and personal income by $ll,325,000 ($12,460,000 - $1,135,000). 
We da oo·t question ·the conclusion that the proposal has positive attributes that 
outw~¼~ these economic losses. However, page v should be changed to show the 
true;_comparisOfl of economic impacts, since the Summary section is so commonly 

• read. . .. · • 

Similarly, we have been unable to verify some of the other estimates on page v. 

rieJse _~,~e us with a copy o.f the .U· SDA comments 
' ~- ··~ /!/} 
t '::i,,~ w. ---- ~:.~,-~ 
; _,. --··-" 
JAf S W. 'mli:HELL· • • , • 
Associate Deputy Chief for 

Natural Resource Projects 

The so,I Com,,.rvation Service 
1s en agency ol the 
Department of Aonculture 

on this report. 

WO-AS-2 
10-79 

1. Consistent with the Principles and Standards, the display of effects 

of the alternatives is compared to the without-plans (no action) condition 

in Tables V-1 through V-4, pages 68 to 87. 
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United States 
Department 
of Agriculture 

Rural 
Electrification 
Administration 

Washington 
D.C. 
20250 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cache La Poudre Wild and Scenic 
River, ·Colorado 

TO: Charles R. Hartgraves 
Director, Land Management Planning 
U. S. Forest Service 

In response to your request, our staff has reviewed the referenced impact 
statement and offers the following comments: 

1. On page v, it states that the effects of implementing the preferred 
alternative include a reduction of 148,000 acre-feet of potential water storage 
and 274,000 kilowatts of potential power. With the current national awareness 
of the need for all sources of available power, both existing and new, the 
environmental impact of the loss of all or part of the 274,000 kilowatts of 
potential power should be assessed. 

2. A 1963 and 1966 Bureau of Reclamation Reconnaissance Report (pages 
14 and 15) dis~ussed a development plan for the Poudre River which included 
two storage dams and reservoirs, two hydroelectric power plants and associated 
facilities, but questioned the market for peaking power within the confines of 
the Bureau's laws and policies. The 1966 Concluding Report only recommended 
the possible development of the ldylwilde Dam and Reservoir with minimwn provi­
sions to permit the possible future inclusion of power. The development plan 
should be reviewed to determine if there is presently a market for peaking 
power. The potential for low-head hydro facilities on existing impoundments 
should also be examined. 

3. Section v entitled, "Effects of Implementation" should contain a 
discussion on impacts to utilities, specifically transmission, distribution, 
and pipeline rights-of-way and access roads. 

4. Under Management Options (page 75 and 76) it is stated that utility 
construction is permitted providing ... are not adversely affected. What type 
of construction will be permitted (i.e., distribution lines, transmission 
lines, underground lines)? What about the access roads needed to maintain 
the lines? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions, 
plta,j' c;ntac,\f'fen ~ebb at 447-7447. 

I_ 1>,IL/. lfi,cl;_ 
CHARLES T. CRCM.EY ·-7 
Chief, Environmentaliervices Branch 
Environmental and Energy 

Requirements Division 

1. The revised preferred alternative B does not imfllediately reduce 

either water storage or hydroelectric potentials in segments 1-4. The 

effects of producing a comparable amount of power thennoelectrically are 

discussed in Chapter V, page 86. 

2. Review of the development plan was considered by the study team and 

determined to be outside the scope of this study. Recommendations for 

additional inquiry are contained in Chapter VII. 

3. Existing utility structures (located in segments 1-4 and 7) would 

not be impacted by the preferred alternative. 

4. Development consistent with the values for which a particular 

segment is designated and classified must be protected. New construction 

proposals would be considered on an individual basis, usina the environ­

mental assessment process to guide decisionmaking. 
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON 20•26 

Hr. Charles R. Hartgraves 
Director, Land Management Planning 
Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
P.O. Box 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Hr. Hartgraves: 

In Reply Refer To: 

OEPR-DRB 
Cooperative Studies 
Wild & Scenic R. Reports 
Cache la Poudre River 

JUN 171980 

This Is In response to your letter of Aprl"l· 4, 1980, requesting our 
conments on the draft environmental impact statement and study report 
for the proposed Cache la Poudre Wild and Scenic River In Colorado. 

The report was prepared pursuant to the provisions of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542), as amended, which specified 
the study of the upper 74 miles of the Cache la Poudre River. The 
proposed Cache la Poudre Wild and Scenic River would Include 42.25 
miles of classified recreational river and 25 miles of classified 
wild river, totaling 67.25 miles. 

We have reviewed the draft report to determine the effects of the 
proposal on the Commission's responsibilities under the Federal 
Power Act, Natural Gas Act, and other authorities. Such responsi­
bilities relate to the licensing of non-Federal hydroelectric power 
projects, participation in the planning of Federal water and power 
resources projects, and the regulation of construction and operation 
of natural gas pipeline facilities. 

Water resources development opportunities in the basin were recognized 
as a major issue and concern In the proposed wild and scenic river 
study. The study evaluated the hydroelectric power potential of the 
Cache la Poudre River, utilizing data from the Water and Power Re­
sources Service (WPRS), formerly the Bureau of Reclamation. A 



1. 

Hr. Charles R. Hartgraves -2-

comprehensive plan of development on the Cache la Poudre River, as 
presented in a 1963 WPRS· report and mentioned on page 15, Included 
two hydroelectric powerplants for peaking power production which 
appeared to be economically Justified .and financially feasible, but 
the market for peaking power within the confines of reclamation law 
and policy was questionable. The wild and scenic river study iden­
tified five potential hydroelectric powerplants -- Hague, Hunmy, 
Ht. Moriah, Cache la Poudre, and Pendergrass -- which would be lo­
cated on the proposed wild and scenic river based on 1979 WPRS data 
(pages 14 and 97). The total installed capacity of these five po­
tential projects ls calculated as 328,400 kilowatts. The study report 
states that the l~lementation of the wild and scenic river proposal 
would preclude the development of 274,000 kilowatts of potential 
hydroelectric power (pages v, 48, and 69). This 274,000-kllowatt 
value does not agree with the total capacity of the five potential 
hydroelectric projects shown on page 97. 

Federal Energy Regulatory C011mission reports identify six potential 
hydroelectric projects on the proposed wild and scenic river. Per­
tinent project data ~re sunwnarlzed below: 

Potential Installed Average Annual Plant 
Project Ca~acit:,: Generation Factor 

kW) (1,000 kWh) 7l'r 
Cascade 15,100 46,000 35 
Poudre 12,600 77,000 70 
Sheep Creek 13,500 89,000 75 
Bennett Creek 23,800 147,000 71 
Elkhorn 27,400 168,000 70 
Canyon 19.800 117,000 67 

Total 112,200 644,000 

These six additional potential projects appear to be located at sites 
different than those of the five potential projects shown on page 97 
of your draft report. The project data were based on a 1951 WPRS re­
port, Power Resources, Requirements, and Supply, Missouri River Basin. 
Four of these projects -- Poudre, Sheep Creek, Elkhorn, and Canyon -­
were identified as possible future hydroelectric developments in the 
Missouri Basin Inter-Agency C011mittee's report, The Missouri River 
Basin Co~rehensive Framework Study, Volume 5, December 1971. 

The available information obviously indicates the existence of a 
substantial amount of hydroelectric power on the study river. It is 
well known that hydroelectric powerplants are particularly suitable 

The additional infonnation cited in this response has been included 

in the final report. Current interest in the Grey Mountain/Idylwilde 

Project proposal by predominantly non-Federal groups is one of the 

reasons for including ft as an alternative for analysis. 
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to supply peak loads, and that they could preclude the eventual need 
for peaking cOQlbustlon-turblne powerplants which burn oil. The eco• 
nomlc feasibility of developing hydroelectric power on the study river 
for peaking purpose has been demonstrated In the 1963 WPRS report. 
This hydroelectric power development could be carried out by non-Federal 
entitles In the future, If reclamation law would preclude such develop­
ment by the WPRS. However, - know of no plans at the present time for 
the development of potential hydroelectric power on the study river. 

FERC staff studies indicate that the wild and scenic river proposal 
would not have a significant effect on natural gas facilities or hydro­
carbon resources. 

In sU11111Bry, based on considerations of the draft study report, environ­
mental ln.,act statement, data In our files, and our studies, we con­
clude that the proposed wild and scenic river designation of 67.25 
miles of the Cache la Poudre River would conflict with possible future 
development of a substantial amount of hydroelectric power. We be­
lieve that the possible power benefits foregone should be thoroughly 
considered in deciding whether to include this reach of the river in 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Sincerely, 

~:f1..J/ ~ 
¥William W. Lindsay, Director 

Office of Electric Power Regulation 
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1..-PARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20110 

1. 

Honorable Bob Bergland 
Secretary of Agriculture 
Waahington, D. c. 20250 

Dear Hr, Secretary: 

20 JUN 1980 

Thi■ i■ in reapon■e to your recent letter requesting c-nts of 
the Departa.nt of the Army on your proposed report and draft BIS on the 
wild and ■cenic riv■r atudy of the Cache La Poudre River, Colorado. 

Designation of this atream as a component of the Wild and Scenic 
River System would not affect ensting or proposed water resources 
develop,Mnt of the U, S, Army Corps of Engineers, 

Should any portion of the Cache La Poud?:e be designated, future 
planning and permitting activities for work in waters of the United 
States would recognize the values for which such segments were designated, 

Any actions that would discourage habitation of the Cache La Poudre 
floodplain or it1 principal tributaries should be viewed as beneficial. 
Special flood warning atudies pre1ently in progress reveal that the 
flash flood potential of th11 stream is similar to that along the 
neighboring Big Thompson River where the catastrophic flood of July -
August 1976 resulted in the loss of 139 lives. 

I appreciate the opportunity to review and co11111ent on your proposed 
report. 

Sincerely, 

/lot-,,'~ 
Michael Blmnenfeld 

Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil 'ilorks) 

1. Difficulty was encountered in evaluating potential NED or OSE flood 

damage benefits to be realized from designation, Attempting to 

calculate populations at risk or removed from risk is too subject to 

uncertainty. Additional flash flooding in mountain canyons is certain, 

but the location or severity of the events are also difficult to predict. 

The clllllnent is, however, appreciated. 
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Department of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

JUL 28 -

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

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

This is in response to your April 2, 1980, letter requesting 
our review and comment on the draft environmental impact 
statement and study report for the proposed Cache La Poudre 
Wild and Scenic River. 

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement 
and study report, and pursuant to Section 4(b) of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act offer the following comments: 

0 

0 

The draft environmental impact statement appears to 
address the qualification of the Cache La Poudre River 
for inclusion into the wild and scenic river system, 
and only briefly addresses the actual impact the 
designation would have on energy resources, renewable 
and nonrenewable natural resources, and the human 
environment. We believe more detailed impact evalua­
tion is necessary before a decision can be made on the 
river's elevation to Wild/Scenic/Recreational status. 

The preferred alternative identified in the draft 
environmental impact statement is estimated to 
preclude 274,000 kilowatt-hour of potential hydro­
electric power. 'rhe evaluation of hydroelectric 
potential is derived from a 1963 Bureau of Reclamation 
Report and a 1966 Concluding Report. The Colorado 
Front Range has experienced rapid growth since 
publication of these reports, and significant amounts 
of power for the area is produced by hydroelectric 
Powerplants. Because of both the economic growth 
and power demand growth, more up-to-date studies are 
necessary to determine actual needs of the area and 
the impacts due to the projected los3 in hydroelectric 
power potential if the proposal were implemented. 

1. A more detailed impact evaluation has been conducted in the revised 

Chapter V, pages 63 to 88. The need for additional infonriation is 

identified throughout the final statement. 

2. There is no disagreement. More up-to-date studies are needed. 



3. 

0 
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The draft environmental impacts statement generally 
discounts the potential for uranium resources as 
insignificant. According to the Department of 
Energy's 1979 National Uranium Resource Evaluation 
Interim Report, potential uranium resour~es have been 
identified within the study area and basins draining 
into the river system. The Colorado Geological Survey, 
Bulletin 40, 1978, gives location and detailed descrip­
tions of the known uranium mines and prospects along 
the Cache La Poudre River in Larim~r County. The 
impact statement should be revised to assess the 
uranium resource potential more accurately. 

We trust these comments will be useful and look forward to 
receiving the final environmental impact statement when it 
is completed. 

Sincerely, 

~...____,r£,,,~ 
:~s:n -
Assistant Secretary 

for Environrnent 

3. Uranium activity presently occurs outside the study corridor of the 

Poudre. A reevaluation of the mineral potential of the study corridor 

supported the findings of the DEIS/SR that overall potential is low. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

ER-80/305 

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

Dear Secretary Bergland: 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20240 

JUL 2 3 1980 

We are pleased to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
the Wild and Scenic River Study Report for the Cache La Poudre River in 
Colorado, We feel the report has been well prepared overall. We agree 
with the findings and have no serious objection to the report recommen­
dations. However, we do request that further consideration be given to 
Alternative A before deciding upon the final recommendation to the 
President. 

Alternative E, for which the Forest Service has indicated its preference, 
would not designate Segment 1 (five miles in length) due to heavy development 
and presumed high cost for acquisition in fee and scenic easements. 
However, it is stated on page 34 that this segme.:.t ". . . has the potential 
to be qualified as recreational." The finding of heavy development 
would appear to be SOllleli'hat at odds vi.th the determination of eligibility, 
but setting aside this apparent inconsistency, leaving a qualified 
segment outside the system will not maximi.ze resource protection. If 
this segment were designated, it may be possible to work with the 
affected jurisdiction(s) and landowners to assure greater protection of 
scenic values than with non-designation wi.thout resorting to an expensive 
(both in terms of money and social costs) acquisition program. 

We also feel that deletion of the area in Segment 7 which is proposed 
for land exchange with Colorado State University is unnecessary and 
unwarranted. Information in the report indicates that present and 
planned activities and land uses of the University are not incompatible 
with those appropriate in the corridor of a river in the national system, 
In addition, the statement on page 66 that "The proposed land exchange 
in Alternative E would not significantly violate the purposes of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act." accents the question as to why these lands 
should not be designated. While Sections B(a) and B(b) of the Act 
normally would preclude the implementation of the proposed exchange, 
legislation could be drafted to amend Section 3(a) of the Act to specifically 
allow the proposed land exchange between United States Department of 
Agriculture's Forest Service and the Colorado State University to b'e 
implemented subsequent to designation. 

1. Alternative A was given further consideration in the analysis. As 

stated in Chapter VII, absent uncertainty surrounding segments 1 through 

4, either alternative A or E would be preferred and recommended to the 

President. 

2. The recommendation to permanently delete lands to facilitate the 

CSU/Forest Service land exchange has been modified in response to several 

comments. Implementation of the exchange subsequent to designation, or 

vice versa, is now a part of the recommendation to the President and 

Congress. 
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Honorable Bob Bergland 2 

In addition to the major points of concern cited above, we have enclosed 
others for your consideration. We hope these will be helpful in finalizing 
the report. Thank you for the opportunity to co111111ent, and for granting the 
time extension. 

6-;;)'&I M,,--
s,,,,.),,,.,M, to 
Asst~ SECRETARY 

Enclosures 

3. Other specific comments contained editing and clarifying suggestions 

that were considered in preparation of this final report. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
REGIONAL/AREA OFFICE 

REGIOH VIII 

Mr. R. Max Peterson 

EXECUTIVE TOWER· 140!i CURTIS STREET 

OENVER,COLORAOO 80202 

June 2, 1980 

U.S. Department of 
Agriculture-Forest Service 

12th & Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

IN REPLY REFllR TO: 

BSOQ 

Thank you for the opportunity to ca11111ent on the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Cache La Poudre River in Colorado, 
Number 02-10--80-03. 

This statement does not address the secondary or indirect impact 
that approval of Alternatives A or E would have on the housing 
market of Eastem Colorado. As you know, the monthly costs of water 
and electric power are contributing to the ever increasing costs 
of homeownership. Either of the two mentioned alternatives would 
eliminate potentially feasible hydroelectric or water storage sites. 

The draft EIS states; studies on all proposals (dam and power plant 
sites) have not advanced to the point where their impact can be 
evaluated. "Since your latest reference (15) for concluding this is 
a document dated December 9, 1964 it would appear necessary to update 
all studies to a present condition status before reaching any conclusions 
on the locations of stretches of wild and scenic rivers." 

If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact 
Mr. carroll F. Goodwin, Area Environmental Clearance Officer at 
FTS 327-3102. 

Sincerely, 

~~h 
Director 
Program Planning ana Evaluation 

AREA OFFICE 
Denver, Colorado 

1. At the present time, too much uncertainty exists to quantitively 

predict secondary or indirect impacts of designation on the housing 

market of eastern Colorado. Contacts with real estate and utility 

experts in the planning area yielded no quantifiable results. A more 

thorough evaluation of these considerations should be included in 

subsequent water development investigations, 

2. The 1980 !ECO Report has been used as the nucleus for alternative D. 

While additional information is required to evaluate segments 1 throuqh 

4, conclusions may be reached on segments 5 through 8. 



JFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

1. 

C.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
301 South Howes Street 
Fort Collins, CO 80521 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

June 5, 1980 

The City of Fort Collins has some major concerns wi· 
the study and recommendations of the Forest Service and· 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources in regard to the 
possible designation of the Cache La Poudre River as a wild 
and recreational river. You have overlooked some essential 
points which we would like to call to your attention in the 
hope, and even the expectation, that if they are properly 
considered, you modify your conclusions and recommendations. 

Many years ago, the cities of Greeley ~~d Fort Collins 
purchased lands on the Little South Fork of the Cache La 
Poudre River with the intention of constructing a reservoir 
for the storage of water for the benefit of both of the 
cities. over these past many years, the cities have expended 
substantial sums, not only for the acquisition of the lands, 
but in necessary studies. We have obtained appropriate 
water decrees from our Water Court. We have also engaged at 
some length in discussions with the Forest Service concerning 
the trading of lands in that area so as to consolidate our 
holdings at the reservoir site in return for transferring to 
the Forest Service some beautiful lands for the development 
of campgrounds and the like. 

Just as we are about to reach fruition on all of these 
endeavors, we are faced with a recommendation that nearly 
al 1 of the Little South be designated as a wild or recreational 
river. Such a designation would preclude the possibility of 
the completion of the planned reservoir. We note that the 
Forest Service which is interested in another land trade on 

• .\-V•t-
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the Little South did exclude that particular a~ea from its 
recommendations. It found benefits as a result of that 
contemplated exchange far in excess of the wild and recreational 
designation; and we submit that the same view should apply 
to ours. 
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June 5, 1980 
Page Two 

We ask that you rectify this oversight. 

Specifically, we request that that portion of the 
Little South from the South line of Section 36, Township 8 
North, Range 73 West and following the course of the river 
in a northerly and easterly direction to the East line of 
Section 25, in said Township and Range, not be designated 
under the Act. The course of the river within these sections 
is less than a mile and a half in length, most is along the 
road, and could be excluded without any detriment to the 
aesthetic value of the Cache La Poudre River. 

It is difficult for us to convey to you the necessity 
which we feel to preserve this possible reservoir site for 
the cities of this area. Our population is expected to 
double in the next 20 years. Our alternative to the construction 
of the Rockwell Reservoir is to obtain water now used for 
agricultural purposes. This is undesirable from all social, 
economic and aesthetic standpoints. Our concern with the 
study is based upon the unwillingness of its authors to 
consider the results of foreclosing the cities' ability to 
obtain this additional water for its citizens. 

Yours truly, 

~~l~ 
Mayor 

NG:kc 

1. The canment is correct. The probable construction of Rockwell 

Reservoir is assumed in both the without-plans condition (alternative C) 

and the preferred alternative B. 
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PLATTE RIVER POWER AUTHORITY 

TIMBERLINE & HORSETOOTH ROAOS • FORT COLLINS, COLORADO 80525 

' Bo~ Otr«:tors July 7, 1980 
TeiephOne: (303) 226-4000 

Cable: 'PLATTRIVER" 
Robert J Askey 
J. D Bilderback 
Stanley R. Cue 
Robert L Dekker 
Robert L May 
Harry B Tregent 
Jerry Trotter 
Earl Wilkinson 

GenerlJ Manager 
Albert J. Hamilton 

1. 

2. 

United States Forest Service 
301 So. Howes Street 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521 

Gentlemen: 

Enclosed please find a copy of Resolution 56-80 that was passed 
unanimously by the Board of Directors of Platte River Power 
Authority at its meeting of July 3, 1980. This resolution 
states Platte River's strong objection to the United States 
Forest Service's recent recommendation that the Cache La Poudre 
River be, in major part, designated as a "wild or recreational" 
river under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Our Board believes that the Forest Service's reconanendation is 
deficient and premature because there has not been sufficient 
investigation of alternatives and their effects. A reading 
of the U.S. Forest Service's Draft Environmental Impact State­
ment and Study Report, dated April 8, 1980 fails to disclose 
any adequate consideration of "the reasonably foreseeable 
potential uses of the land and water" with respect to energy 
supply which would be "enhanced, foreclosed, or curtailed if 
the area were included in the National Wild and Scenic River 
system" as required by the Act. It would be most unfortunate 
if Congress were to act in this important matter upon the basis 
of the inadequate April 8 study. 

Platte River -- undoubtedly because it is heavily involved in 
electric energy production in this region -- has received a 
number of inquiries about the value of hydroelectric power 
which might be produced by developments on the Cache La Poudre 
River. We are unable to respond to such questions because 
there is no indication in the u. s. Forest Service recommenda­
tion as to either the average-year or dry-year stream flow of 
the cache La Poudre at potential storage and power generation 
sites. 

Please understand that Platte River's Board has taken no posi­
tion with regard to the ultimate question, i.e., what, if any, 
portions of the Cache La Poudre River should be designated as 

1. The role of uncertainty in projecting "reasonably foreseeable 

potential uses of land and water" is discussed in Chapters II, V, VI, and 

VI I. 

2. Subsequent to the publication of the DEIS/SR, the advisability of 

appending Poudre River flows as J11etered at USGS gauging stations along 

the river was considered. Since the records are c001monly available from 

the State Engineer, however, it was determined to instead insert the 

sumiary data found in appendix D. 
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United States Forest Service 
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Page Two 

"wild" or "recreational." Our Board is unable to take any 
position on the merits of the proposed designation for the 
very reason that the Forest Service draft EIS and Study Report 
is inadequate in an important area. We hope that Congress 
will be similarly disposed until such inadequacy is remedied. 

Sincerely yours, 

A 
General Manager 

/kr 

Enclosure 
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Re: COmments of the Northern Colorado Water 
conservancy District on the cache La 
Poud.re River Wild and Scenic River 
Draft· Envir-omnenta1· :nnpact· st·ate-ment 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

We. offer these comments on behalf of the Northern 
COlorado Water conservancy District regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Study Report published 
by the Forest Service in conjunction with the U.S. Depart­
ment of Agriculture concerning the proposed inclusion of 
the Cache La Poudre River (•the River•) in the Wild and 
Scenic River$ System (•the System"). The District is very 
concerned with both the proposal to include the Cache La 
Poudre River in the System and the inadequacy of the draft 
environmental impact statement (•EIS"). The Cache La Poudre 
River is not the type of river intended by Congress to be 
included in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The draft 
EIS is seriously incomplete in its analysis and sketchy 
in its documentation. Since the Poudre River is of such 
importance to the state of Colorado and the satisfaction 
of its future water needs, the District asks that the 
Forest Service reconsider the proposal and revise the EIS 
substantially, as suggested by the following comments. 

I. The Cache La Poudre River is Ineli<jible for 
Inclusion in ·the Wild and· s·cenic River system. 

While the Cache La Poudre River is beautiful and 
a source of recreational pleasure to many Colorado residents 
and visitors to the State, as it will continue to be after 
even further water developm~nt, the Poudre River is not the 
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type of river that Congress intended to include in the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
states that •]a) wild, scenic or recreational river area 
eligible to be included in the system is a fre-flowing 
stream and the related adjacent land area that possesses 
one or more of the values referred to in section 1271 of 
this title.• 16 o.s.c. S 1273(b). The qualities referred 
to in section. 1271 are that the river "possess outstandingly 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, 
historic, cultural, or other similar values.• 16 o.s.c. 
S 1271. An objective examination of the Poudre River makes 
clear that it does not qualify. 

The Poudre River is not a fre-flowing river. 
According to a publication entitled Guidelines for EV'aluating 
Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River·~ Propolied for 
rncI'uslon in t:litt°National Wild and Scenic River ·syats Under 
Section 2,~c Law 90-Si!prepariaEy°tlieUnite ta~ 
Department of Agriciirture and the Department of the Interior, 
rivers which are in a fr-flowing natural condition are 
those •which are without impoundment, diversion, straightening, 
rip-rapping or other modification of the waterway.• •Guidelines 
at A-18 (1970). An impoundment is defined on page A-21 of 
this report - •a slack water pool formed by any man-made 
structure.". G'lli.cllines at A-21. The Poudre River h- already 
been altered W-man-made impoundments and diversions. The 
draft EIS concedes that [t)he Poudre River Basin water 
storage capacity has been extensively developed to supply 
water for agriculture, industrial, and municipal uses.• EIS 
at 12. The diversions listed in the draft EIS are the camaron 
Pass Ditch, Michigan Ditch, Skyline Ditch, L&ramie-Poudre 
Tunnel, Wilson Supply Ditch, Bob Creek Ditch and columbine 
Ditch. EIS at 12. Not mentioned is the Grand Ditch. The 
report also acknowledges that the free-flowing characteristics 
of the river are affected by the COmanche, Big Beaver, Twin 
Lakes, Long Draw, Peterson and Chambers Lake, Joe Wright, and 
Barnes Meadow reservoirs. EIS at 12. Also mentioned are the 
North Poudre Supply canal, the Fort Collins Pipeline, and 
thirty other ditches. EIS at 12. The USDA and Department of 
Interior guidelines state that •1ow dams, diversion works, 
and other minor structures will not automatically preclude 
the river unit from being included in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, providing such structures do not 
unreasonably diminish the free-flowing nature of the stream 
and the scenic, scientific, geological, historical, cultural, 
recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in.the 
area." Guidlines at A-18. Thirty-nine ditches and seven 
reservoirs can hardly be termed minor, however, and the 
Poudre River can hardly be termed free-flowing. 

Other factors also contribute to the inevitable 
conclusion that the Poudre River is not a good candidate for 

1. Applicable statutory and regulatory guidance define the criteria 

for evaluating a river for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic 

Rivers System (endnotes 1 and 50). An objective examination of the Poudre 

River, one of the purposes of this study, has detenr1ined that it does 

qualify. 

2. The question of the free-flowing nature of the Poudre River is 

central to the river study process. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

defines free-flowing as " ... existing or flowing in a natural condition 

without impoundment, diversion, straightening, rip-rapping, or other 

modification of the waterway. The existence, however, of low dams, 

diversion works, and other minor structures at the time any river is 

proposed for inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system 

shall not automatically bar its consideration for such inclusion •.. " 

Based on the information developed in Chapters II and III, the Poudre 

has only one low dam/diversion structure in the entire study corridor 

(segment 1). The other diversion structures mentioned in the canment, 

and in the study report, occur outside the study corridor. More 

importantly, their flows represent a supplement to the Poudre River, not 

a depletion. The language of the Act is interpreted to speak to modifi­

cations of the waterway, inside the study corridor, which reduce the 

river's values. It is recognized that the existing reservoir flows into 

the Poudre can actually enhance its values, an occurrence entirely 

consistent with the Act. The Poudre River within the study corridor is 

not obstructed, restricted, or impeded by modifications of the waterway, 

therefore is determined to meet the Act's free-flowing definition. 
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inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. As the draft 
EIS acknowledges, the River is near a major urban population 
~owth area. Much of the length of the River is bordered by 
Highway 14, an all-season highway. Also, a large residential 
population exists in the corridor proposed to be included. 
EIS at 7. Homes, campgrounds and tourist facilities exist 
along much of the river co=idor. EIS at 11. Much of the 
attractiveness of the River is due to management of the 
waters from the many reservoirs. EIS at 11. The River is 
now used to irrigate much of the eastern portion of Larimer 
County. EIS at 18. Because of a short high flow season and 
short discontinuous boatable stretches, the River has limited 
attractiveness for wilderness raft trips. EIS at 20. The 
above factors and the fact that the Poudre River has no 
outstanding historic, cultural or archeological significance 
make clear that the Poudre River should not be considered 
eligible for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System. 

II. Inadequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement. 

A. An Environmental Impact.Statement is Required 
under Both the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
16 u.s.c. I 1271 and the National Environmental 
~rotection Act, 42 u.s.c. § 4321. 

The proposal being considered is the inclusion of 
the Cache La Poudre River in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System pursuant to Section l273(a)(l) of the Wild and scenic 
Rivers Act. 16 U.S.C. I 1273(a)(l). Section 1275 of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires that a study shall be 
made of each river proposed to be added to the system. Each 
report must include a discussion of 

the area included within the report; the 
characteristics which do or do not make the 
area a worthy addition to the system; the 
cu=ent status of land ownership and use in 
the area; the reasonably foreseeable potential 
uses of the°Tand and water which would be 
eiiiianced7forecioied, ~curtaIIedTrthe area 
were included in the national wild andsceiiic 
nvir ystem; the Federal agency (wiuch in the 
case o a river which, is wholly or substantially 
within a nationalforest, shall be the Department 
of Agriculture) by which it is proposed the 
area, should it be added to the System, be 
administered; the extent to which it is proposed 
that such administration, including the costs 

3. Proximity to an urban area has no effect on whether or not the 

Poudre is eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 

System. Many commentors (see part B, this chapter) felt this was a good 

reason for inclusion. 

The presence of Colorado Highway 14 parallel to the river in segments 1 

through 4 does not preclude the Poudre from eligibility. The Act defines 

a "recreational river area" as follows: " ... 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." 

A river is required to possess only one "outstandingly remarkable" value 

to become eligible. As documented in Chapter III on page 42, the Poudre 

was determined to possess several such values. 
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thereof, be shared by state and local agencies; 
and the estimated cost to the United States of 
acquiring necessary lands and interests in 
land and of· administering the area, should it 
be added to the System. 

16 u.s.c. I 1275 (emphasis added). It is thus clear that the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires that a detailed environ­
mental impact statement be prepared with respect to each 
proposed addition to the system. 

It is also clear that the requirements and procedures 
provided for in the National. Envirolllllental Policy Act (NEPA) , 
42 u.s.c. I 4321 et gg (1970) apply to the designation of a 
river as part of tlie7ffl.d and Scenic Rivers System. Section 
4332(C) of NEPA provides that all Federal agencies shall 
•include in every recommendation or report on proposals for 
legislation and other major Federal actions significantly 
affecting the quality of the human envirollllleDt, a detailed 
statement by the responsible official." 42 u. s. c. § 4332 ( c) . 
The proposal being considered is to include the Cache La 
Poudre River in the Wild and Scenic Rivers system pursuant to 
section 1273(a)(l) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 16 
o.s.c. I 1732. Since an act of congress is required under 
this Section, a propoaal for legislation is involved and NEPA 
applies. All requirements of NEPA, including those dealing 
with an environaental impact statement, must be satisfied 
with respect to a legislative proposal of this type. u [T]he 
section 102(2)(C) EIS requirement for legislative proposals 
is enforceable by a private right of action and that private 
right of action includes challenges to the adequacy of, as 
-u a■ to the absence of, an EIS.• Atchison, L. ~ .!.:. !.:., ~ 
Co. v. Callaway, 431 F. Supp. 722, 726 (D.D.C. 1977). Regula­
tionaproiiiuigated pursuant to NEPA by the Council on Environ­
mental QUality (NCEQ•) outline a special NEPA process required 
when legislation significantly affecting the quality of the 
hUIUD enviromaent is involved. A legislative environmental 
impact statement is to be "considered part of the formal 
tr&Dlllllittal of a legislative proposal. to Congress; however, 
it ■ay be transmitted to Congress up to 30 days later in 
order to allow time for completion of an accurate statement 
which can serve as the basis for public and Congressional 
debate." 40 C.F.R. Section 1506.8 (1979). The regulations 
specifically refer to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act in 
Section 1506.8(b)(2)(ii) where it is provided that a draft 
and final EIS must be prepared and circulated. Therefore, 
all statutory and common law requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act are applicable to the proposal to 
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include the Cache LA Poudre River in the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. 

B. Wb&t is Required in an Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

The requirements for an Environmental Impact Statement 
prepared in confoJ:11lity with the Wild and scenic Rivers Act 
and NEPA are extensive. Section 1275 of the Wild and scenic 
Rivers Act, quoted above, lists several requirements. Most 
important is the necessity that the statement discuss "the 
reasonabl! foreseeable potential uses of the land and water 
which wouci be enhanced, foreclosed, or curtailed if the area 
were included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system." 
16 u.s.c. S 1275. Section 4332 of. NEPA provides that all 
Federal agencies must 

(C) include in eve.r:y recommendation or report 
on proposals for legislation and other major 
Federal actions significantly affecting the 
quality o.f the human environment, a detailed 
statement by the responsible official on -

{i) the environmental impact of the 
proposed action, 

(ii) any adverse environmental effects 
which cannot be avoided should the 
proposal be implemented,· 

(iii) alternatives to the proposed action, 

(iv) the relationship between local 
short-term uses of man's environment 
and the maintenance and enhancement 
of long-term productivity, and 

(v) any irreversible and irretrievable 
co~tments of resources which would 
be involved in the proposed action 
should it be implemented. 

42 u.s.c. Section 4332. Section"4332(c)(iv) is explained in 
further detail by regulations promulgated by the CEQ. Section 
1502.14, Alternatives including the proposed action, states: 

This section is the heart of the environ­
mental impact statement. Based on the informa­
tion and analysis presented in the sections on 
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the Affected Environment(§ 1502.15) and the 
Environmental consequences(§ 1502.16), it 
should present the environmental impacts of 
the proposal and the alternatives in comparative 
form, thus sharply defining the issues and 
providing a clear basis for choice among 
options by the decisionmaker and the public. 
In this section agencies shall: 

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives, 
and for alternatives which were 
eliminated from detailed study, 
briefly discuss the reasons for 
their having been eliminated. 

(b) Devote substantial· treatment to 
each alternative considered in 
detail including the proposed action 
so that the reviewers may evaluate 
their comparative merits. 

(c) Include reasonable alternatives not 
within the jurisdiction of the lead 
agency. 

(d) Include the alternative of no action. 

(e) Identify the agencies preferred 
alternative or alternatives, if one 
or more exists, in the draft statement 
and identify such alternative in the 
final statement unless another law 
prohil>its the expression of such a 
preference. 

( f) Include appropriate mitigation 
measures not already included in the 
proposed action or alternatives. 

40 C.F.R. § 1502.14 (1979). Therefore, in order for an 
environmental impact statement to be adequate under both the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and NEPA, all possible uses of the 
waterway must be discussed in rigorous detail. 

c. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is 
not Sufficiently Detailed. 

Section 4332 of NEPA requires that the agency prepare 
detailed statement discussing all of the factors listed in 
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that section. The importance of this requirement has been 
emphasized in many court cases. 

A statement which includes a detailed discussion 
of a.ll reasonable alternatives to a proposed 
project and their effects, [citation omitted], 
insures that agency officials will be aquainted 
with the trade offs which will have to be made 
if any particular line of action is chosen. A 
complete impact study is an integral part of 
the "careful and informed decision-making 
process.• 

Enviromnental Defense Fund, Inc. v. Froehlke, 4 73. F. 2d 346, 
350-Sl (8th Cir. l972)7"Notcmlymust all of the facts be 
presented in a clear and concise fashion but also the analysis 
and reasoning of the agency must be explained. 

The complete impact statement must contain more 
than a catalog of environmental facts, however. 
'!'be agency must also "explicate fully its 
course of inquiry, its analysis and its reasoning. " 
[citation omitted]. Thus, the complete formal 
impact state:ment represents an accessible means 
for opening up the agency decision-making 
process and subjecting it to critical evaluation 
by those outside the agency, including the 
public. 

473 F.2d at 351. 

'l'he Draft EIS discussing the Poudre River satisfies 
neither of these requirements. Many statements made in the 
draft are not entirely accurate. On page 12 it is stated that 
•the Poudre River Buin storage capacity has been extensively 
developed to supply water for agricultural, industrial and 
municipal uses." While the Dine circles drawn on map 3, 
page 13, may appear to be extensive development, they have a 
total storage capacity of only 42,724 acre-feet as compared to 
the projected 400,000 acr-feet in the Grey Mountain and 
Idylwilde reservoirs which have been proposed to be built in 
this area. On page 15 of the Draft EIS, a 1963 BR Reconnaissance 
Report is quoted u concluding that "the total irrigated area 
in the Poudre River Basin had facilities and water supplies 
ample to meet an average of moat of the theoretical requirements." 
EIS at 15. This 1963 study is certainly of little value in 
view of the great population growth experienced in Larimer and 
Weld counties in recent years. Another example of a misleading 

4. The language in Chapter II referring to the degree of water resource 

development has been changed to reflect the historical development 

perspective. It was not the study's intent to infer that the basfn has 

been developed to 100 percent of capacity. 

5. Limitations to the utility of the BR Reconnaissance Report are 

discussed in Chapters II, IV, V, VI, and VII, More current water demand 

projections appear in appendix H. 
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statement is on page 52 where it is said that under the 
favored alternative E, the Grey Mountain Dam could still be 
constructed. What is not explained is that this dam is part 
of a proposed system and would not be economically feasible 
unless the other segments of the system were also constructed. 

Many important factors are not discussed at all in 

I 
the Draft EIS. For example, while the report describes an 
increase in boating and fishing on the river, it does not 
discuss what percentage of that increase is at the man-made 
reservoir areas. The effect on the cities of Fort Collins and 

I Greeley of the inability to build any additional storage 
capacity in this area is discussed nowhere in the report. 
Similarly, the effects of alternative energy sources such as 

I nuclear power plants or strip mining projects which may be 
necessary if the hydraulic power plant now proposed is not 
built, is also not mentioned. Some parts of the Draft EIS are 
vague. The discussion of the social well-being study conducted 
by Professor Freeman is extremely difficult to follow. How 
the values used are arrived at and what the variables represent 
are unclear. '111.e analysis is shown to be of questionable 
reliability by the statement, "However, it is important to 
note that this study can conclude only that Alternative c 
possesses attributes superior to Alternatives A, B, and D; it 
cannot be concluded that it is the best possible alternative." 
EIS at 63. Therefore, the authors themselves discount the 
reliability of the study. 

o. Alternatives are not Sufficiently Discussed in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

As I 1502.14 of the CEQ Regulations, quoted above, 
explains, the discussion of alternatives is the most important 
part of an environmental impact statement. A discussion of 
this type if required by both the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
and NEPA. 

Section 102(2)(D) [of NEPA] requires all 
agencies specifically to "study, develop, and 
describe appropriate alternatives to recommended 
courses of action in any proposal which 
involves unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of available resources." 
This requirement, like the "detailed statement" 
requirement, seeks to ensure that each agency 
decisionmaker has before him and takes into 
proper account all possible approaches to a 
particular proje~t (including total abandonment 

6. The Grey Mountain feature has been documented by the BR as a 

non-separable feature of the Grey Mountain/ldylwilde Project proposal 

(1962) and as a sole feature (1977) for water storage. The statement is 

not misleading. 

7. The final report discusses this cooiment under the EQ Account, in 

Chapter V, page 84, especially as it relates to whitewater boating and quality 

trout fishing experiences. 

8. The effect on the cities of Fort Collins and Greeley of the inability 

to build additional storage is subject to uncertainty because there are 

other storage opportunities within the planning area. Under the revised 

preferred alternative, increased storage is assumed at Rockwell Reservoir. 

Other potential alternatives have not been sufficiently examined to 

warrant the inference that Grey Mountain/Idylwilde is the sole site for 

additional storage capacity. 

9. The amount of energy necessary to offset that proposed in alternative D 

is discussed in the OSE Account, Chapter V, page 86, The amount is 

approximately 110,000 tons of coal annually if produced at Rawhide. 

10. A number of comments were received concerning the social well-being 

analysis performed by Professor Freeman. It has been replaced in the 

final report to respond to comments and new guidance fr001 the P&S by the 

OSE Account in Chapter V, pages 77 to 88. 
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of the project) which would alter the environ­
mental impact and the cost-benefit balance. 
Only in that fashion is it likely that the 
most intelligent, optimally beneficial decision 
will ultimately be made. Moreover, by compelling 
a formal "detailed statement" and a description 
of alternatives, NEPA provides evidence that 
the mandated decisionmaking process has in 
fact taken place and, most.importantly, allows 
those removed from the initial process to 
evaluate and balance the factors on their own. 

Calvert_Cliffs' Coordinating Committee, Inc.~ Atomic Energy 
Com1ss1on, 449 F.2d 1109, 1114 (D.D.C. 1971). The most 
grievous fault of the Draft Environmental Impact statement 
dealing with the Poudre River is that the major alternative 
to its inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers system, the 
construction of the Grey Mountain-Idylwilde Reservoir Project, 
is hardly mentioned. On page 15 of the EIS it is stated that 
studies of the water development proposal have not advanced 
to the point where its impact on the river can be evaluated. 
If the goals of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and NEPA are 
really the concern of the agencies preparing this EIS, it 
would be ackno,.•ledged that proper impact study is impossible 
until studies of the proposed water development project are 
complete. Indeed, a study of this project is required under 
both section 1275 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and 
section 4332 of NEPA. A major goal of NEPA is to "achieve a 
balance between population and resource use which will permit 
high standards of living and a wide sharing of life• s amenities." 
42 u.s.c. § 433l(b)(5). Protection of the environment, 
preservation of natural beauty, and the needs of a growing 
population must be delicately balanced. The purpose of an 
environmental impact statement is to present the facts and 
arguments supporting each conflicting policy alternative so 
that Congress can decide what the most important need is. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails in this essential 
respect. 

The Grey Mountain-Idylwilde project is not even 
considered as an alternative under Alternatives A-E discussed 
in the report. Few of the many factors that it introduces 
into the analysis are discussed. The long-term economic 
growth which will result from increased power availability on 
both national and regional economic development are not 
discussed. The increased fishing, boating, and camping 
opportunities provided by the construction of two new reservoirs 
are not mentioned. The advantages of clean hydraulic energy 

ll. The 1962 BR proposal for Grey r1ountain/]dylwilde was not 

extensively investigated in the DEIS/SR due to its relative value 

discussed elsewhere, including page 7 of this comment. The indexed 

values of the old BR report were reluctantly analyzed in this final study 

in response to C(J;T)ments, and appear in Chapter Y, pages 63 to 88. 

12. The potential heneficial and adverse effects of the Grey 

Mountain/Idylwilde proposal are now described in alternative D. The 

central theme of this comment is instructive to understanding the 

perception of this project by water development proponents: "Lack of 

additional storage on the Poudre River will hasten conversion of agri­

cultural water to other uses." The proposed project will not prevent the 

predictable conversion (condemnation) of agricultural water, but it will 

postpone it. 
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over polluting resource and power development which may be 
necessary, absent this project, is not considered. This 
area of Colorado is growing rapidly. Water and power is 
needed for industry, agriculture, and residential uses. 
Lack of additional storage on the Poudre River will hasten 
conversion of agricultural water to other uses. Thus, the 
impact of precluding the needed storage on agricultural pro­
ductivity must be studied in the EIS. These problems cannot 
be ignored and must, by law, be studied in the EIS. The 
alternative of not designating the River as a Wild and Scenic 
River has simply not been adequately studied. 

III. Conclusion 

The Poudre River has been, is, and will be a River 
vitally important to the health and welfare of Colorado 
citizens and visitors to Colorado. Paramount among its 
uses is water supply to agriculture, municipalities and 
industry uses. One of the foremost challenges in North­
eastern Colorado is to build water storage projects which 
function for multi-purpose beneficial uses, so that 
a~icultural ~ater is not converted to uses which will 
erode the nationally important farming base of the area. 
The historic operation of the Big Thompson Project, in­
cluding such facilities as Granby, Shadow Mountain, Horse­
tooth, and Carter reservoirs, demonstrates that water de­
velopment can have very positive recreational benefits for 
the millions of people who live in and visit Colorado. To 
classify the Poudre River as a Wild and Scenic River would 
be an exercise in romanticism and would be a positive 
detriment to the human environment through ignorance of 
the critical role this River has and must continue to play 
for human needs. Thus, the impacts of so classifying this 
River must be thoroughly studied for what will be precluded 
by such a designation. 

rr}_ tr~ly yo~ __ 

~~e~ 
-=- -----.J.. t$ ~ ~ 

Gregory J. Hobbs, Jr. 
for 

DAVIS, GRAHAM & STUBBS 

13. Designation of the Poudre River would not be an exercise in r001anti­

cism. On the contrary, the values of the river are "outstandingly 

remarkable" and deserving of preservation and protection. Before these 

values are irreversibly comfllitted to other purposes, a thorough, modern 

analysis of water storage alternatives must be made, 
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WARD 1-1. FISCHER 
WILLIAM H. ■ROWH 
C:1-tAS. R. HU00LESOH 

WILLIAM C. GUNN 

W. PAUL ECKMAN 

I have carefully reviewed the Environmental Impact 
Statement concerning the possible designation of the Cache 
La Poudre River as a wild and scenic river. I am really 
appalled by the shallowness of the study. While you do give 
some con-sideration to the enhancement of the quality of life 
above the mouth of the canyon, you avoid any discussion 
concerning the enhancement of the quality of life below the 
mouth of.the canyon. Are there no beneficial affects for 
agriculture expected to be realized through the construction 
of the Idylwilde-Gray Mountain Project? Will the quality 
of life for ·the citizens of Fort Collins be enhanced by the 
construc-tion of the Rockwell Raservoir? If Fort Collins 
and Greeley cmd the other municipalities cannot develop 
reservoirs in the Poudre to satisfy future water requirements, 
what will happen? Will we reduce the irrigation of grass 
and quit planting trees? Or will we see the cities acquiring 
waters presently used for agriculture? And what will be the 
effect of all of this on the area, speaking both from an 
economic sense and from the sense of quality of life? What 
of the other potential water storage projects in the Poudre? 
What are the benefits and detriments for the enlargement of 
the existing reservoirs? What other potential reservoir sites 
are being precluded from development, and what will they affect 
and in what degree? These are just some of the questions 
which the Forest Service would undoubtedly require any private 
person to investigate in preparing an environmental impact 
study. I cannot understand why the government itself is not 
required to conduct an investigation with the same thoroughness. 
It seems to me that the cursory study thus far presented is 
totally deficient, and does not even approach compliance with 
the law. Will you not require than an adequate study be first 
done before any recommendation is forwarded to Congress? 

Yours truly, (i: 

.:>r'vJ.-11.~ 
Ward H. Fischer 

WHF:kc 

1. The effects of the alternatives have been reevaluated to more 

accurately predict impacts throughout the planning area, based on the 

information available. Other questions developed by the commentor are 

many of the unknowns that contribute to uncertainty. The Council on 

Environmental Quality Guidelines requires that when these types of 

questions cannot be considered within the resources made available to 

the study, a "worst case" description of opportunities foreclosed, 

foregone, or curtailed be presented. Alternative D, by projecting .. 
development potentials addresses this requirement. 

It is apparent that several of these questions do not hinge solely on 

the use of Poudre River's resources. lJrlJanization of irrigated agricul­

tural land has occurred consistently during the past two decades and is 

discussed in Chapter II, page 19 and Chapter IV, pages 60-61. Local and 

State governments have recognized this phenomenon and its potential 

effects on quality of life, but have reached no consensus on an acceptable 

course of action. A long-term resolution will require cooperative, 

integrated planning for all resources and resource users. 



'l'BE CACBE LA POUDRE WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 
11801 North County Rd. 19 

Wellington, Colorado 80549 

May 15, 1980 

United State Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
301-South Bowes Street 
Fort Collins, CO 80521 

Gentlemen: 

The Cache La Poudre Water Users Association is a 
non-profit corporation whose members include all of the 
~jor water users, whether cities, industries or mutual 
aitch and reservoir companies, which use the waters of the 
Cache La Poudre River. our Association hopes that before 
you release either your study or your recommendation con­
cerning the possible designation of the Cache La Poudre as 
a wild and scenic river, you will reconsider your conclusions. 

We had expected the study to be done with thoroughness 
and impartiality. It was not. Although it has many deficiencies, 
its greatest is the failure of the study team to· consider in 
any -aningful way the •reasonable foreseeable potential 
uses of the land and water which would be enhanced, foreclosed, 
or curtailed if the areii"were included in the national wild 
and scenic river system• a■ required by 16 osc 1275. (emphasis 
supplied) 

Discussion of the effects of precluding the reservoir 
development is not just deficient; it is non-existent. 

It is not mentioned, for instance, that Grey 
Mountain Dam is dependent upon the concurrent construction 
of the Idylwilde Reservoir for practicability1 and although 
it is acknowledged that •one of the major uses• (the other 
uses are not mentioned) of the Poudre River water is irrigation 
of approximately 400,000 acres in Larimer and Weld counties, 
no discussion of the lost benefit to that agricultural 
colllllllnity by the foreclosure of the building of the Idylwilde­
Grey Mountain Project is discussed. 

Similarly, while acknowledging that the population 
of the Fort Collins area will double in the next twenty 
years, there is no mention of the effects of that city's 
inability to serve that expanded population from the foregone 
reservoirs. 
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I was particularly disturbed by the refusal of 
the study team to consider, or even mention, the adverse 
environmental effects which would necessarily result if 
the recommendation were adopted. Some newcomers to this 
area seem to think that the Poudre valley, and all of its 
beauty, existed historically as it exists today. It did 
not. It was a barren plain. The cities of Fort Collins 
and Greeley were dusty and treeless expanses. The Poudre 
valley was made into an oasis as a result of water 
development, utilizing the waters of the Poudre River. 
Our lovely lawns and trees in the city and our attractive 
and productive fields in the country exist only so long 
as the waters of the Poudre are properly conserved and 
utilized. The population of this area will surely double 
in the next 15 or 20 yea~s. I wonder if the study team 
has ever considered what will happen to our fields, our 
lawns and our trees if we have this increased population, 
but limit our water resources to those that now exist, 
as will be the inevitable result of the prohibition of 
the building of reservoirs. One can guarantee that either 
agriculture, or the lawns and trees, or perhaps both will 
suffer; and the area will not be the same attractive area 
in the future as it is today if our remaining water resources 
cannot be developed. One of the great deficiencies of 
the report is its absolute failure to consider this fact. 

I have been involved in water in this area since 
the early 30s. I served with others who promoted the 
development of the Colorado Big Thompson Project. Since 
1935 I have served with the Water Supply & Storage Company, 
for many of the later years as its President. I was secretary 
of the steering committee which worked with the Bureau 
of Reclamation with regard to the Grey Mountain study which 
was conducted in the 1960s. I know the needs of this area, 
I know its potential, I know its need for the development 
of water resources, and I know the effects (which are not 
unpleasant) which result from the development of our 
resources. While there are certainly areas of the Poudre 
which could be designated as wild and scenic rivers without 
traumatic effects upon the quality of life in this area, 
the adoption of the alternative selected by the report 
would have catastrophic results. 

BJ:kc 

Respectfully submitted, 
WATER SUPPLY & STORAGE COMPANY 

. c: /p_ 
· ~ itt~'~ ·; ~ ·• (.''"J:::r,1•.'lf'vl 
Barvey·J!;)hn&on 
Presi nt 

cc: The Honorable The Governor of Colorado 
Colorado Dept. of Natural Resources 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
R. Max Peterson 

1. Consideration of the likely future without-plans is made in this 

final document. Even with the benefit of new information included after the 

publication of the DEIS/SR and in the comment process, a certain future 

condition is elusive. 



THE WATER SUPPLY AND STORAGE COMPANY 
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PORT COLLINS. COL.ORADO -■u 

May 13, 1980 

United States Department 
of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
301 South Howes Street 
Fort Collins, CO 80521 

Gentlemen: 

I submit this comment relating to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Study Report concerning 
the designation of the Cac~ La Poudre as a wild and scenic 
river. The study seems superficial and the recommenda­
tions totally contrary to the best interests of the people 
of the state of Colorado, and in particular to those of 
the citizens of the Cache La Poudre Basin. 

It has always been difficult for me to see how 
the Cache La Poudre River could meet the criteria established 
for wild and scenic rivers, which are supposed to be free­
flowing streams. You surely have observed the many 
reservoirs along the main stem and the tributaries in the 
Poudre canyon area. The study implies that any additional 
reservoirs would destroy the beauty of the stream. Our 
experience does not indicate that this is true. The 
existence of the many reservoirs, including the reservoirs 
constructed by the Water Supply & Storage Company, have 
contributed greatly to the beauty of the canyon by capturing 
the flood waters and releasing them at times of low flows, 
thus maintaining a much more stable and beautiful stream 
than would naturally occur. The river is also enhanced 
by the fact that substantial importations of water have 
been brought into the basin. Water Supply & Storage Company 
diverts an average of 26,000 acre feet into the Poudre 
River from its Grand Ditch alone; and then of course there 
is the tunnel importation of over 19,000 acre feet per 
year. Our importation from the western slope would not 
be possible if we did not have our Long Draw Reservoir 
to hold the water; and the importations of all of these 
waters have greatly enhanced the flow of the river, 
increasing its usefulness as a fish habitat, making 
possible some of the boating activities you are so anxious 
to protect and making the river otherwise pleasant to view. 
A blanket prohibition on the construction of similar facilities 

1. would detract from, rather than promote, the aesthetic 
values to which your study is devoted. 
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• 11.S. Dept. of Agriculture 
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The study is otherwise biased and incomplete. The 
implication is that any reservoir, or other interference 
with the •free flowing• stream, would be an environmental 
tragedy. That is just not true. The present beautiful 
stream exists in spite of (and, in fact, enhanced) by the 
existence of eight reservoirs and eight transbasin diversions 
bringing water to this basin. The beauty of the stream has 
been enhanced, not diminished, by the enhancement and regulation 
of its natural flow. Is this discussed? Of course not! 

Mountain project? Nuclear power is in disfavor; our citizens 
se- to resist the coal plants because of pollution potential; 
and yet we have no analysis of the effect on this region if I 

What of the power potential of the Idylwilde-Grey 

we forego the one source of hydro-electric power available. 

We feel we are justified in our request that the study 
be redone and the statutory guidelines followed; that all 
social and economic and environmental questions be examined 
on a complete and impartial and factual basis; and that no 
recommendation be forwarded to the Congress until this has 
been completed. 

BSaJtc 

Yours. truly, 

CA~_/~PO~TER OSERS 

~~-~ 
Harlan Seaworth 
President 

ASSOCIATION 

1. The protections available to the Poudre River under alternatives A, 

B, or E would not necessarily prohibit construction of facilities similar 

to those in existence (off-main channel, outside the study corridor), 

The preferred alternative B would not prohibit more najor development, 

should Congress so choose, as is projected in the Grey Mountain/Idylwilde 

proposal. 

2. The net EQ effects appraisal of alternative D has been identified 

as adverse in Chapter VI, pages 93-94. Whether or not these effects 

would be overshadowed by benefits developed in a new study cannot be 

adequately ascertained at this time. The effects of supplementary flows 

provided by existing development are recognized as contributing to the 

Poudre's value in Chapter II, page 14. The Grey Mountain/Idylwilde 

proposal, in addition to inundating 15 miles of presently free-flowing 

river, would reduce flows significantly in segments 2, 3, and 4 in 

sunner months, the period of greatest recreational use, to the point 

they may be unusable for a variety of recreational uses. 

3. The BR has identified many additional sources of hydropower generation 

at existing facilities (appendix L). 
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June 6, 1980 

Gray F. Reynolds 
Forest Supervisor 

LARIMER COUNTY FARM BUREAU 
AJ"tlLIATIO WITH 

COL.ORA.CO FA.'IM BUREAU 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU ~EOEAATION 

COUNTY OFFICE 
335 EAST MOUNTAIN AVENUE TELEPHONE '82-3952 

FORT COLLINS. COLORADO 80524 

Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests 
301 South Howes 
Ft. Collins, Co. 80521 

Dear Sir: 

The co11111ents which follow are made after reading the Cache La Poudre Wild 
and Scenic River Study Report. 

The report needs to be updated in light of the recent activity and extreme 
interest in getting a feasibility study done on the develo1J11ent of 
resources of the Poudre River. 

The Act directs to study and report on the suitability or nonsuitability 
of selected rivers or sections thereof and further directs evaluation of 
existing and potential ~ and to rec011111end future management of the river. 

The report, however, has reached a foregone conclusion that a wild and 
scenic rivers act preclude construction of water and hydroelectric 
potential projects. It is also biased to river recreation even after the 
statement: "lfpstream water resource projects generally have had a positive 
effect on recreation activity opportunities by making flows more predictable." 
The reservoir potential for recreation needs additional study. 

The Poudre River basin would suffer major economic losses if potential water 
and hydroelectric develo1J11ent projects were foregone. Total annual potential 
increase benefits are projected to be $38,640,000 (from Vol. I, report City 
of Greeley, December 1979). 

The Cache La Poudre River also flows through one of the fastest growing areas 
in the nation. Regional develo1J11ent effects Weld County as ,1el l as Larimer 
County; in fact all of northern Colorado is effected. The future need for 
additional water storage facilities and power utilization should be given 
a higher priority in the recommendations. Alternative D serves the directive 
best. It keeps future develoJ:Jnent opt ions open. Devel op11ent projects cou~d 
proceed, both water storage and hydroelectric ~ower generation for the 
benefi't of future generations. 

3. Who speaks for the State of Colorado (summary page 73) and believes that 

1. The report was updated to reflect a number of events that occurred 

after publication of the DEIS/SR, including extreme interest in getting a 

feasibility study done on the development of water resources of the Poudre 

River. 

2. The Act prohibits major water resource developments from being 

constructed in a river corridor after designation. The value of 

river-based recreation, given its short supply in the planning area, is 

high. While reservoir potential for recreation may need additional 

study, that subject is more appropriate to a reservoir analysis or project 

proposal. 
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Gray F. Reynolds, page two 

alternative E could best provide a diversity of goods and services for 
all interested parties? I have 16 resolutions which come from entities 
representing county and city governments, service organizations, industries 
and ditch companies of Larimer and Weld Counties. All request a feasibility 
study be done on the water resources of the Poudre River basin. Most of 
the resolutions specify the Grey Mountain-Idlewild dams and hydroelectric 
power plants. 

I quote fl'OII Senator Bill Amstrong's Senate Bill S-2791 Wilderness Act 
of 19BO, Sec. 3-(1): "which shall be known as the Cache La Poudre Wilderness 
Area; provided that this act shall not affect in any way any existing right, 
any existing conditional right, or any existing claim of right or conditional 
right, to the use of water by the Cities of Greeley and Fort Coll ins for the 
Grey Mountain-Idlewild water development project, nor shall it affect in any 
way the construction, operation, maintenance or repair of such project." 

It is therefore strongly reccaiended that the rec0111111endations in the report 
be altered or held in abeyance until the feasibility study is completed 
and fully assessed. 

Respectfully yours, 

Francis A. Bee 
4320 E. County Road 58 
Ft. Collins, Co. 80524 

FAB:tl s 

3. The State of Colorado, as represented by the Colorado Water 

Conservation Board, is a full partner in this study. Copies of resolu­

tions mentioned in the canment appear in the appendix. 

4. See note 1. 
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Mr. G-t-ay F. Reyno 1 ds 
Forest Supervision 
Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forest 
301 South Howes 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80524 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

April 30, 1980 

Please accept the support of our family for Alternative E of the Poudre 
Wild and Scenic River Study. First on a personal note, quality of life for 
us goes beyond a temporarily boaning economy and includes allowing our child­
ren and theirs to know what a real river, with all it's natural moods, highs 
and lows, is like. It includes knowing that some beauty will remain constant 
and that we can in future years count on a nice drive along the main river 
or a hike down the Big South Trail. Thoughts like that prevent us from 
abandoning this area and enable us to feel that our own sense of cOITGllittment 
stewardship towards the area is not in vain. 

The Poudre is an old friend to thousands of people. It is still 
relatively unencUlli>ered when compared to a11Y other front range river. With­
out cons1111ing a lot of er.ergy one can quickly be in a land and riverscape 
that balances the pressures of a modern existence. Our family members are 
third and fourth generation Coloradoans' for whom this accessability con­
stitutes an important part of our "Social Well Being" (treated only in part 
by Mr. Feeman in the study). 

On a more analytical note, we are also irrigators and I am a member of 
the Northern Poudre Irrigation Company and a member of the Water Board for 
the City of Fort Collins, so we have given much thought to the implications 
of Alternative E for our water supply. I realize that the strongest 
opposition to your reconnendations will coo-e fr001 those who wish to develop 
the series of impouncinent structures (14) diversion and transmission 
connected with the Grey Mountain-Idlewild (GI) Project. After reading the 
study of the GI Project done by International Engineering Compa11Y, I have 
several observations which I hope will be helpful in balancing this "dams 
or wild rivers" discussion: 

-neither the irr1gators or the municipalities in this area 
are in any danger of running low on water. Most development 
occurs on land that yields water 25% in excess of that 
needed for dome~tic consumotinn and that watPr is thPn 
lPasP.d back to agriculture. If we in agriculture lose water 
it will be only that which we sell to others (see Ray 
Anderson's study), loss of agricultural water is a land 
land use problem and not a supply problem in Larimer County. 

1. The scope of the social well-being analysis has been broadened and 

is found in the OSE Account in Chapter V, pages 77 to 88. It is more 

subjective in nature than Professor Freeman's study and encanpasses a 

broader range of considerations. 



George Wallace 
April 30, 1980 

-there exists a series of smaller water project, some new, 
some in progress that can provide us with as much water as 
Grey Mountain-Idlewild and at a much lower per acre foot 
cost. I refer here to the sum of the waters from the 
Sheep Creek, Windy Gap, and Grand and Michigan ditch pro­
jects and several plains resevoirs that with improvement 
on their dams could greatly increase their capacities. 
I'm firmly convinced that we must not abandon our plains 
reseviors for a large main stem project but learn to main­
tain and improve them for reasons to numerous to list here. 
In addition there are a variety of possible re-use agreements 
that the cities could work out with agriculture. The 
Rawhide pipeline, for example, could be utilized in those 
exchanges. 

-it is questionable at the. Grey Mountain~Idlewild project 
is even possible since the rights for the remaining un­
adjudicated water in the river have been filed on and 
conditionally awarded to an agricultural group in N.E, 
Colorado called "Trans-County." This recent development 
needs to become public knowledge. This group has the 
potential to use the water for both an irrigation district 
and for recharge of the Ogallala aquifer. Some state and 
Federal level planners see this as both a good way to 
store water and a way to sustain and bolster the econorcy 
of towns like Wray, Yuma, Holyoke-a better use perhaps 
than facilitating the further impaction of the front 
range. 

-finally of course Alternative E does leave open the site 
for the lower main stem dam. I see this as a suitable 
option only after we have sane complete review of the 
basins potential water resources. It was for this reason 
that neither the Water Board nor the City Council endorsed 
a Grey Mountain-Idlewild study but rather a regional 
inventory of water resources. 

While some of the above mentioned projects are less versatile than a 
series of main stem dams, when you add the value of a free flowing river, 
wildlife habitat, etc., to the factors already mentioned and others like 
cost, new roads, further loss of habitat; the vunerability of a 
centralized water supply etc., the prudence of a project like Grey Mountain­
ldlewild is seriously questioned. 
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It takes a poet, an Emerson or a Thoreau, which I am not, to explain 
the enduring value of a wild and senic river. Tedcty Roosevelt, John Muir, 
Stewart Udall and others knew that this part of the defense was the hardest 
which may explain why they moved with the sweep of executive hand to 
preserve lllallY of the resources we enjoy today. Let• s hope that in the 
course of the current democratic debate and within the public process 
daninated by the language of cost-benefit analysis that there is a place 
also for the person who just feels, for manY reasons hard to talk about, 
that we should have a few rivers like the Poudre . 

. Si ncare ly yours. 

~~· •. ~/U./,U4 • ~7/''~~1 
orge N. Wallace t l"'ol!l'lboer 

• Water Board-City of Fort Collins) 

1824 West County Road 66 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80524 
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Department of Economics 

April 17, 1980 

Mr. Louis Bertishofer 
Poudre District Ranger 
U.S. Forest Service 
Estes-Poudre District 
148 Remington 
Fort Collins, CO 80524 

Dear Mr. Bertishofer: 

Colorado State University 
Fort Collins. Colorado 
80523 

Some of the land owners in the region covered by the Po~dre Wild Jnd Scenic 
Draft Statement have noticed discrepancies among the maps and in the defini­
tion of private and CSU properties. Recently I discussed this by telephone 
with Mr. Hank Deutsch of the Redfeather District Office. He asked that I 
document my statements with a letter to you. 

Our discussion concerned maps 5, 8, 9-E and 10. Beginning with map 5, the 
region of concern is segment 7 surrounding the CSU property. Map 5 would 
appear to be the mst accurate of those mentioned above if the cross-
hatched areas were designated as NON-FEDERAL LANDS WITHIN THE RIVER CORRIDOR 
instead of PRIVATt LANDS. Please note particularly on this map that non­
federal lands near CSU Pingree lands extend south into section 29 along the 
little south. fork of the Poudre. Map 8 also shows a shaded area in section 
29 but no definition of what the shaded areas represent is shown on the map. 
The right-most half of the shaded area in section 29 belongs to Murrmy Range 
Corporation as does the square just to the north and a third square diagonally 
N.W. from the second square. (See attached map, Corporation land is shaded 
in red.) If, in fact, the boundary of the wild and scenic designation were 
to be drawn along the north boundary of section 29, it would cut in two to.e­
land owned jointly by owners of Murrmy Range Corporation and also sepavdte 
three parcels belonging to members of the association from the remaitlder of 
the exemption plat. (About 7 or 8 owners would be involved.) It is INI. 
understanding that the land shaded in blue on my map (land just west ot the 
Murrmy Range land) is.also subject to trade and is currently Forest Service 
Land which CSU would like to acquire. ·Map 9-E is my greatest concern since 
it explicitly shows that the southern boundary of the land excluded from 
consideration because of the proposed CSU-Forest Service land swap would fall 
on the north boundary of section 29. If this boundary is selected it would 
divide property owned jointly by·the Murrmy Range Corporation and, I believe, 
would exclude part of the Forest Service property which is involved in the 
proposed land exchange. Map 9-E is not consistent with map 10 which clearly 
extends the "No Designation" region south into section 29. I have shaded 
the Corporation land red on this map (enclosed) and shaded land I believe be­
longs to the Forest Service and is desired by CSU in blue. I do not represent 
CSU or the Corporation, but simply wish to point out some possible discrepancies 
and conflicts which could arise unless the maps are made uniform. (Please 
note the transpose in the title "No Designation" on map 10.) 

1. Map corrections have been made in this final report. (Inadvertently, 

the size of the study corridor was incorrectly drawn on maps in the 

DEIS/SR as one-half mile on either side of the Poudre instead of one-quarter 

mile.) 

The revised recommendation eliminates the potential for dividing desig­

nation along the property in question. It is now a part of the recom­

mendation that only lands necessary for the construction of Rockwell 

Reservoir and associated facilities be withdrawn from the corridor. 
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On a different matter, I would like to state the opinion that the portion 
of the little south fork of the Poudre which lies above the "No Designation" 
area could well be considered for "Wild" rather than "Recreational" designation. 
Although the segment is short, it is pristine country and either lies inside 
or adjoins the national park. Except for some early logging on the 
Corporation and ?ingree Park land, no development or other impacts are 
apparent. 

I would like to thank you and Mr. Deutsch for your patience and your interest 
in discussing the Poudr.e Study Report. 

JRM:lde 
cc: Hr. Henry Deutsch 

Redfeather District 
U.S. Forest Service 
1600 N. College Ave. 
Fort Collins, CO 80524 
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Mr. Don Meyer 
Principal Staff Officer 

417 West 7th Avenue 
Cheyenne, WY 82001 

May 14, 1980 

Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forest 
301 South Howes Street 
Fort Collins, CO 80522 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

I am responding to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Cache La Poudre River (02-10-80-03). 

It appears to me that the report has not totally considered the 
flood hazard in segment one of the river. The unpublished U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers report, describing the flood character­
istics of the Poudre Park area, pinpoints the problem squarely. 
Geological Survey Professional Paper 1115 (U.S. Geological 
Survey and National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration) predicts 
that floods, similar to the characteristics of the one of July 
31-August 1, 1976, will occur in the Poudre area. 

Based upon these assumptions, Alternative A appears to be far 
more preferable than Alternative E. Designation of segment one 
does not have to include any fee title acquisition but rather 
could be helpful in eliminating or retarding future development 
in the segment one flood plain. This would be particularly true 
if the designation is coupled with county zoning and/or consider­
ation of purchasing scenic easements on a willing buyer-willing 
seller basis. 

While I realize that Alternative A will likely be resisted by 
some who reside in the flood plain, the flood plain continues to 
be developed despite warnings of the potential destruction. 
Under these circumstances, I do not believe taxpayers should be 
expected to pick up the tab for the eventual rescue, loss of 
property, and cost of restoring private structures and the 
capital facilities serving those structures. 

Sincerely, 

~4~ 
MAY f 9 19811 

1. The flood potentials of the Poudre River are recognized and mentioned 

at several locations in the text. The river has not been mapped for the 

100-year floodplain in the area under consideration in this study. The 

flash flood potential of the Poudre Canyon could result in flooding 

similar to that experienced in the Big Thanpson drainage in 1976. The 

potentials described in the unpublished report are incorporated by 

reference. 



ROBERT M. TARBOX 
.5419 South Waco Stree: Aurora, Colorado 50015 

Hr. Gray F. Reynolds 
Forest Supervisor 
Arapahoe and Roosevelt rtational Forests 
301 South Howes 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80522 

Dear Hr. Reynolds: 

24 April 1980 

Thank you for your letter of 8 April 1980 inviting a review of the 
Cache la Poudre Wild and Scenic River Draft Environnental Impact 
Statement and Study Report. I appreciate the opportunity to do so. 

I think that the report does a fine job of supporting what appears 
to be a foregone conclusion that the Cache la Poudre River should be 
classified as a ~ild and Scenic River, and that development of it 
must be prevented, regardless of the benefits foregone thereby and 
the need for them. 

In the introduction, Section IC, it is· stated that the "study is a com­
prehensive process which attempts to evaluate physical, biological, 
social, and econanic impacts and trade offs (sic) involved in devel­
opment and allocation of a proposed wild and scenic river. Inter­
agency co~sultation and public participation was (sic) a major factor 
in developing the study.• It is difficult to determine what data 
were considered in the evaluation because of the paucity of facts 
and figures in the report. However, it appears that a great deal 
of information was not considered, based on what I read. 

On page 12 it is stated that "The Poudre River basin storage capacity 
has been extensively developed to supply water for agricultural, 
industrial and municipal uses." Although the nine circles drawn on 
Map 3, page 13, may look like extensive development, they have a total 
storage capacity of only 42,724 acre-feet, as compared to the pro­
jected 400,000 acre-feet in Grey Mountain and Idylwilde Reservoirs. 
The downstream cities of Fort Collins and Greeley are currently 
investigating how they can increase their storage to meet foreseen 
requirements, and the members of the Cache la Poudre Water Users 
Association have expressed a need for more storage to assure them 
of the water to which they are entitled when they need it. 

On page 15 it is stated, correctly, that "A 1963 BR Reconnaissance 
Report ... concluded that the·total irrigated area in the Poudre 
River basin ~ad facilities and water supplies ample to meet an average 
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Mr. Gray F. Reynolds 
Page 2 24 April 1980 

of most of the theoretical requirements.• Apparently, no effort 
was made to detennine whether that conclusion would still be correct 
in 1980, particularly in view of the growth experienced in Larimer 
and Weld Counties and the effects of a critical drought like that suf­
fered in 1977 and 1978. 

Also on page 15 it is stated that "serious questions were raised concerning 
the market for peaking power within the confines of the Bureau's Jaws 
and policies.• Again, it is a serious flaw in the study to draw con­
clusions based on that out-of-date infonnation and to ignore the crit-
ical need for power - clean :wer, produced fran a renewable resource 
and which will reduce our ne for oil. there is no question as to 
the marketability of the hydropower which could be generated by the 
Grey Hountain-Idylwilde project; both the Platte River Power Author-
ity and the Public Service Company of Colorado have stated that the 
power is needed and can be marketed. Undoubtedly, even the Water and 
Power Resources Service (fonner Bureau of Reclamation) would change 
its 1963 conclusion today. 

To leave Segment 1 undesignated, as in Alternative E, and thus pennit 
the construction of Grey Mountain Dam, is not an acceptable solution. 
The project studied by the Bureau of Reclamation and reported on in 
1963 is, as described on page 15, a canprehensive plan of development. 
Prohibition of Idylwilde Dam and Power Plant and Kinnikinick Afterbay 
in Segn,ent 4 along with Rustic Diversion Dam and Elkhorn Conduit in 
Segment 3 (thereby preventing the building of the Cache la Poudre 
Power Plant, even though it is outside of the designated segments), 
could well make the construction of Grey Mountain Dam and Reservoir 
in undesignated Segment 1 econanically unjustified -- which has prob­
ably occurred to the study team. This canprehensive project should 
be studied as such, to pennit the optimum development of the water 
resources of the Cache la Poudre River basin. 

It is somewhat misleading to present Map 4 on page 14 and to label 
it "Bureau of Reclamation Potential Power Developments, Cache la 
Poudre 1979." The supporting table on page 97, Appendix E, "Potential 
Power Developments, Cache la Poudre," with attribution "Source: 
Bureau of Reclamation, 1979," is of the same nature. Although both 
of these may have been obtained fran the Bureau in 1979, it is believed 
that they date back to the 1962 studies and include alternative pos­
sibilities which were considered during the Bureau's studies, but 
were discarded and not recarunended in favor of the plan presented in 
the 1963 report. Such misleading representations are bound to be 
inflammatory and to arouse opposition to any development, including 
development which is vitally needed for the citizens of Colorado and 
which is compatible with the objectives of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. 

1. The coornent is partially correct. 1979 was selected as the date 

for the material by the BR. Use of the date was not made to mislead, 

but to verify the source of the material and when it was provided. The 

final study has eliminated the graphic. 



2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Mr, Gray F, Reynolds 
Page 3 24 April 1980 

Section II C, Social and Economic Factors, presents some interest­
ing figures. However, again the om1ss1ons are significant. For 
example, citing a 2,000 percent increase in boating does not con­
tribute much -- a 2000% increase from what to what? Also, how many 
acres are there along the thin ribbon of the main stem, which aver­
aged 279 man-days of fishing per acre? Of even more significance, 
what are the experience figures for boating and fishing at Carter 
Lake and Horsetooth Reservoir? Doesn't their present high usage need 
some relief? What percentage of the contributing population appear 
to prefer the type of boating and fishing which can be provided by 
Grey Mountain and Idylwilde Reservoirs? Can the Cache la Poudre River, 
designated as reconmended, provide adequate recreational opportunities 
for the burgeoning population of the contributing area, or are addi­
tional lake areas required to meet those requirements? 

The level of visitation developed and set forth opposite Item 7, 
Recreation, Table V-1, page 49, cannot be correct. It is inconceiv­
able that the usage will be the same under each of the various alter­
natives. Reservoir areas with developed boating areas, parking areas, 
campgrounds, picnic grounds and hiking trails are bound to attract 
and be able to provide pleasurable visitation to many times the 
number of visitors that would be able to use areas restricted under 
the other alternatives. 

The discussion of National Economic Development on page 38 limits the 
, area affected to only the Poudre River basin above the mouth of the 

canyon, thereby eliminating any consideration of the national econ­
omic benefits derived from the improved municipal and agricultural 
use of the water which could be developed in Grey Mountain and Idyl­
wilde Reservoirs and the nationally marketed power which could be 
generated at those projects. The impacts noted in Table V-1, pages 
48 and 49, are thereby incomplete and quite narrow in their outlook. 

It is difficult to evaluate the validity of the regional development 
impacts set forth in Table V-3, page 59, in the absence of support­
ing data and the minimal discussion thereon. This might be a misin­
terpretation of the brief statement on page 58, but it appears that 
the benefits of constructing the Grey Mountain-Idylwilde project 
were limited to only those which would occur during the construction 
of the project. It would be a serious omission to ignore the increases 
in gross regional product, income and employment which would derive 
from an assured supply of water, power and recreational opportunities. 
The value of the flood damages which would be prevented by Idylwilde 
and Grey Mountain Reservoirs is considerable, and full credit for 
this economic benefit should be given to the alternative which would 
permit the construction of the project. 

2. Broader explanation of the figures cited have been provided in the 

text on pages 8 and 27. Relief for flatwater recreation, if needed, is 

outside the scope and intent of a Wild and Scenic River Study. Data 

fron these reservoirs was used in projecting some recreation impacts 

under alternative D, and are available from the BR. 

3. Projections for developed and dispersed recreation use were recal­

culated for this final report and are discussed in Chapter V, pages 65, 

71, and 74. 

4. The planning area has been defined in Chapter II, pages 29 to 35, 

to include areas outside the legislative specification of the study 

corridor. 

5. The RED Account has been recalculated and appears in Table V-3. 

The value of flood damage protection is a part of the NED account and 

appears in Table V-1. 



6. 

7. 

Mr. Gray F. Reynolds 
Page 4 24 Apri 1 1980 

It is unfortunate that the study team apparently limited its consul­
tation to mainly those who showed up at the three public meetings. 
The 1 fst of "Other Organizations" on page vi, from whom review comments 
have been requested, fs another indication of the slanted, unbalanced 
nature of the study. Recent surveys by others of city governments, 
water users, Industry and agriculture interests in the area have 
revealed that there are widespread awakening and realization of the 
need to capture and to put to beneficial use all of the water of the 
Cache la Poudre River to which the citizens of Colorado are entitled, 
as well as to develop the full hydropower potential of the river -­
clean power, developed from a renewable resource. It has been demon­
strated that a policy of no development will not inhibit population 
growth in an attractive area like Larimer County. Rather, people 
will move there anyway, and if sufficient water, power and recreational 
opportunities are not available, the older residents as well as the 
newer will suffer the effects of poor decisions such as that recommended 
in this report. 

Under the discussion on Alternative E on page 52, it is stated, "Rather 
than being characterized by absolute prohibitions, the Wild and Scenic 
River Act embodies a flexible approach." This is a misleading state­
ment, and it is hard to believe that it is not intentionally so. Once 
the segments of the River are classified, it would require a decision 
by the President of the United States to change them in any degree, and 
that would not be obtained easily, no matter how well justified. It 
would be a much more flexible approach to leave undesignated Segments 
1, 2, 3 and 4 until current studies of the Grey Mountain-Idylwilde 
Project and its alternatives have been completed, and I reccmnend that 
your study recanmendations be revised to do so. To do otherwise would 
be a disservice to the citizens of Colorado. 

Very truly yours, 

~ 
cc: Senator Gary w. Hart 

Senator William L. Annstrong 
Representat.i ve James P. Johnson 
Representative Kenneth Kramer 

6. In an effort to fully consult a variety of Federal, non-Federal, 

and non-governmental entities, the study team conducted an expanded 

consultation effort subsequent to publication of the DEIS/SR. Some of 

the results of this inquiry are detailed later in this chapter. 

7. The comment is incorrect, in that it fails to consider the need for 

Congressional action either to designate or to subsequently modify such 

a decision. The preferred alternative B, using the Act, embodies a 

·flexible opportunity for legislative and executive consideration. 



Mr. Gr~ F. Reynolds, Supervisor 
Arapahoe - Rooeevelt Natia:181 Foresta 
301 S. Howea 
Fort Collina, Colorado 80522 

Deer Mr. Reynolds: 

Roland C • Kuf'eld 
2609 Kill.deer Drive 
Fort Coll.ms, Colorado 80526 
June 23, 1980 

I would like to expre1111 1113 support for your recommended proposal to add 
68 mil.ea of the Cache la Poudre River to tbe Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
I strcmgly feel, however, that segment 1 frcm Poudre Perk downstream to tbe 
Natia:181 Forest Boundary llhcw.d alllo be :included and clallsified aa "Recreational", 
and that the upper portiai of Ses-,t 7 shoul.d be clallsified "Wild" rather than 
"Recreaticaal•. 

Pawl.re CazlY'(ll ill ane of tbe most be~ uaed recreatia:181 areaa in 
Colorado. It will becaDe even more important u tbe demand for recreatiai 
ccatinues to illcreue. It ccm.ta:ina important habitat for deer, elk end bighorn 
sheep. It ill tbe laat e1111ent~ free-fl.owing river ai tbe Frcat Range of 
the Rocky MCUltainll. Bec11W1e it ill 'Ulliqwt and the la.at of its ldnd, and because 
of its ~dole valWt for human recl'9aticm. and wildlife habitat, it must be 
protected for flltun pneraticm.s. People yet unborn will. thank ua for having 
the foresight to eat uide the Paudre u a •wild and Scenic River" so they 
too can 1111j07 its recl'9atia:ia1 end wildl.ife val.wt•. I am very grateiul. to 
thoae, 1llho years ago, had the foresight to eatablillh Naticnal Foresta and National 
Plll'lts to protect 1111m7 of our natiClll greatest useta. Can we do less for those 
generaticas that will caDe af'ter ua? 

I recognize that 1'uture generaticm.s will. alllo need more power and water. 
Rawhide power plant ill being built by the Platte River Power .Anthority. When 
callpleted it csn provide up to 750 megawats of electricity. The cities of 
Fort Collins, Loveland, Lcllgmcnt end Esta• Park, which ccnstitute the Platte 
River Power Authority service area, used 1Ji8.8 megawata of electricity in 1978. 
Thua, Rawhide will be able to 1U11tain 504 ~ more people in thoae four towns 
than were there in 1978. 

Joe Wright Reservoir is under constructicn, and the Windy Gap project 
could becane a nality in the near future. Both will provide adc.iticnal water. 
The dam on Seeman Reservoir could be repaired, end plaina reservoirs near 
Fort Collins could be renovated and natored to hold more water. 

The fact is that we have planned for, and have potential for en~ 
electricity and water to provide for a gre:it deal of popul.aticn growth. Thoee 
adc.iticncl. people will aleo r.eed the recrea-cional. values provided by Foudre 
Canyon. 

;.t SCDe poir.t we will have to realize that our area resources are lilllitecl 
and ca."l ocly be develo:;:e<i so far, end that a vaetly- increased population simply-

will not fit in Larimer CvUnty. 'We have tlready provided for a<iditianal. electricit;;,­
and veter. Now we must al.so provide for future recreation and wildlife vaL.es 
by placing the Foudre River under the highest possible designation al1owable 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Ac:!:-of 1968. 

cc U.S. Rep. Johnson 
U.S. Sen. Hart 
U.S. Sen. Armstrcng 

Sincerely, 

~c,%/Jd 
Roland C • Kuf'eld 



Gray F. Reynolds, Supervisor 

1006 w. Mulberry St. 
Fort Collins, Colo. 80521 
JuJ.y 5, 1986 

Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests 
301 S. Howes St. 
Fort Coll.ins, Colo. 80522 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

I am writing for two reasons: to urse you ·to s•~pport 
your ilternative Eon the proposed wild river designation for 
the Cache la. Poudre River, and to present agricultural 
in:f'ormation., which as an i=igation specialist I can verify, 
that pl.aces in doubt the lfisdoc of proposed dacs (excluding 
the Grey- Mountain Dam) that may be built on the river if 
Alternative Eis not adopted by Congress. • 

'?here is an urgent need to preserve the natural beauty 
of the river canyon because Larimer and Weld Counties are 
among the fastest graving areas in the United States. The 
inevitable increases in population will increase nressure on 
already-crowded recreation sites in the canyon. Without some 
control, private land deveiopment, the proposed dams (if built) 
and ever more intense crowding in camp sites will spoil the 
e::z:perience thousands of people come to enjoy. 

As a property own'l!r and a retired leader, for 31 years, 
of irrigation research for the U.S. Department of Agri~ulture, 
I believe I have valid criticisms of the proposed dams and 
storage reservoirs. '?hus, I will urge our Congressional 
delegation to consider these views, and ulti!!lately to 7ote 
for Alternative E. 

'?his alternative beat preserves the beauty of the 
canyon by,providing a good coapromise between the extreme 
alternatives in. this case, A and D. Alternative E excludes 
from wild or recreational designation that part of the river 
:t'.rom its mouth to Poudre Park. This is good because 80 percent 
of that stretch is privately owned, and Forest Service officials 
have said it would be difficult to administer in a wild or 
recreational designation. It is also good because it retains 
the site for the proposqd Grey Mountain Dam should it ever 
be needed. 

Alternative .l is a bad idea, I feel, because it allows 
for development of the Bureau of Reclamation plan for dams in 
the canyon. Farmers want the Idylwilde Dam and Storage Project 

because it is the key to the bureau's hydroelectric ;.'OWer 
c.evelopment scheme. It is important to farcers because they 
believe the generated power, if sold, will pay for dam 
construction, allowing theCI virtually "free" use of spring 
run-off water in above-normal years-i~ addition to water 
already avail.able to them. 

No one should seriously question the need for water 
because there are dry years, and farmers do need all the 
reasonable helpthey can get. Based on my work in irrigation 
research in this area, however, I believe farmers could use 
the water they have much more efficiently. Studies in the 
La.rimer and Weld County area have shown that irrigation 
efficiency ranges from 25 to 70 percent, depending on systec 
~esign. and the skill of the irrigators. I=igation efficiency 
l.8 a measure of the water held.in the root zone to be used 
by crops. 

One reason, I think, that farmers do not have higl:.er 
irrigation efficiency is that they have little incentive to 
conserve when water here is so cheap. Many farmers find it 
economical to waste water rather than pay for extra l.a.bor and 
equipment that would preserve water. 

'l!he cost of one aare-foot of water (339,488 gallons) 
in this area ranges from s1.75 to $9.87. The reason for the 
variance is that some water districts have better equipment and 
b-et.ter organization, as is the case with the Horth Poudre 
Irrigation Co.-thus, their higher charge. But even at the 
highest local price, water is inexpensive compared to southern 
Ca1ifornia, where some water sells for S75 per acre-foot. 
There, :farmers are forced to find ways to use water more 
efficiently, including sprinkler and trick1e irrigation sys­
tems on high-value crops. 

More efficient loca1 uae of water is possible. For 
example, in:. the Buckeye area farmers have rehabilitated old 
surface-distribution systems and fields to supply water to 
center pivot systems that irrigate 135 acres in one circle. 
Yields of sugar beets have exceeded 20 tons per acre, and 
i=igation efficiency has increased from an average of about 
50 percent to 90 percent. One man can tend 10 center pivots, 
so labor costs are drastically reduced. In addition, there 
are automated surface irrigation systems that re-circulate 
run-off water. 

~ed• these methods are expensive. nut there are 
less costly means of conserving water. Using siphon tubes 
instead of cutting ditch ban.ks with shovels to control flow 
to b?rder~ and furrows would be a step in the right direction. 
Knowing wnen and how much to irrigate where water is available 



on demand woul.d also help. Irrigation scheduling can now 
be accomvlished using· computers and climatic data to esticate 
the amount of water used by specific crops. In some areas 
a service to inform :f!armers when and how much to irrigate is 
being supplied by firms for about 12.50 per acre. 

'?here are still other measures: rehabilitating waste­
ful systems (for example, converting from border ditch to 
bollder strip or dike irrigation); augmenting water supplies 
with wells, where feasible; lining f'arm laterals and/or head 
ditches; using more gated pipe, including relatively inexpen­
sive l.&y-flat plastic varieties; reducing too-long (1/4 to 
1/2 mile) irrigation runs; and changing 12-hour sets to 
6-hour sets, or other similar time reductions, to avoid deep 
perculation and run-off losses. 

In short, I think Larimer and lield County farmers 
have enough ,_ter to get by in. most- years, and that the 
Icqlvilde Dallli is unnecessary from an irrigation standpoint. 
If excess run-off were to be used to recharge plains aquifiers, 
as has been suggested, I believe the proposed Grey Mountain 
Dam voul.d capture enough water for this purpose. 

Moreover, the proposed dams may well be an economic 
fiasco. It baa been pointed ou:t: that the bureau pro,osal is 
no more feaaible today than it was in 1963, when it was 
first proposed. ne water that will be stored is sufficient 
to operate eydroelectric generators onl.y 7 percent of the time. 
In: other words, power output wou1d be restricted to 1.65 
hours l)er da,- per ;rear, or 25.5 days per ;rear under continuous 
operation. Further, even though power revenues have increased 
threefold since 1963, there has been a corresponding rise in 
the construction costs for~ and power plants. In fact, 
the cost of building the local Rawhide Power Plant, which 
is just under way, baa increased even faster-a tenfold rise 
in the last decade, from $100 per kilowatt in 1969 to $1 1 000 
per kilowatt in 1979. Transmission: vire is also up in price, 
having risen by 64 percent in the last ;rear alone. 

Ev-en 1110re questi.onable, however, is the revenue that 
cou1d be generated under the operational restrictions 
described above. liholeaale power was selling for a.6 mils 
in 1963; in 1965, when the bureau dam proposal was last 
considered, it sold for 1.0 cent per kw hour. In both years 
when the proposal was studied in the past, its economic 
feasibility coul.d not be shown. 

Toda.7, the comparable price per kw hom- ranges from 
2.0 to 2.6 cents. Similarly, construction costs for the power 
scheme in 1963 were 1375 million. With inflation, this 
fi.€=e would be tri~led-or more th= 1 billion dollars. 
More conaerrative estimates are in the neighborhood of $750 

at 3 1/2% 
million. Even at this cost, and ass=ing that al revenues 
at 2.6 cents per kw hour are used to pa;r interest on debit and 
principle, it would take ~ore than 300 ;rears to repay the 
construction loan. This calculation, moreover, does not take 
into account operation and maintenance coats. If financed 
b;r a government loan at 3.5%, the going rate for federall;r 
subsidized projects, the taxpayers-not the water uaers­
voul.d be pa.ying the bill for three centuries. 

M with all multi-use projects, the alleged benefits 
of these dams-such as enhanced recre~tional opportunities 
(boating and lake fishing), the sale of water to cities and 
industries, the sale o:! power, and the increased wa"!:ar 
storage for irrigation-are used to justif;r ~c~ts, In ti:" 
view theae supposed benefits, with the exception of water 
sales- to cities, are subjective matters and in this case 
hi;;:!J.ly questionable. Such 11benefi':s," it seems, are often 
e~ggera':ed to show hoped-for regional economic values, and to 
justi:!7 projects at almost any cost. I have observed this 
in many Bureau of Reclamation projects over the years. 

Finally, there is the nagging- question of who will 
get the water if and wher. it beco~es available. Certainl;r 
j-anior water rights must be satisfied before excess water is 
used for any purpose other than domestic supply, which has 
priorit;r. Filings have alreadr been oade by the Tri-County 
Water Conservation District on all spring rmi-off, for the 
purpose of ground water recharge. If this claim withstands the 
legal teat, many of those now advocating construction of the 
Idylwilde Dam ma;r be left holding an empt;r bucket. 

So I hope ;rou are successful in arguing for Alternative 
E in Congress. 

Sincerely, 

~/?~~ 
Howard R. Raise 



July 3, 1980 

6ray Reynolds, Forest Supervisor 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Arapaho-Roosevelt National Forest 
P.O. Box 1366 
Fort Collins, CO. 80522 

Dear t1r. Reynolds, 

The insatiable thirst of the Department of Agriculture to procure 
more acreage for national forest lands is utterly ridiculous. 
Millions of acres have already been conmandered and stand useless 
without access for the general public. 

It appears that the Department of Agriculture does not realize that 
wrkable decisions can be reached whereby everybody's needs can be 
met. 

The Grey Mountain project will furnish the water storage needed so 
badly for the future with the additional benefit of providing new 
recreational areas that are accessible to the general public. 

The Poudre Highway #14 is our direct route to North Park and the 
Western slope. As the growth continues in Northern Colorado, the 
traffic flow will continue to increase. The fact that the highway 
already parallels the river does not, I believe, meet your guidelin~s 
for wild rivers. 

The St. Croix river in Minnesota which has been classified as a wild 
river differs drastically in scope, i.e. no major hi!lhway along its 
banks. It leads me to wonder about your justification fn your appli­
cation of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. How two rivers that 
appear on opposite ends of the spectrum can be judged on an equal 
basis is pure bureaucratic nonsense. 

I believe the Poudre River should be developed for its maximum po­
tential as a water shed, recreational area.and scenic drive. In 
doing this, everybody can enjoy those benefits and the Department of 
Agriculture's thirst can be·satisfied by a drink of water furnished 
through the auspices of the Gray Mountain project. 

SI~y, '/J 
(Jtui'f~ 

Dale Gustafson 

July 6, 1980 

l-'.r. Gray Reynolds, Supervisor 

Poudre Cit.7 ::tesort 
325 95 Poudre Canyon 
Bellvue, Cdcrado 3C5l2 

..u-apahoe and Roosevelt National Forests 
301 South ~owes Street 
Fort Collins, Colorado 8C5a1 

Dear ~;r. ::ieynolds: 

As a long time resident of Fort Collins, I hcsve been recently moved 
into a iie:, sense of appreciation of this uniq_ue !)art of our country 
certainly did not appreciate it enough in the ~ust. 

As a short time ?roperty 0°.mer on t,13 PouCU"e, I auve tried to ~e 
non-biased in forming opinions relative to the proposed can:ron ci::,.nges. 
lieedless ~o say, havin~ l!iade c subs~antie.l fina."lci.:::.}. invest::en"t being 
non-biased.is difficult. 

.?ortified with tb.at new appreciation of -tha Poudra and soc:e·.-rhe-t 
non-biased -ti:ou€~ts of cy future i:ers, I find :n~rself cazr.paii91i..~c for 
t,1e following action: 

Fir3t, a tabling of all Poudre River changes in ap]eara.~ce 
and designations 

Second, believing that our govern□ent will ic.pose c;,an;-es, the 
acceptance generally of the "'rlild and Scenic" desi,.;-na.tion 

~l:.ird, ca."'lcel:..ation of an:r ::"·3£er-,roir construction plu1s en 
t~1e Feud.re. 

:Iould you kindl;:r consider this writer's feelin(;s in ~"'our contacts :-;ittl 
the De:;:=traent of Agricultu_·e ar.d others? 

Yours triil;r,.-
' _,,,,,-- 1 

({?{{( l'fD ✓1ccNY< 
Ro::iert C. FrisoH 



Gray F. Reynolds 
Forest Supervisor 
301 s. Howes 
Ft. Collins, Colo. 

Dear Mr. Reynolds, 

June 7, 1980 

We are very much opposed to the possibility of one 

or more dams on the Poudre River. It is a rare and 

beautiful river with stretch af'ter stretch of the most 

interesting water. It must be preserved in as nearly 

its natural state as possible for futare generations. 

Not many areas are blessed with such a natural asset 

and yet many people are joining forces to dam it up and 

change the characteristics of much of its length. 

There have to be alternative solutions to water 

storage for this area. Plains reserviors do lose more 

water to evaporation but enrich their environment rather 

than detracting from it. The basic reason for proposing 

the Poudre dams is to enable the population to grow and 

thus improve business in the front range cities. We are 

not coping well with our rapid growth now and an increase 

in our growth rate made possible by plentiful domestic 

water would exac~rbate the situatioo. 

We must dedicate ourselves to the preservation of 

this rare and beautiful river. Those wishing to d1m it 

have financial gains in mind and will be powerful advisaries 

and will try time and time again. They will use whatever 

arguments are currently fa~onable such as the production 

of energy is in this decade. They will pay talented people 

in the legal, editorial and political fields to help convince 

2 

us that damming the Poudre is a worthy project. The 

arguments proposed will seem very rational and will be 

well presented and publicized. The proponents will be 

well organized and will include highly regarded people. 

Those of us opposed will be poorly organized and funded 

and sometimes working at crossed purposes. Hopefully 

some dedicated leadership will emerge and unify the people 

who believe an irreplaceable natural wonder should not be 

degraded for financial gain. 

JUN 1 2 198' 

Si~9-,re ly !,o,ur s, . 
';>:....I.e. / ;;:_;,~.:,../._,..,_ . 

c;e~!,vt'- /' / .. ~':-,,,_,~~-!:: ~ 
_,;~;.<--~-- ·,\.\-~--:~ -· -'-·. 

Pete', Elnora and Lynn Martinelli 

2921 Terry Lake Road 
Ft. Collins, Colorado 
80521 



300 Reminl':'ton ~:·9c2 
Fort Collins, Colo, €C5?4 

Aratiahoe and Ftoosevel t llatio:r:al Forest 
30f S, liowes 
Ft.Collins, Colo, 80521 

Gentlen:en: 

I srish to go on record as recOllll:lending ';;he Foudre h:.ver be 
given the designe.tion ·as a "mld and sce:r:ic" r~v•r. 

In the U years I have lived in this aree., I he.ve cor.,e to 
apr::-eciate r::-:at it ,:as and is no''', and he.ve l:!.ved le?:~ enough 
to ■ee Y:hat dam projects can do to a river, Is it not -r,res~rtious 
of the generation living no~, to ~tte!::p";; tc s~eak for the 
generations of people yet to be born t•hat th:!.s -::ill !'.!=P.n in 
their lives? . 

Once the construction is started, there c= be no v.oini; back-
no way ot undoing the dema,i;e. If in the 20 to 50 :ree.rs hence 
there ■hould ariae a dire need for additio??al ::-eserved ,;,.ater the 
rinr 111.ll still be there. Z.,--,;a can be ohan,;ed, but once the 
project ii put into etfeot, the die is cast.· 

·7/ho are ffll to den:, our children' 1 children the exr,erience of 
la!mring a river a■ untouohed 1,:,, = as ro■ cible? • Are the gre'>dv 
BNd1 (no,not need■ but n.nt■), of the nw generation to be • 
oateNd to at th■ expense ot future ge:r:ere.tions? I =nt F::/f 
lft!l!ohildren to see as close as poasible, -:+.at t'('J' Uncle T= 
S.nnett sa,,. '!men he drove in a buckboard -:-::!. t:!,. his :·o= ,-:it'e to 
settle 1n the Little South Pcudre sor.e 80-P0 ••ears n&:o~ :,e 
do not need another reservoir for the l'.lCl'.lUlc.c·e to ,.,e.ter-~~:i and 
boat on '\men it :!.a t'ull, and be a sea of.l!lud -:-.ten the ·"aters are 
1cm. 

The Fort Collina ChC!lbar of Coanerce states a n!l.tior.e.11•· i,rotected 
river would place tuture ~en~rations at an extrer::.e discdv~nta~e, 
but! ohallenge that state:r.e:r:t, Just t}:e opro■ ite is true, The 
il:lpac't of 1::-;o reservoirs on our Cache La Fou"re :-:iver -:-.'ill -allor. 
azploitation of our resources by select gro~"'"II intent on crovidinr 
water •• an incentive to develo!'inr core· e.ru!.. :!tore :-:rc-:-th for ir.dustr:". 

·,ve have an-obligation to !)reserve e.."ld care for, not ex;:lo:!.t e.~d -::estro·•~ 

Si~cerel~,. "-tours, 

~,<?.~~ 
Sdna R. >:oe~:s 

July l, 1980 

Gray Reynolds, Forest Supervisor 
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture 
Arapahoe-Roosevelt National Forest Service 
P.O. Box 1366 
Fort Collins, CO 80522 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

I do not believe the main fork of the Poudre qualifies as a wild river 
under the definition of wild ri.vers. Therefore, I think it beneficial 
to not only wildlife inhabiting the area, but also to the many nature 
loving people who would enjoy the benefits that the ~ray l1ountain project 
would create. Let's make our beautiful mountain area alon~ the Poudre 
more access1sble and convenient for all to enjoy without excludin~ the 
many folks who do not hike or can not hike in a number of miles to 
reach camping sites and rlational Park areas. 

CB/bl 



,,( ,!!LISS, PIIEI, 
51"',...~ lllT., eox l••C 
1..A COST •. Tl:XA.S 71031 
(512} 712•3141 

Mr. Gray F. Re;ynolds 
Forest Supervisor 

BLISS-MURSKI SALES, INC. 
1145 Empire Central Place 

Suite 137 
Dallas, Texas 75247 

{214) 637-0979 

June 1 9, 1 980 

Arapaho & Roosevelt National Forests 
301 So. Howes 
Fort Collins, Colo. 80522 

Dear Mr, Re;ynolds, 

RAY MURSKI, V.P. 
4329 l"AIRl"AX 
CALL.AS, TEXAS 75205 
(214) 521-1040 

I've just learned that after all the talk I've heard over 
the past few years they really intend to get serious about 
the Grey Mountain Project, 

I simply can't believe they would consider a project such 
as this that would benefit so few, and deprive so many of 
one of our last "wild" recreational spots. 

You may think it strange to hear this coming from Texas, 
but I was born and raised in Greeley, and have not missed 
a summer on the Poudre River in sixty-three years with the 
exception of three years during i.w II when I was out of the 
country, I might add that it was exactly spots llke our 
Poudre River that made those long missions over Germany seem 
worth while, 

I just can't imagine this beautiful canyon ruined with huge 
dams and power plants, 

I've fished every inch of this old river from Ted's Place 
to Chambers lake, and would like to look forward to a few 
more years of doing exactly this, To me, my trip to the 
?oudre each summer is the high spot of my entire year, and I 
know that it is to many, many others, 

I stror.gly urge you to recomr.Ied to Congress that the Poudre 
River in Colorado be designated as '":iild" and "recreational" 
as de!'ined in Alternative S of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Syste~ Jraft ~viron.~ental I~pact Statement, 

5ince:-ely_ 

May 28, 1980 

Fore■t Supervi■or 

..rapa.bo & !ioo■evelt National Foreat 
,01 So, Hove• StrHt 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521 

Dear Sir, 

I bave reviewed your 1 Dra:t't ~vironmental Impact State­
ant and Stud7 a■port• on the •cache L& Poudre ~ild and scenic 
niver• and congratulate your people on the fine job that they have 
done. 

My :t'irat instinct on this whole pro~ect, since ~e live 
in Poudre Park, was to not do anything and to leave the River as 
ia, ae see and love thi■ river a■ we go back and :forth from 
town to ho- and I am certain tbat many tbou■ands of' others do too, 
from the traffic tbat. ve a ■e every veek of the year, 

On having ■econd thought■, we :Ceel that not putting 
any d■■ignation on the River would not pr■■erve it aa it 1a and 
the only way to pre■erve it would be to invoke a 1 aild and ~;enic 1 

designation. " 

.ccordinilY I would prefer the 10 called 'Citizen' ■ 
Alternative• de ■ign&tion which 1■ e11ent1ally Foreet Service 
Alternative 1 i 1 with Segment 1 added as 1 Recreational 1 and the 
upper ■tretch of Segment 7 above Pingree Park preserved a■ 

1 Wild1 , in■tead of"iillcreational 1 , 

EPE1ve 

Sincerely a 

J2:p>Ao~ .•. 
r., P. Epler~ 
10108 Powire Canyon 
Bellwe, Co, 80512 
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Gray F. Reynolds 
Forest Supervisor 
301 S. Howes 
Ft. Collins, CO 80522 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

1317 Fairview 
Ft. Collins, CO 
June 10, 1980 

We are in strong support of the enviromental impact 
statement and study report, which designates the 
Cashe ~a Poudre as a wild and scenic river. To dam 
this river and flood its beautiful valleys would 
be a travesty. 

Sincerely, 

~l/rK~ 
Tom & Lynn Kalert 

JUN I 2 19!10 



W. G. WILKINSON, P.E. & LS. 
CONSIA 11NC INCINEU 

lGWBTVINl 
FOIIT COWNS, COLORADO 80521 

-ffl7 

Jltly ?, 1980 

Mr. Gray F. Reynolds 
Forest Supervisor 
.Arapaho and Roosevelt Rational Forests 
301 South Howes 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80522 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

Your letter acc011panying a copy of the Cache la Poudre Wild 
and SceDic !liver Dr~t Ellviromental Impact Statement and Stud;y 
Report requested review comments on that report. I was pleased 
to receive the report and to have this opportunity to submit fJl3 
co-enta, opinions and recommendations. 

By way of establishing fJl3 background and: the foundation for some 
of my observations, I would first offer that I served the State 
of Colorado as Water Commissioner for Water District Bo.3, the 
Cache la Poudre waterahed, for a period of eighteen years follow­
ing which I was Division Engineer for Irrigation Division Ko.1, 
the South Platte, Laramie and Republican River watersheds, for 
Dine :l"eara prior to my retirement in 19?8- As a result of that 
seven years of close association with the Cache la Poudre River 
and this area, I feel that I am quite familiar with the river 
operation, water supplies and distribution as·well as the agri­
cultural and muDicipal water requirements. Having been a local 
resident since 1947, I have observed the tremendous growth in 
population with its accompanying expanding needs for water, 
power and recreation resources. 

Briefly, I believe that the foreclosure of the potential for the 
future development and use of those resources by means of river 
designation, as proposed, would be a shortsighted reversal of 
the direction set by those courageous, energetic men of vision 
whose efforts transformed this valley from a semi-arid waste 
into the attractive, productive, prosperous area that we live 
in today. 

The information in the subject report does not, in my opinion, 
adequately support those alternatives which would designate any 
segment which has potential for water, power or other desirable 
resource development. In support of that contention I would 
discuss some specific aspects of the report. 

The declaration of policy on Page 1 has apparently been inter­
preted as a directive to prevent any future river alteration 

Page 2 

through designation of streams, regardless of potential for re­
source dsvelopment. 'fhe last sentence of the quoted section 
states" •. • • that established national policy of dam and other con­
struction at appropriate sections o! the rivers needs to be 
cmlemented (emphasis added) by a policy that would preserve 
oer selected rivers and sections thereof ... ". I believe that 
the use o! the word ucomplementeda instead of.nrestricted" or 
"limitedu indicates an intent to preserve resource development 
and at the same time preserve those other sections o! streams as 
free flowing which are subject to encroachment and quality prob­
lems. • 

fhe description of river nows on Page 12 correctly indicates 
the variability of river discharge both seasonally and annu­
ally. Channel reservoirs would provide control for flood pre­
vention, water storage and minim1m1 flow maintenance. 

'fhe map on Page 13 showing Water Development, shows only one 
transmountain diversion, the Laramie-Poudre Tunnel. There are 
eight other diversions to supply foreign water to the Poudre, 
all having been found beneficial. Potential sites ahould. in­
clude both the Kinn11dnn1k Uterbay and the C&che la Poudre 
Porebay as features of the Grey Mountain•Idylwilde Project. 

Although the report on Page 20, Paragraph 3, recognizes the very 
positive intluence of past upstream water resource ~rojects upon 
stream flow it chooses to ain:imize or disregard entirely the 
beneficial effects that would result from future water and power 
projects. 

An important aspect of future needs and uses is a reasonable 
p=ojection of population growth. The report makes a projec­
tion on Page 22, but does not indicate the source for those 
figures. That projection appears to be much more conservative 
than the Population Projection Table developed by Larimer 
County on Page 106 or the Population Growth Chart as developed 
by the Larimer-Weld COG and presented on Page 10? would indi­
cate. What appears to be a 25~ discrepancy for the year 2000 
could reflect a very substantial difference in projected water, 
power and recreation demands for that future period. That need 
is recognized to some degree on Page 25 in the concluding state­
ment of the Population-Regional Overview section. 

The criteria for and formulation of alternatives are discussed 
in Chapter IV. The statements are made that "Fa.ch alternative 
must be designed and evaluated to serve the economic development 
or enviro?llllental quality objectives" and that the Act requires 
the report show " ... the reasonable foreseeable potential uses 
of the land and water which would be enhanced, foreclosed,~ 
cm:;tailed if the area were included in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System ... u(emphasis added). The Alternatives, 
vith the exception of Alternative D, do not serve the economic 
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develo~ment objectives nor does the report accurately reflect the 
potential uses o! the land and water which would be foreclosed by 
designation. 

Table V-1 tabulates a storage opportunity !or 148,500 acre feet 
foregone under A.lternative E. I! Idylwilde Reservoir, as pro­
posed in 1963, along witb KinnikiDDik Uterbay are prohibited, 
a total of 181,000 acre feet would be involved for that segment 
only. 

The recreation values expressed in visitor days and presented 
in Section 7 of fable V-1 surely cannot be justi!'ied since they 
are the same~· or very similar under all alternatives, unless it 
is assumed that stream designation will have no effect upon 
recreation nor will any water development occur in the future. 

I! the Grey Mountain-Idylwilde Project were constructed, !or 
instance under Alternative D surely the visitor days would in­
crease dramatically as comps.red to either A.lternative A or E. 

The report states in Paragraph 1, Page 54, that major water 
development could have an adverse impact on fishing. It should 
also recognize that there could be a very positive impact as a 
result o! minimum flows being higher than historically experi­
enced natural !lows which are often at sub-optimum levels. Fur­
ther, high or peaking !lows, now unfavorable !or fishing and 
recreation could be reduced to a much more acceptable level and 
finally channel reservoirs would accommodate many more !isherme~ 
than will the present stream. 

The statement is made on Page 57 that soil losses would continue 
at current levels i! A.lternative Dis chosen, while the other 
Alternatives would have minimal losses. How could designation 
under A.lternatives A,B,C or E reduce current soil losses? I! 
water or highway construction projects should occur it is pos­
sible that some increase in soil runoff would occur temporarily 
but tiildoubtedly construction measures would be required to 
minimize such adverse effects. I have heard no adverse comments 
regarding such serious fish and water quality damage resulting 
from the recent construction of Joe Wright Reservoir. In fact, 
the existence o! channel reservoirs should materially improve 
the stream water quality, particularly in the May through July 
period. 

The report makes a very valid assessment of the Effects on F.m.er­
gency Preparedness on Page 64 and upon the Irreversible Resource 
Committments on Page 65. 

Study o! the report as a whole seems to indicate that, although 
there is an awareness of the very substantial value of past 
water resource development on the Cache la Poudre River and the 
potential !or future development o! not only water resources 
but also power, recreation and flood prevention, the Forest Ser­
vice feels compelled to propose a designation which would very 
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effectively, hereafter prohibit any such future development. 
I believe such designation would be a tragedy, unduly burden­
ing future generations. 

With the present interest and the anticipated studies into 
resource development on the Cache la Poudre River any current 
designation of any part of that stream is certainly premature. 
Certainly, at the least, the public should have the opportunity 
to make a timely comparison of the results of an independent 
stud;y o! resource potential and alternatives with the proposed 
designation of the river prior to any formal action upon desig­
nation. I believe the final report should include such a recom­
mendation. 

:x.c. 
Senator William Armstrong 
Senator Gary Hart 
Representative James Johnson 
Senator Fred Anderson 
Representative Ronald Strahle 
Frances Bee 
Harlan Seaworth 
Ward l!'ischer 
Representative Wad Hinman 

Sincerely, 



May 21, 1980 

Gray F. Reynolds 
Forest Supervisor 
Arapaho and Roosevelt Nat'l Forests 
301 South Howes 
Fort Collins, Colo 80521 

Dear Mr. Reynolds, 

Re: Cache La Poudre Wild and 
Scenic River 

I want to support the USDA Forest Service Environmental Impact 

Draft and Proposal to add 67¼ miles of the Poudre Riv er to the National 

Wild and Scenic River Systems. 

1 also support Alternative A of the Impact Statement and Study Report. 

Please include my letter in the official record on the Poudre Riv er 

Proposal. 

JUN 6 1980 

/ S cJ I ~v ,Jc 
-~ t~tc;,,_~ dtJ. JJ,1.5~4 

~<r~ ~ If ti'~ 



June 2, 1980 

Gary F, Reynolds, Forest Supervisor. 

Dear Sir, 

We strongly support your proposal to add sixty­

seven ~ (67~) miles of the Poudre to the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act, 

We prefer the " citizen's alternative " (essentlally 
Forest Service Alternative "E "with Segement ladded as 
'!:ecreational "), 

~e strongly recommend that the seu.en (7) mile 

segement of the South Fork from Pinger Park to its source 

in Hocky Mountain National Perk be preserved as "wild" 

instead of "recreational", 

Please include our letter in your offical records 

on the Poudre proposal. 

letters sent to: 

Senator Gary Hert 

Senator William Armstrong 

Editor of The Denver Post 

Editor of The Rocky Mountain News 

Editor of The Fort Collins Coloradoan 

Edi tor of The Triangle Revue 

Editor of The Loveland Deily Reporter Herald 

JUN 6 1980 

Mr. Gray F, Reynolds, Supervisor 
Roosevelt National Forest 
JOl S. Howes St. 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80522 

Dear Mr, Reynolds: 

July 7, 1980 
Fort Collins, Colorado 

This letter is in regard to the Recreational Status proposed for 
the Poul.re River, I believe that the study is only partially complete, aoi 
before a determination can be llllld.ec·to designate any of the canyon portion of 
the Poudre a recreational river, the effects of such designation on water 
developaen:t poten:tial of several off-main-stem reservoirs must be examined, 
The questions related to the operat.jion and use of the river by existing 
water right holders a.nd users must also be studied in detail. 

I 1111.s a meaber of the initial team that surveyed the river for 
possible Wild River Status in 197?, At that time there was no mention of 
po>Yible preclusion of curren:t or future use of the waters of the river. 
No st~ has been done of the effedt;s of recreational designation on this 
vital a.nd heavily used river. For the past hu?Jired years if' has supported 
a vigorous agricultural economy. Now it is being called upon to provide 
water for thousands of new residents each year a.nd also to provide water 
to growing 1.mustr1.al. demams. 

The Forest Service would be remiss in its duty if it allowed 
high pr&SlllD!II tactics of recreational ~nmental interests to over 
ride and preclude legitimate water developmen:t needs that wculd not 
prove deva.stat1ng to the Poul.re River. 

~ 
Anderson 

e conolllist 
Department of Economics 
Colorado State University 



May 31, 1980 

Dear Don, 

I am writing to explain the reasons behind the Citizens' 
Alternative which we and others are advocating. What we want 
to "preserve .. are the free-flowing characteristics, water quality 
and flow and ou~tanding scenic values of the Poudre River. 

'~ ·., ~ ·-· 

Aft.er studying the draft envj.ronmental impact statement 
we concur with the evaluation of alternatives which shows that 
Alternatives A and E: 

- appear to best preserve the scenic, recreational and historic 
values of the river corridor. 

-·could best provide maximum opportunities for planned and 
managed dispersed recreation for most of the river's length. 

--~ show': tha· greatest' increases in gross regional product and 
:·employment in man years~ -

~ ·t11e
0 

priv~"te ·;;6tor could d~vel~p in an orderly, positive and 
profitable way while meeting the requirements of the Act. 

-- could provide a mix of recreation resource opportunities. 

_;_ would not change the timber, range, wildlife habitat, and 
water output or significantly change the Forest's ability to 
meet_ changing l?cal needs. 

~- would preserve the most--miles of the river in a free-flowing 
condition. 

-- would provide the best protection to preserve the quantity and 
quality of the water bv controlling the type of development for 
most of the river's length and would prevent the type of projects 
that would compromise the Act. 

-- would best provide the opportunities to accommodate recreation 
use in an orderly way and to minimize Poudre Canyon residents' 
concerns regarding recreation-caused impacts. 

After studying the report, attending meetings of canyon 
residents, talking to residents and property owners and others 
who use and enjoy the Poudre Canyon, we have incorporated the 
above evaluation into a Citizens• Alternative. 

This alternative strongly supports the research efforts of 
the Forest Service by endorsing Alternative E, the Forest Service's 
Preferred Alternative, with two changes. 

At the time the Forest Service compiled data for the study, 
canvon residents did not feel the immediate threat of inundation 
and-condemnation by the Grey Mountain Project. Canyon residents 
in Segment l n~w would like to benefit from the protection offered 
by designation and want their segment to be included in the Forest 

JUN 6 1980 

Service recommendation. 
meetings with residents 
Now it is up to them to 
this change. 

This change has been determined by 
and talking with spokesmen for the_area. 
write their letters to you expressing 

Since the segment does qualify for_desi~nation and ~as 
outstanding fishing, scenic and recreation values we_believe 
the entire canyon should receive the benefits of desig~ation •. 
we believe the canyon would be easier to manage as an entire unit. 

The other change we would like to see incorporated into 
your final recommendation is to make the upper po~tion_of Segment 
7 which goes into Rocky Mountain National Park "wild" instead 
of "recreational". We feel this status would be more compatible 
with wilderness and National Park standards. I believe the Park 
has also agreed with this change. 

Si~C/rely 1 i k-JJ..uf 
K~e'i"r 
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June 19, 1980 
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The subject of this letter is the proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers status 
for the cac:be La Poudre River. our organization has some objection to 
the Draft Bnvironmantal Impact Stat:emsnt as well as designation of ffild 
and Scenic segments of the Poudre River. 

ffe' re concan»d first of all that much of the National Forest System in 
COlorado is the subject of proposed legislation as a result of the RARE II 
study. Jre're concezned that if additional rivers and areas are considered 
piecemeal for Wild or Wilde.mess status that the planning effort which was 
a1-d at being COlllprehBmiW! for the Nationr1l Forest System will be a sham. 
fie fHl any studies on the Poudre River should be delaged until it can be 
seen hol, river classification might fit in with the overall planning objec­
tives for Colorado's National Forests and the National Forests of the nation. 

fle're =c•n»d that the proposal of the Bureau of Reclamation for a reser-
110ir system is out-of-date. It is W!.ry difficult in this time of environ­
-ne.l mal to rully IIBke an accurate determination of what the trade-offs 
and coats -Y be in classifying a river for purposes other than water 
CJOllection in Colorado's semi.-arid climate. fie feel that no options should 
be foreclosed on the possible use of the river to provide as much useable 
1rrater as is necessary for the citizens of Colorado. 

\11~§~~~:-\or'/":r-, 'l'he BnvirolUllllnC.l Impact Sta te.m,nt contains informa.tion that there .may be 
,J~,;;.~,i~--; a need for acquiaition of private land to make the river classification 
...;,,11;;;.~~;;;-, ~ success. It has ~ ~ experience that the people who own private land 

, "''''- , •• ,,_, in th• COlorado Boc/cies do so for a variety of very private purposes. It 
P~~~ occurs to 1119 also that their prilll9 purpose 1rras not to sell baclc to the 
0on11an... federal govenuant so that the people of the nr1tion might have a larger 
s.:;:,;.~:;r.. •• '0

" park or river classifications system. ffe feel that the federal government 
...;~;'s,;~~;··• h.u no businHs in private property acquisition and management, that the 

,,-·.·· '""' State of Colorado has quite enough federal land to keep federal managers 
0

-;;~~:~~~onh happy for a long time, and that private land acquisition is out of the 
0 -;t~';}c"-~\-,. purviMI of the Forest Service or any other federal management agency. 

Mr. Gray Reynolds 
June 19, 1980 
Page 2 

Until costs, trade-offs and economic protections can be properly evaluated, 
we specifically oppose classification of the Cache La Poudre for Wild, 
Scenic and Recreational status. Please place our cormnents in the record. 
Thank you for the opportunity for the input. 

Sincerely yours, 

MARLENE SI}C)NS 
President 



J.E • .DALE, D.V.JI. 
6019 Pcudre canyon Route 

Bellwe, Colcrado 80512 

June 4, 1980 

Mr. Gray Reynolda, P'creat Supervuar 
Rooafflllt Haticnal P'crut 
Federal Building 
301 South H-
Port Collins, Colcrado 80521 

Dear Mr. Reynolda; 

We are endorsing the Wild & Scenic River study 
but do wlah it to include Segment I as recrea­
tional. This 1a mandatocy to pc-eaerve the 
Poudre Rf.VS' and canyon; t:hua segment 7 above 
Pingree Parle should be pruerved u"wild". 

r:4>.-~ 
~ Mrs. J.E. Dale 

~'cf «/-+i:c J 1 3 0 
c;) l ;i 0 N. uf...4.Js 
/-t. o/lin:; I Ca 

JtJs.:i..y 



E. Consultation for Additional Information 

Following the close of the official comment period, correspondence was 
sent to more than 20 water development interests. Many of these had 
indicated that the DEIS/SR did not adequately reflect the development 
potentials foregone if the river were included in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. It is consistent with NEPA and the CEQ Guidelines 
to solicit infonnation representing all points of view. The representa­
tives were asked to provide any additional information that could be 
used to more accurately portray reasonably foreseeable water development 
potentials on the Poudre River. Five comments were received in the 
30-day time period specified. Those letters and appropriate responses 
follOl'i. 

In a similar effort, personal interviews were conducted with a variety 
of experts and professionals associated with water developl'lent. These 
interviews included the educational community, water board members, 
local elected officials, utility representatives, and attorneys. While 
the meetings were instrumental in developing a better understanding of 
the study process and consistent with the P&S and CEQ Guidelines, they 
did not yield significant amounts of additional infonnation. What they 
did provide was a more accurate picture of the development perspective 
and the concerns held by municipalities and agricultural water users. 
Information accumulated through these mee'tings has been incorporated 
into the final study. 

177 



1. 

FISCHER.BROWN, HUDDLESON AND GUNN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

ELEVENT>-t f"L00R FIP5a NATIONAL TOWER POST OFl"IC.E DRAW[.A .J 

FORT COLLINS.COLORADO 80522 

AREA CODE 303,.-482 i056 

July 28, 1980 

Mr. Gray F. Reynolds, Forest Supervisor 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
P.O. Box 1366 
Fort Collins, CO B0522 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

NARD H FISCHER 

WILLIAM H BROWN 

Ct1A5 i:.. HUDDlESQN 
WIL1_1Arvo C.GUNN 

STEVEN 8. RAY 

Any thorough study of a possible wild and scenic 
river designation would necessarily include and analyze 
other benefits thereby foregone as a result of the loss of 
future reservoirs. 

I am not sure that I know all of the potential 
reservoir sites in the upper Poudre Basin. But here is a 
list of some of them that should be analyzed. 

1. The City of Fort Collins is very serious in 
its desire to construct the Rockwell and Sheep Creek reservoirs. 
A description of these sites is attached. The Rockwell site 
is jointly owned with the City of Greeley and Greeley would 
therefore also be affected if that reservoir could not be 
built. 

2. The Bureau of Reclamation located a number of 
desirable reservoir sites. Their location is on the exhibit 
attached. Some of these sites would be particularly desirable 
if constructed in connection with power projects; but some 
of them are surely desirable simply for municipal, industrial and 
agricultural water supplies. 

3. The City of Greeley may need to renovate and 
reconstruct Seaman Reservoir. It is located just above the 
confluence of the North Fork of the Cache La Poudre River. 

4. In Case No. W 6B3B-78, Division I Water Court 
(Greeley), the Little South Cache La Poudre Reservoir was 
decreed. It is to be located in the SW 1/4 of Section 30, 
Township 8 North, Range 72 West. 

WHF:kc 
Enc. 

Yours truly, 

Ward H. Fischer 

cc: Harlan Seaworth/Earl Phipps/Roger Krempel 

1. The infonnation provided, excepting item 4, was part of the existing 

inventory of data. The map enclosed to support item #2 is taken from 

the DEIS/SR. 
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Mr. Gray F. Reynolds, Forest Supervisor 
u. s. Departnent of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
P. 0. Box 1366 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80522 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

August 4, 1980 
Mr. Francis A. Bee 
4320 E.ast County Road #58 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521 

Thank you for your letter of July 14 and the opportunity to inform you 
of the latest developnents on the Grey 1-buntain - Idylwilde dams and hydro­
electric project. I am enclosing a resolution of April 14 requesting the 
t-brthern Colorado Water Conservancy District to be the agency to proceed with 
the feasibility study of this project. Others have since endorsed the sarre 
request and the District Board of Directors has approved. The Northern Colo­
rado Water Conservancy District is preparing to file in the water Court an 
application for adjudication of the water rights in the Pou::lre River for 
storage in these darns. 

Bill M::Donald, Director of the Colorado water Conservation Board, has 
given assurance that funds can be made available for the feasibility study, 
but needs prior approval of the State Legislature. 

On July 1, I appeared and gave testirrony to the State Legislative 
Agriculture Interim Carmittee on the project and requested funds be 
approved for the feasibility study. I feel certain this ccmnittee favors 
proceeding with a full feasibility study and approval will be forthccming 
at the next legislative session. 

It is still hoped that the rea:mrendations of the Forest Service on 
tte Wild and Scenic River designation of the Cache la Poudre will permit 
this feasibility study to proceed unhampered. 

Yours truly, 

~&~ 
Francis A. Bee 

FAB:cl 

Enclosure 

1. Many resolutions were received during the c001ment period. The 

Cache la Poudre Water Users Association filed for 406,000 acre-feet of 

storage rights in connection with the Grey Mountain/Idylwilde proposal 

in 1981. 

2. Funds were made available in June 1981 for a study of water development 

opportunities in the Poudre Basin. 
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CACHE LA POUDRE WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 

11801 North County Rd. t9 

Mr. Gray F. Reynolds 
Forest Supervisor 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
P.O. Box 1366 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80522 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

I'm responding to your letter of July 14, 1980, 
on behalf of the Cache La Poudre Water Users Associa­
tion. Our Association, as you know, has previously 
adopted resolutions supporting the Grey Mountain­
Idylwilde Project and urging that no recommendation 
be made to Congress that any part of the Cache La Poudre 
River be designated as wild, scenic or recreational 
until the proposed feasibility studies as to the po­
tential of the Poudre for storage of water, flood control 
and the development of hydro-electric facilities have 
been made. 

Before turing to the specific requests in your 
letter, I was interested in noting that over one thou­
sand individual letters were received in your office per­
taining to this question. The number of letters did not 
particularly surprise me, since I knew that a group of 
people called the ,.Preserve Our Poudre" group had or­
ganized a letter writing campaign. This group was, I 
might observe, conspicuously absent from the series of 
public meetings that have been held these past years 
regarding the Wild and Scenic River Study. 

What particularly interested me was that the letters 
were counted. I hope that this does not indicate you 
have treated these responses as being any way a vote or 
constituting any type of mandate. For instance, the 
letter I wrote was on behalf of an organization whose 
membership includes all of the mutual ditch and ir­
rigation companies. These companies supply, in the ag­
gregate, water to thousands of shareholders. Our organ­
ization made no attempt to bombard you with letters 
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Mr. Gray F. Reynolds 
August 4, 1980 
Page Two 

from individual members, or stockholders. Rather, I 
attempted to express the sentiment of our organization 
in one letter. Other organizations, I'm sure, made their 
comments in a similar manner. I can only trust that you 
have not only counted the number of letters rec-~ived, 
but have taken ir..to account its author. For example, a 
letter from Nancy Gray, writing as mayor of the City of 
Fort Collins for and on behalf of that City, should be 
considered in quite a different light than a letter from 
an individual who merely expresses his own opinion. 

Similarily, we expect that you have thoroughly 
analyzed these letters from the standpoint of the quali­
fications of the writer to speak with knowledge and 
authority. Also, we trust that your analysis of these 
letters has not been superficial. For example, if one 
were to write to you expressing his sentiment that the 
Poudre is a beautiful river, one which he enjoys, and 
it should therefore be designated as a "wild" river, I would hope 
you would recognize that this same beautiful river exists 
in its present state in great part because of the moun-
tain reservoirs we and our predecessors have developed-­
reservoirs which not only provide recreational activities 
in their own right but also do much to keep the river 
flowing in the mountains during the entire year. 

Said simply, we who urge no designation, at least un­
til after a feasibility study of the water development 
and power-generating capabilities of the river have been 
completed, also are familiar with the river and enjoy 
both its beauty and the recreational opportunties it pro­
vides. We do not think that these aspects are, however, 
necessarily incompatible with further development--development 
which may well be crucial to the continued well-being of 
our area. 

Turning to specifics. As you know, this Association 
as well as other entities in our area, has gone on record 
as supporting in concept the "Grey Mountain-Idlywilde" 
Project. Under your current recQ111I11endation, this project, 
in complete form, could not be built, and the power-generating 
features would be lost. This is because the Idlywilde Dam 
and Power Plant, the Kinnikinick Afterbay, the Rustic Diversion 
Dam, and the Elkhorn Conduit could not be built. Lack of 
these latter two structures would preclude the construction 
of the Cache La Poudre Power Plant doWTJ.river. 

The impacts of the loss of this power-generating capa-
2. bility with a clean, renewable resource must, we submit, be 

1. In order to avoid the "weighing" process inferred in the canment, 

collective canment analysis was made on the bdsis of actual pieces of 

correspondence received, not a value judgment of how many individuals 

may have been "represented" by the canmentor. 
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Mr. Gray F. Reynolds 
August it, 1980 
Page Three 

carefully analyzed and considered before you can say you 
have made the necessary studies and analysis to support 
your recommendations. Neither I, nor the Association 
I represent,is in a position to develop this information 
for you--nor do we believe that it is our responsibility 
to do so. 

We point out, however, that the Reconnaissance study 
and Report done by the then Bureau of Reclamation in the 
1960's noted that the peaking power-generating capabilities 
of the project would be 274,000 kilowatts, which would 
generate revenue in excess of $4,000,000 annually. This 
amount of money, to be accurate in 1980,would of course 
have to be multiplied many times over. 

Have you concluded what impact the loss of this power­
generating capability will have? For example, if a simi­
lar amount of power must be generated by a coal-fired plant, 
how many tons of coal must be burned annually to produce 
this amount of power? Will that burning cause pollution? 
If so, how much will it cost to control? Will the coal have 
to be transported? If so, what will that cost? If re­
placement power is not provided, and this power is lost to 
our region, what will be the monetary and other impacts 
of the loss of this power? Will clean inuustries, which 
could provide jobs to our young people, locate elsewhere 
or, if here, leave? Will we, in the future, face "brown­
outs" like those experienced on the East Coast? These 
questions are many, and they are important. We submit that 
you must address them and answer them. 

The Grey Mountain-Idylwilde Project would also, as 
I'm sure you know, provide a flood-control facility that 
is now not present on the Poudre River. We need not remind 
you of the devastating flood that occurred on the Big Thompson 
just a few years ago. The devastation and economic loss 
resulting from that occurrence was staggering. Should the 
Poudre watershed experience a similar phenomenon, the devas­
tation that could be anticipated is almost unimaginable. 
Such devastation could be reduced, or possibly even elimin­
ated, by the proper flood-control project such as Grey Moun­
tain-Idylwilde. Is that not a benefit lost? Should the 
loss of that benefit not be analyzed and its impact to this 
area calculated? Certainly. 

The Grey Mountain-Idylwilde Project is of course not 
4. the only potential water development project that wild 

river designation,as you propose, would preclude. The cities 
of Fort Collins and Greeley have what is known as the "Rockwell 

2. The commentor was not asked to develop infonnation relative to the 

loss of a potential power source. Most important to the team was new 

infonnation not present in the DEIS/SR to which the cooimentor might have 

access. 

3. These potential impacts of the alternatives are discussed to the 

degree possible in Chapter V. 
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Mr. Grav F. Reynolds 
August 4, 1980 
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Reservoir" site, of which you are aware. These two mu­
nicipalities are, of course, growing. Their water needs 
will increase. If they are unable to develop water them­
selves through projects such as the Rockwell Reservoir-­
which of course your recommendations, if adopted, would 
preclude--then what alternative do these cities have? 
They must, and they will, provide their citizens with 
an adequate supply of water. Their treatment plants are 
in the mountains, hence it can be anticipated that they 
will look to the mountains for additional raw water. 
Reservoirs of mutual ditch and irrigation companies,which 
supply water to irrigate approximately 400,000 acres of 
land in Larimer and Weld Counties,exist in the mountains. 
Under the Colorado Constitution, municipalities are given 
the authority to condemn such water for their own use. 
Should this occur, vital water will be lost to irrigated 
agriculture, to the detriment not only of the farmer but 
the entire area. 

Is this scenario far-fetched? It is not. To the 
contrary, it is frighteningly real. Your attention is 
directed to the efforts of other municipalities, in the 
Denver metropolitan area, which have already attempted to 
condemn agricultural water to serve their growing needs. 

You must, if you are to do a proper job, analyze the 
impacts of wild river designation on precluding continued 
development of water for municipal purposes by the com­
munities of our area. In addition to Rockwell Reservoir, 
Fort Collins has planned in the future to construct a res­
ervoir at what is known as the "Sheep Creek" site. Greeley 
may need to enlarge its Seaman Reservoir. In addition, 
a number of other potential reservoir sites which could 
provide water for municipal,and also irrigation and power 
uses, exist in the areas impacted by your reco11U11endations. 
You will note that these sites were identified by the Water 
and Power Resourge Service (formerly Bureau of Reclamation), 
and we urge you to contact that sister service for additional 
information. 

I appreciate this opportunity to make additional comment, 
and hope that my remarks and those of others, will be of 
some assistance to you in making a proper and complete study 
of the benefits which would be foregone if your "Alternative 
E" is ultimately adopted bv Congress. 

Sincerely, _ .. ,~ ~ 

/.r 
/. / , ~ .,/,, 

7,., ,' ,/ / ,- . / ,,,,,. ,:. -,· • , /_,: .. -.. ,-,.,. 

Harlan S'eaworth, President 
Cache La Poudre Water users 

Association 

4. Area necessary to allow construction of Rockwell Reservoir has been 

identified in the preferred alternative. 

5. The City of Thornton has actually filed for agricultural water. It 

is the only known case of municipal condemnation of agricultural water 

supplies. Other communities have develop~d successful relationships with 

fanners to avoid the condemnation proce~ure. 

6. Infonnation was developed, throughout the study process, with the 

full cooperation of the BR. They were included in the study team's 

solicitation for the record, the letter follows. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
WATER AND POWER RESOURCES SERVICE 

REGIONAL OFFICE, LOWER MISSOURI REGION 
P.O. BOX 25247 

BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER 
DENVER, COLORADO 80225 1:r,,: lEPLY 

uru roe LM-770 

Mr. Gray F. Reynolds 
Forest Supervisor 
Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests 
Federal Building, 301 South Howes 
P.O. Box 1366 
Fort Collins, CO 80522 

Dear Hr. Reynolds: 

SEP O 2 1980 

By letter of July 14, 1980, you requested that we furnish additional 
infonnation on the reasonable forseeable water development potential 
for the Poudre River relative to your Wild and Scenic River Study. 

Rivers that have potential for water resource development should have 
the following major characteristics. First of all, the river system 
above the proposed site of development must have a proven water supply. 
Secondly, the river system and proposed site of development must be in 
reasonable proximity to an area with a broad spectrum of water needs. 
Thirdly, the proposed development must have strong local support. The 
Poudre River meets all of these elements. 

Of prime importance in consideration of any potential water resource 
development is the quantity of water that may be regulated at the pro­
posed site. In the case of the Poudre River, the flow at the mouth of 
the Poudre Canyon near Fort Collins including the diversions which by­
pass the gage averaged nearly 300,000 acre-feet annually for the period 
1948 to 1979. During the past 3 years, the unused flows leaving the 
Poudre River Basin have totaled nearly 400,000 acre-feet. 

The available water supply on the Poudre River offers the potential for 
providing municipal water, irrigation, recreation, instrearn flows for 
fish and wildlife, flood control, hydropower, and water exchange. it 
also passes through one of the more popular and attractive regions of 
the State. Several cities that could benefit from this development are 
currently among the fastest growing in the nation. Fort Collins is, for 
example, the fourth fastest growing city of its size in the nation. This 
rapidly-growing area will need a source of supply that development on the 
Poudre River could provide. 



1. 

2 

Our 1963 reconnaissance study of the Poudre River identified a hydro­
power potential capacity of 274 MW which was estimated to result in an 
average annual generation of 186,500,000 KWH. This energy source in 
the form of falling water could be utilized as this nation struggles 
with its energy problems. The hydropower potential of the Poudre River 
is valuable in the form of peaking power necessary to supplement the 
baseload power provided by thermal plants. 

With its geographical location and proximity to other water supply sys­
tems, the Poudre River Basin offers the potential for storage of water 
by exchange. Exchange agreements would allow the agricultural and muni­
cipal water users along the front range to conserve and make maximum 
use of local water supplies. 

At the present time, there is interest in a feasibility study of the 
water resource development potential of the Poudre River. The elected 
and appointed officials of many entities have recently submitted 
official resolutions in support of such a study. Enclosed for your 
information are copies of such resolutions from: 

Northern Colorado water Conservancy District 
Larimer County Conmissioners 
Weld County Comnissioners 
Larimer County Fann Bureau 
Weld County Farm Bureau 
City of Fort Collins 
City of Greeley 
City of Loveland 
Town of Wellington 
Loveland Chamber of Comnerce 
Platte River Power Authority 
Cache La Poudre Water Users 
Consolidated Home Supply Ditch and Reservoir Company 
North Poudre Irrigation Company 
Thompson Water Users Association 

In view of the local interest and development potential, the designation 
of the Poudre River in the absence of a complete study of multipurpose 
development may preclude important future options. We believe the river 
basin is sufficiently large and diverse to allow complimentary develop­
ment, including the designation of both wild and recreation reaches 
through a coordinated multidisciplinary planning effort. Without a 
multipurpose study, a complete basin plan cannot be developed, analyzed, 
and displayed. 

1. At the beginnings of this study, the BR considered preparing a new 

Reconnaissance Report on the Poudre River. The agency determined the 

cost ($25,000 to 35,000) to be too great as support to a Wild and Scenic 

River study. 

Through the process, the BR has discouraged the use of obsolete data 

contained in the 1962 study or the 1980 update by IEr.n. Its summary 

comments on use of the data appear on page 20. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has been helpful, but is unable to present the 

kind of hard data on water and power development potentials that would 

enable a thorough analysis under the P&S, because such data does not 

exist. 



We sincerely appreciate this opportun-ity for input and thank you for 
your cooperation and consideration. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

t.~.~~ 
B. E. Martin 
Regional Director 

3 
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Appendix A 
COLORADO STUOY RIVERS 

Recommendation {River Miles} 
Administering 

River A~ Wi 1 d Scenic 

1. Big Thompson NPS/CO-DNR No designation 
2. Cache la Poudre FS/CO-DNR 25 
3. Colorado - Lower NPS/CO-DNR -

Dolores 1/ -
4. Conejos FS/CO-DNR 25.6 
5. Elk FS/CO-DNR 17 
6. Encampment FS/CO-DNR 19.5 

7. Green NPS/CO-DNR 44 
8. Gunnison NPS/CO-DNR 26 
9. Los Pinos FS/CO-DNR 54 

10. Piedra FS/CO-DNR 32.5 
I I. Yampa NPS/CO-DNR 47 
12. Dal ores B0~/FS/CO-DNR 33 

---

TOTAL- 323.6 

FS - Forest Service 
NPS - National Park Service 
CO-DNR - Colorado Department of Natural Resources 
0MB - Office of Management and Budget 

-
20 
9 
-

12 
-

47 
-
-

12.9 
-

41 

141.9 

Rec re-
ational Total 

0 
42.25 67.25 
- 20 
- 9 

13.2 38.8 
6 35 
- 19. 5 

- 91 
- 26 
- 54 
5.5 50.9 
- 47 

66 140 

132.95 !198.45 

BOR - Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (now Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service) 

1/ Only Colorado portions 

Status 

Congressional Review 
Working on Final Report 
(}13 Review 

Executive Review 
nMB Review 
Executive Approval -

Congressional Review 
Working on Final Report 
Congressional Review 
Working on Final Report 
Executive Review 
Working on Final Report 
Executive Approval -

Congressional Review 

Source: Colorado Water Resources Research Institute. A Review of the Cache la Poudre Wild and Scenic River 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Study Report. Michael J. Eubanks. Fort Collins, Colorado. 
1980. 



Resp_ons i bi l i ty 

Forest Supervisor 

District Ranger 

Planning Officer 

State Coordindtor 

Federal Coordinators 

ID Team Leader 

Cultural Resources 

Economics 

Fish and Wildlife 

Geology/Minerals 

Appendix B 
LIST OF PREPARERS 

Final 

Raymond Benton 

Louis Bertlshofer 

Don Meyer 

nanny Merriman 
Water Conservation 

Board 

Milt Robinson 
IJSDA-FS, R-2 

Larry Nelson 
USOI-BR 

Ed Menning 
USDI-NPS 

John Windsor 

Ross Mosier 

John De Vil bi ss 

Jim Cruse 

Don Smith 
co-now 
Steve Putnam 
CO-DCM 

Gene Schoonveld 
CO-DCM 

Rolf Nittman 
CO-DCM 

Don Bogart 
CO-DOW 

Jessie Tompkin 
Ross Mosier 
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Draft 

Gray Reynolds 

Jim Carion 

Don Campbell 

Duane Helton 
Water Conservation 

Board 

Milt Robinson 
Bob Mulvaney 
USDA-FS, R-2 

Larry Nelson 
USDI-BR 

Chuck Adams 
USDI-NPS 

John De Vil bi ss 

Molly Shaw 
Marsha Tate 
CO-Archeologist Off. 

Charles Palmer 

Jin Cruse 

Don Smith 
CO-DOW 

Harvey Wittmeyer 
USF&WS 

Gene Schoonveld 
co-now 
Rolf Nittman 
CO-DOW 

Don Bogart 
CO-DOW 

Jessie Tompkin 
Earl Braugh 



Land Uses 

Range Resources 

Recreation Resources 

Social Analysis 

Timber Resources 

Transportation 

Visual Quality 

Water Resources 

Support Services: 

Graphics/Maps 

Public Involvement 
Analysis 

Typesetting 

Writer/Edi tor 

In Hoc Signo Vinces 

Dave Damron 
Susan Witt 

Jim Cruse 

Lance Tyler 

JoAnne Tremaine 

John Windsor 

Tom Edwards 

Don Patterson 

Dave Rosgen 
Owen Willi alfis 

Henry Salas 

Debra Squire 

Mary Jobson 

Ed Nessel road 
Debra Squire 

Ike Salazar 
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Ross Mosier 

Jim Cruse 

Lance Tyler 

David Freeman 

John Windsor 

Tom Edwards 

non Patterson 

Dave Rosgen 
Owen Willi ams 

Henry Salas 

Don Camp he 11 

Gail Stewart 

Henry Deutsch 

Ike Salazar 



Appendix C 
COLORADO WATER QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

STUDY OF THE CACHE LA POUDRE RIVER, COLORADO 
1977* 

Parameter Average Range 

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/1) 8.6 7.9 - 9.2 

Temperature {°F} 52 44 - 61 

NH3 - N (mg/1 as N} 0 0 

Ortho - P04 (mg/1 as P) 0 0 

Turbid i ty ( FTU) 2.3 0.8 - 3.5 

Conductivity ( mhos) 36 30 - 42 

TDS {mg/1} 28 15 - 40 

* Sampling period mid-May through June 30, 1977. Eight samples taken at 
six stations. 

C-1 



Desc ri pt ion 

Chloride 

Color 

Copper 

Carros i vity 

Foaming Agents 

Hydrogen Sulfide 

Iron 

Odor 

pH 

Sul fate 

Total Dissolved Solids 

Zinc 

RAW WATER SOURCE 
POUDRE RIVER 

WATER QUALITY ANALYSIS 

Standard 
(mg/l)(suggested) 

250 

15 color units 

1 

Non-corrosive 

0.5 

0.05 

0.30 

3 threshold odor number 

6.5 - 8.5 

250 

500 

5.0 

Actual (mg/1) 

4.0 - 5.0 

0.006 - 0.007 

0 - 1.95 

7.1 - 7.4 

5 - 10 

40 - 90 

n.o 

NOTE: Suggested secondary limits indicated are not mandatory as set by 
the National Interim Pri,riary Drinking 14ater Regulations. 

The following are other contaminants recognized hy most health authorities 
as undesirable. 

Sodium 
Calcium 
Magnesium 
r1anganese 
Total Hardness CaCO 
Conductivity (µmhosj 

115 
150 
125 

0.05 
120 

2-3 
o.oo 

20-30 
45-70 

NOTE: Results of a number of samples taken 4 miles west of Bellvue 
Treatment Plant in 1977. Samples taken and analyzed hy the 
Colorado Health Department. 

Source: Water Supply/Treatment Study for the City of Greeley. ARIX. 
Greeley, Colorado. June 1980. 
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Description 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Lead 

Mercury 

Nitrate as ( N) 

Selenium 

Silver 

Fluoride 

Gross Alpha Activity 

Gross Beta Activity 

Turbidity 

RAW WATER SOURCE 
POUDRE RIVER 

WA~ER QUALifY ANALYSIS 

Standard 
J.!rr.g_/l)(suggested_l 

0.05 

1.0 

0.01 

0.05 

0.05 

0.002 

10.0 

0.01 

0.05 

2.4 (at 53.7°F and below) 
1.4 (at 79.3°F to 90.5°F) 

15 pci/l 

4 MREM/year 

1.0 (monthly average) 

Actual l~l) 

0.00 

n.oo 
o.oo 

0.0 

2.9 - 54.0 

NOTE: Allowable primary limits indicated are mandatory as set by the 
National Interim Primary Drinking Water Regulations. 

Results of a number of samples taken 4 miles west of Bellvue 
Treatment Plant in 1977. Samples taken and analyzed by the 

Colorado Health Department. 

Source: Water Supply/Treatment Study for the City of Greeley. ARIX. 
Greeley, Colorado. June 1980. 
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Appendix D 
PEAK DISCHARGES FOR HISTORICAL FLOODS 

CACHE LA POUDRE RIVER 

Date 

22 June 1883 

20 May 1884 

9 June 1891 

29 May 1900 

21 May 1901 

20 May 1904 

19 June 1909 

2 June 1914 

23 June 1917 

20 June 1918 

8 June 1921 

15 June 1923 

14 June 1924 

31 May 1930 

22 June 1938 

23 June 1947 

5 June 1949 

5 August 1951 

19 June 1965 

Peak Discharge in Cubic Feet 
Per Second Above Fort Collins 

7,900 

6,850 

21,000* 

5,000 

12,000 

over 21,000 

5,900 

5,380 

7,000 

5,200 

5,230 

8,550 

7,440 

10,200 

6,180 

Less than bankfull 

6,090 

Less than bankfull 

Less than bankfull 

*Peak affected by an upstream dam failure at Chambers Lake. 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. 
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Appendix D 
AVERAGE ANNUAL SURFACE-WATER FLOW 

CACHE LA POUDRE RIVER 
WITH IMPORTS FRCJ'1 OTHER DRAINAGE 

{1,000 acre-feet) 

Drainage Basin 

Cache la Poudre 

Measured 
Historic 

1950-1970 

Unregulated and 
Undepleted 
1950-1970 

North Platte imports to 
Cache 1 a Poud re 

Colorado River imports to 
Cache la Poudre 

210.5 232.9 

21.1 

17.0 

Source: Bureau of Reclamation, Front Range Unit, Status Report, 1977. 
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Year 

1884 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1890 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1900 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1910 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1920 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

r, 

Table 2. Record of Cache la Poudre River annual yields 
and 4-year cumulative yields. 

Yield 4-Yr. Cum. Yield 4-'lr. 
1000 A-F Ending in Year Year 1000 A-F Endi!n 

675 1930 222 11015 
4g4 1 177 1022 
318 2 261 981 
312 1799 3 277 937 
182 1306 4 135.2 850.2 
204 1016 5 280.5 953."'.7 
244 942 6 294.4 987.1 
278 908 7 222.4 932.5 
216 942 8 359.4 1156.7 
232 970 9 211.6 1087.8 
321 1047 1940 167.7 961. l 
372 1141 1 224 9~2.7 
235 1160 2 313.7 917.0 
357 1285 3 349.2 1054.e; 
201 1165 4 226.6 1113.5 
400 1193 5 263.1 1152.6 
496 1454 6 214.3 1053.2 
348 1445 7 315.6 1019.6 
186 1430 8 225.3 1018.3 
333 1363 9 336.8 1092.0 
375 1242 1950 212.7 1090.4 
358 1252 1 297.1 1071.9 
296 1362 2 273.5 1120.l 
295 1324 3 162.8 946.1 
261 1210 4 100.1 833.5 
468 1320 5 144.3 680.7 
186 1210 6 216.0 623.2 
253 1168 7 322.5 782.9 
321 1228 8 240.7 923.5 
221 981 9 213.6 992.8 
406 1201 1960 205.5 982.3 
237 1185 1 270.3 930.1 
281 1145 2 273.4 962.8 
514 1438 3 110.9 860.l 
317 1349 4 160.7 815.3 
162 1274 5 281.1 826.1 
264 1357 6 98.6 651. 3 
396 1239 7 166.2 706.6 
206 1128 8 217.1 763.0 
446 1412- 9 191.4 673.3 
447 1495 1970 262.8 837.5 
222 1321 

Cum. 
!.~ 

Source: City of Fort Collins, Water Utilities Department. Evaluation of 
Drought Effects on Municieal Water Sueelies. R. L. Thaemert. Fort 
Collins, CO. December 1975. 
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POUDRE RIVER GAUGED FLOWS 
1951 - 1980 

LOST FOR 
VIRGIN FOREIGN RESERVOIR HORSETOOTH SNOW LACK OF CARRY OV: 

PEAK FLOW RIVER WATER WATER WATER PACK STORAGE SPACE STORAGE 
¥EAR 1£fll DATE (ac. ft. l (ac.ft.) (ac. ft. l (ac.ft.) (ac.ft. l (ac.ft.) (ac. ft. 

1951 6,000 8-4 325,882 56,748 134,309 89 288,000 24,000 50,736 
avg. 325,882 56,748 134,309 89 288,000 24,000 50,73 

1952 4,160 6-8 308,434 43,304 109,395 21,827 313,000 8,000 62,233 
avg. 317,158 50,026 121,852 21,916 301,000 16,000 56,48 

1953 2,850 6-14 204,358 43,106 92,797 104,192 191,000 0 40,461 
avg. 2791538 471719 112,167 63,054 264,000 10,700 51, 14. 

1954 1,320 5-21 107,212 30,478 60,514 154,916 192,500 0 18,043 
avg. 2361472 431409 991254 931674 2461000 81000 42 ,86, 

1955 1,530 6-24 165,564 37,338 32,164 106,478 207,000 0 20,321 
avg. 2221290 42,195 951836 961875 2381000 6,400 38,35' 

1956 3,354 6-3 238,736 43,946 70,598 79,936 320,000 5,700 24,948 
avg. 2251031 421487 831296 931487 2521000 61300 36, 12· 

1957 5,730 6-30 446,866 38,850 85,783 78,285 330,000 45,000 104,046 
avg. 256,722 41,067 83,651 90,954 263,000 17,814 45,82; 

1958 3,910 5-29 283,584 29,932 111,327 128,560 274,000 110,000 104,966 
avg. 2601079 401463 87 I 111 961326 2641000 241000 53,21' 

1959 2,775 6-8 257,796 42,210 106,808 111,607 274,000 18,000 81,033 
avg. 259,826 401657 891299 981236 2661000 23,400 56,301 

1960 2,772 6-6 238,588 46,732 219,517 99,682 297,000 0 57 ,823 
avg. 2571702 411264 1021321 981396 2691000 21 I 100 56,46i 

1961 3,384 6-10 364,400 21;602 144,616 59,958 234,000 117,700 120,907 
avg. 2671402 391477 1061166 941533 2661000 291900 62,32[ 

1962 2,70f- 6-30 300,160 45,500 224,703 115,850 232,000 86,200 95,227 
avg. 2701132 391979 1161044 961489 2631000 341600 65,062 

.963 1,357 6-17 151,284 36,722 227,729 144,287 191,000 0 77,837 
avg. 2601990 391728 1241635 1001472 2571000 311900 66,045 

.964 2,210 5-27 190,444 39,116 83,754 133,344 228,000 0 37,905 
avg. 2551951 391685 1211715 1031000 2551000 291600 64,035 
.965 5,500 6-11 350,056 40,026 90,326 78,096 296,000 78,836 66,034 
avg. 2621224 391707 1191622 1011222 258,000 321900 64,168 

.966 2,109 5-31 142,026 34,552 89,296 140,073 124,000 12,740 43,776 
avg. 254,712 391385 117 I 727 100,611 2501000 311600 62,893 
.967 2,693 6-23 251,026 23,898 86,769 92,053 246,000 41,550 86,880 
avg. 254,495 381474 1151906 1001076 2041000 321200 64,304 

968 2,090 6-21 259,708 41,216 52,216 78,995 282,000 4,700 65,490 
avg. 2541785 331626 1121368 981836 251,000 301700 64,370 
969 1,540 6-21 175,849 38,668 121,956 90,429 225,000 16,400 67,816 
avg. 2501630 331629 1121872 981369 2501000 301000 64,552 
970 3,037 6-25 361,883 32,260 108,562 77,017 361,000 50,000 92,889 
avg. 2561193 381310 1121657 971245 2551000 39,900 65,969 
971 3,729 6-17 373,410 31,828 92,773 99,286 330,000 100,000 100,534 
avg. 2611775 381002 111,710 97,347 2591000 34,200 67,615 

972 3,254 6-4 234,528 41,300 134,317 94,877 257,000 13,300 84,943 
avg. 2601536 381151 1121738 971229 2591000 33,300 68,402 
973 3,921 6-13 389,570 37,804 130,397 75,502 333,000 50,000 122,933 
avg. 2661148 381136 11315)6 961242 262 ,ooo 341000 70,773 
974 2,640 6-17 333,676 40,900 126,689 107,666 303,000 23,000 124,451 
avg. 2681962 38,251 1141055 96,738 2641000 341000 73,010 
375 2,367 7-3 276,161 45,047 99,36.3 85,567 2£0,000 31,165 108,253 
3V5!. 1.986 6-5 2691250 38,523 113 ,4157 96 273 263 540 33 450 74,420 
376 3,852 8-1 211,795 39,701 72,545 117,153 208,000 7,010 91,816 
3V!3. 2671040 381568 111,313 97 076 261 404 32 433 75,089 
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POUDRE RIVER GAUGED FLOWS 
1951 - 1980 

LOST FOR 
VIRGIN FOREIGN RESERVOIR HORSETOOTH SNOW LACK OF CARRY OVE 

PEAK FLOW RIVER WATER WATER WATER PACK STORAGE SPACE STORAGE 
AR 1illl Qfil (ac.ft.) (ac.ft. l (ac.ft.} (ac.ft. l (ac. ft. l (ac.ft.l (ac.ft. 

177 1,380 6-7 132,826 32,247 22,627 124,404 80,300 0 67,482 
ivg. 2621069 381334 981088 2541696 311232 741807 
'78 3,080 6-11 328,132 45,634 61,880 263,000 44,250 69,837 
wg. 2641428 381595 961795 2541993 311697 741630 
179 3,541 6-17 381,221 33,525 (48,623) 45,030 298,000 151,262 194,900 
ivg. 2681455 381420 951010 2561500 351820 76,412 
,80 3,806 6-12 465,492 31,542 21,057 71,920 303,000 302,000 360,402 
lV . 275 022 

Source: Poudre River Conmi ssi.oner 
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Appendix E 
TRANSBASIN DIVERSION AFFECTING THE CACHE LA POUDRE RIVER WILD AND SCENIC STU0Y CORRIDOR 

Fr001 To 
Structure Stream County Stream County Ownership 

NORTH PLATTE RIVER DRAINAGE BASIN TO SOUTH PLATTE RIVER DRAINAGE BASIN 

Bob Creek 0itch Laramie River Larimer Cache la Poudre River Larimer City of Greeley 

Cameron Pass Ditch Michigan River Jackson Cache la Poudre River Larimer Water Supply & Storage 
Co. O~S&SC) 

Columbine Ditch Laramie River Larimer Cache la Poudre River Larimer City of Greeley 
rr, 
I 

I-' Larami e-Poudre Laramie River Larimer Cache la Poudre River Larimer 75% WS&SC, 25% 
Tunnel Larimer-Weld counties 

Skyline Ditch Laramie River Larimer Cache la Poudre River Larimer WS&SC 

Upper Michigan Michigan River Jackson Cache la Poudre River Larimer City of Fort Collins 
Ditch 

Wilson Supply Laramie River Larimer Cache la Poudre River Larimer 60% Larimer-Weld 
Ditch counties, 40% North 

Poudre Irrigation Co. 

UPPER COLORADO RIVER DRAINAGE BASIN TO SOUTH PLATTE RIVER flRAINAr.E BASIN 

Grand River Ditch Co 1 or ado River Grand Cache la Poudre River Larimer WS&SC 

Source: Bureau of Reclamation, Front Range Unit. Status Report, 1977, p. 11-7. 
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Potential Development 

Hague Dam, Reservoir, and 
Powerplant (in Wilderness) 

Poudre DaM and Reservoir, 
Mummy Powerplant (in 
Wilderness) 

Idylwilde Dam and Reservoir 

Mt. Mori ah Darn, Reservoir, 
and Powerpl ant 

Rustic Diversion Oam (in 
combination with) Cache la 
Poudre Forebay and 
Powerplant 

Grey Mountain Dam and 
Reservoir 

Pendergrass nam, Reservoir, 
and Powerplant (in 
Wilderness) 

Appendix F 
POTENTIAL POWER nEVELOPMENTS 

CACHE LA POUDRE 

Dam 

Height Crest Elev. 
Type ( feet) ( feet) 

earthfill 360 9,915 

earthfill 155 9,103 

earthfill 265 7,846 

earthfi 11 143 6,687 

concrete 15 6,930 
earthfil l 150 6,810 

concrete 368 5,648 

concrete 300 7,531 

Source: Bureau of Reclamation, 1962 Reconnaissance Report. 

Poweq~lant 
Reservoir Ins ta 11 ed 
Capacity Head Capacity 
(ac-ft) ( feet) (kilowntts) 

90,000 726 6,900 

2,300 1,127 30,000 

148,500 

5,200 688 14,000 

5,400 1,170 250,000 

260,000 

2,000 800 27,500 



APPENDIX F 
Summary of Project Data 

Grey Mountain -- Idyl,~ilde Project 

Idylwilde Reservoir 
Capacity -- 180,000 ac-ft 

Active Capacity -- 169,0'10 ac-ft 
Maximum Area -- 1,700 ac 
~aximum Stream Inundation -- approx. 7.5 mi 

Inactive Capacity -- 11,000 ac-ft 
Minimum Pool Area -- 320 ac 

Earth and Rock Fill Dam 
Dam Heiaht -- 290 ft 
Crest Length -- 1,250 ft 

Location -- 2 miles downstream froo fish rearing unit near Kinnikinnik 

Idvlwilde Power Plant 
Installed Capacity -- 24,000 kl4 
Average Head on Plant -- 278 ft 
Maximum Discharge -- 1,250 cfs 
Annual Generation -- 39,700,000 H/h 
Plant Factor -- 20.4% on annual basis 

26.0% on 5~-day weekly basis 

Kinnikinnik Afterbay 
Capacity -- 1,000 ac-ft 
Dam Height -- 55 ft 
Crest Length -- 300 ft 
Concrete -- Ogee Crest Overflow Dam 
Inactive Capacity -- 150 ac-ft 

Surface Area -- 12 ac 
Depth -- 20 ft 

Active Capacity -- 850 ac-ft 
Location -- immediately below Idylwilde Dam 

Releases fro111 Afterhay 
Average Full-Time Releases -- 250-350 cfs 

to 8,5 miles of free-flowing river 

Rustic Diversion Dam 
Concrete Dam lieight -- 15 ft 
Sluice Gates for Minimum Flow Releases to River 

Summer Releases -- approx. 70 cfs 
Winter Releases -- approx. 25 cfs 

Location -- lower end of Indian Meadows 

Elkhorn Conduit 
Total Length -- 11.6 mi 

2 Tunnels@ 4.5 mi 
Siphon O Elkhorn Creek -- 1 mi 
Low Pressure Conduit -- 1.6 mi 

Capacity -- 300 cfs 

Cache la Poudre Forebay 
Capacity -- 5,400 ac-ft 

Active Capacity -- 4,600 ac-ft 
Normal Pool Area -- 95 ac 

Inactive capacity -- 800 ac-ft 
Minimum Pool Area -- 28 ac 

Earth and Rock Fill Dam 
Height -- 150 ft 
Crest Length -- 750 ft 

Earth and Rock Fi 11 Dike 
Height -- 70 ft 
Crest Length -- 450 ft 

Location -- 2 miles north of Poudre Park 

Cache la Poudre Power Conduit 
Pressure Tunne 1 

Diameter -- 20 ft 
Length -- 5,000 ft 
Capacity -- 3,000 cfs 
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Surge Tank 
Diameter -- 48 ft 
Height -- 160 ft 
Location -- Brink of canyon approx. 2 miles downstream of Poudre Park 

Pen stocks 
Number -- 4 
Diameter -- 88 in 
Length -- 1,500 ft 
Total Capacity -- 3,000 cfs 

Cache la Poudre Power Plant 
Installed Capacity -- 250,000 kW 
Design Head -- 1,180 ft 
Plant Factor -- 7.2% annual basis 

9.2% 5~day weekly basis 
Annual Generation -- 146,800,000 KWH 

Grey Mountain Reservoir 
Capacity -- 220,000 ac-ft 

Active Capacity -- 200,000 ac-ft 
Maximum Area -- 1,800 ac 
Maximum Stream Inundation 

11ain River -- 7.5 ini 
North Fork -- 6.5 mi 

Inactive Capacity -- 20,000 ac-ft 
~inimurn Area -- 380 ac 

Earth and Rock Fill 011111 
Dam Height -- 375 ft 
Crest Length -- 1,550 ft 

Spillway Capacity -- 90,000 cfs 
Outlet Capacity -- 4,000 cfs 
Minimum Releases 

Summer -- 110 cfs 
Winter -- 80 cfs 

Location -- 2 miles above mouth of canyon 

Project Water 

Storage of Surplus Flows -- 24,500 ac-ft 
Future Increases in Flood Flows -- 3,300 
Storage Transfer -- Reduced Filling Losses -- 4,500 
Increase Storage Existing Decrees -- a•~g~ 

Total Project 4, ac-ft 

Possible Allocation to Municipal Use -- 16,000 ac-ft 
Possible Salable @ Farm Headgates -- ~g•gg~ 

Total , 

Estimated Project Cost (1963) -- $111,108,000 
Greeley Report (Dec. 1979 Index) -- $337,070,000 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 
1963 IJSBR -- 1.45 
1979 !ECO Report (27) 

6.24% Interest -- 1.33 
7.125% Interest -- 1.22 
9.25% Interest -- 0.98 
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IDYLWILDE RES. 180,000 A.F. 

IDYLWILDE POWERPLANT 24,000 KW. 
KINNIKINICK AFTERBAY 1,000 A.F. 

ELKHORN CONDUIT 300 cfs 

RUSTIC DIVERSION 

~ 
ll.5mi. CACHE LA POUDRE 

FOREBAY 5,400 A.F. 
~ 

CACHE LA POUDRE / 
PRESSURE CONDUIT' 

CACHE LA POUDRE 
POWERPLANT 

·-~,OOOKW. 

:,c 
0 
0 
I­
V) 

z 
w 
Q. 

United States 
Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Reclamation - Region 7 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 
LONGS P[AY. OIVISION-COLORAOO 

MINIMUM TAIL WATER 
---~WS5626 ELEV. 5576 __ , ______ _ 

CACHE 
POWER 

LA· POUDRE UNIT 
SYSTEM PROFILE 

AUGUST 1962 206 - 730 - 3 

GREY MOUNTAIN RES. 
220,000 A.F. 

'-
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Appendix G 
TABLE 5-1 

SUMMARY OF BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS 
FROM TABLE 27, USBR REPORT 

GREY MOUNTAIN-IDYLWILDE PROJECT 

Inv'=stment 

Project Cost 
Interest During Construction 

Total Investment 

Annual Costs 

Equivalent of Investment 
OM&R 

Total Annual Costs 

Annual Benefits 

Municipal and Industrial Water 
I:--rigation 
Power 
Flood Control 
Fish and Wildlife 
Recreation 

Total Annual Benefits 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 

G-1 

ESTIMATED 
COST 

$111,108,000 
5,517,000 

$ 116,625,000 

$ 3,562,300 
655,600 

$ 4,217,900 

s 417,500 
248,600 

4,913,000 
9,000 

246,000 
268,000 

$ 6,102,100 

1.45 



Appendix G 

TABLE 5-2 

REPRODUCTION OF USBR TABLE 31 
ALLOCATED COSTS FOR REPAYMENT ANALYSIS 

Table 31. -- A Summary of Allocated Costs 

Item 

Project Cost 
Repayable Interest During Construction 

Less Nonreimbursable Allocations: 
Flood Control 
Fish and Wildlife 
Recreation 

Balance Reimbursable 

$192,000 
5,466,000 
5,667,000 

Interest Bearing Allocations - 2.936% 
Municipal and Industrial 1..Jater: 

Project Costs $6,244,000 
Interest During 

Construction Jl0,000 

Power: 
Project Costs 
Interest During Construction 

88,342,000 
4,387,000 

Interest-free Allocation - Irrigation 

Total 

G-2 

Amount 

$ l l l , 108,000 
4,697,000 

$115,805,000 

l l , 325,000 

S 104,480,000 

$ 6,554,000 

$ 92,729,000 

$ 5, 19 7, 000 

S 104,480,000 



Appendix G 

TABLE 5-3 

ECONOMIC EVALUATION 
SUMMARY OF BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS 

UPDATED TO DECEMBER 1979 

ITEM A M O U N T 

Invest:nent 

P ro,j ect Cost 
Interest During Construction 

Tot a l I n v e s t:n en t 

Annual C:i st 

Amortization and Interest 
Operation and Maintenance 
Replacement Reserve 

Total Annual Costs 

Annual 3enefits 

Municipal & Industrial 1..iater 
Irrigation 
Pm-,er 
Fl ood Control 
Fish & Wildlife 
Recreation 

Total Annual Benefits 

Benefit/Cost Ratios 

6.25% 

337,070 
29,201 

366,271 

24,050 
3,663 

916 

28,629 

2,216 
700 

33,534 
400 
790 

l , 0,00 

38,640 

1.33 

G-3 

7. 12 5% 

337,070 
33,289 

370,359 

27,259 
3,704 

926 

31,889 

2,436 
700 

33,534 
400 
790 

l ,000 

38,86G 

l. 22 

S 1000 

9. 2 5% 

337,070 
43,217 

380,287 

35,603 
3,803 

951 

40,357 

2,974 
700 

33,534 
400 
790 

1 ,000 

39,398 

0.98 



Appendix G 
TABLE 5-4 

F HlA:!C I.:\L ANALYSIS 
SUMMARY OF lNVESTMErlT MW M1NUAL COSTS 

UPDATED TO DECEMBER 1979 
USBR :1'1ETHCO 

ITEM 

P raj ect Co st 
Interest During Construction 

Tota 1 Investment 

Less Nonreimbursa6le Allocations 
Flood Control $ 583 
Fish and 1,,/ildlife 16,583 
Recreation 17,193 

Balance Reimbursable 

Interest Bearing Allocations 
Municipal and Industrial ~later 
Power 
Irrigation 

Total 

Annual Costs 
Amortization and Interest 
Operation and Maintenance 
Replacement Reserve 

Total Annual Costs 

Annual Power Revenue 

G-4 

6.25% 

$ 337,070 
26,317 

363,387 

34,359 

329,028 

20,474 
291,513 

17,041 

329,028 

21,604 
3,290 

823 

25,717 

33,534 

A ;-1 ;J '.J 
,, T $1000 j ' 

7.125~.~ 9. 2 5;~ 

$ 337,070 $ 33 7 ,070 
30,JC1 38,949 

367,071 376,019 

34,359 34,359 

332,712 341 l 560 

20,688 21 , 203 
294,805 302,799 
17,219 17,653 

332,712 341,660 

24,448 31 l 986 
3,327 3 l 417 

832 35.1 

28,647 36,527 

33,534 33,534 



Service 

APPENDIX U 

TABLE 6 

PROJECTED SUPPLY REQUIREMENTS 

Average 
AveragEfa) 
Demand 

Supply 2 Requirement( ) 
Population (Ac-ft/yr) (Ac-ft/yr) 

80,000 18,730 28,100 

100,000 23,410 35,120 

120,000 28,090 42,140 

140,000 32,780 49,160 

160,000 37,460 56,190 

180,000 '12,140 GJ,210 

200,000 46,820 70,233 

(l)Based on 190 gpcd plus 10% for raw water use 
on parks, golf courses, etc. 

<2 >Avcragc Demand x 1.5 

Source: Water Supply Alternatives to Meet Future Demands. 
Water Utilities Department, City of Fort Collins. 
Fort Collins, CO. June, 1980. 
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TABLE 1 

CITY OF FORT COLLINS 

HISTORIC TREATED WATER USE FOR 1966-79 

Service Total Avg. Use 
Area (1) Water Per Annual 
Population Use Person Precipitation 

YEAR (1,000) (Ac-Ft) (gpcd) (in.) 

1966 37.7 10,491 248 7.34 

1967 40.0 8,623 192 21.29 

1968 42.2 10,207 216 13.31 

1969 45.5 10,330 203 17.71 

1970 49.3 11,257 204 14.29 

1971 52.9 12,048 203 13.98 

1972 58.2 14,007 215 9.91 

1973 61.9 14,358 207 14.07 

1974 64. 3 16,810 233 11.62 

1975 67.3 15,186 201 17.07 

1976 70.8 15,160 191 10.56 

1977 74.5 15,216 182 12.15 

1978 78.l 16,42G 188 14.91 

1979 82.l 14,168 154 22.14 

(!)Estimated to be 1.11 x City population. 

Source.i W'ater Supply Alternatives to Meet Future. Demands .. Water Utilities 
Department, City of Port Colli'ns: .. Fort Collins, CO.:. June, 1980. 
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TABLE 2 

RAW WATER OWNED BY CITY OF FORT COLLINS 

Conversion As of As of 
Factor MarQh lil97Q Januar~ li 198Q 

SOURCE (Ac-ft/sh) Shares Ac-Ft Shares Ac-Ft 

AVAILABLE FOR TREATMENT 

Poudre River Direct Flow -- -- 11,300 -- 11,300 
Joe Wright-Michigan Ditch System -- (1) -- 0 -- 4,800 
NCWCD (CBT) • 76 (1) 9238 7,000 10,477 8,000 
North Poudre Irrigation Co. 5.98 505.7 3,000 839.75 5,000 
Water Supply and Storage Co. 107 X .8 0 0 16.9 1,400 

SUBTOTAL 21,300 30,500 

:r:: 
I OTHER RAW \'-i'ATER SOURCES w 

Arthur Irrigation Co. 3.442 125.2 430 108.2 37 0 
Larimer Co. Canal No. 2 42.687 8. 6 370 3 7. 3 1,590 
New Mercer Ditch Co. 30.236 8.9 270 18.0 540 
Pleasant Valley & Lake Canal Co. 39.74 45.2 1,800 112.0 4,450 
Warren Lake Reservoir Co. 10.00(1) 10.1 100 36.4 360 
Mountain & Plains Irrigation Co. 1. 72 (1) 31. 0 50 0 0 
Lake Canal Co. 30.0 0 0 6.0 180 

SUBTOTAL 3,020 7,490 

TOTAL 24,300 38,000 

(l)Approxirnate Average Yield 

Source: Water Supply Alternatives to Meet Future Demands. Water Utilities Department, City of Fort Collins. 
Fort Collins, CO. June, 1980. 
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TABLE 3 

WATER STOCK OWNED BY CITY OF FORT COLLINS AS OF JA~UARY 1, 1980 

DITCH COMPANY 

Arthur Irrigation Co. 

Dixon Lateral Ditch Co. 

Harmony Lateral Ditch Co. 

Horsetooth (NCWCD) 

Lake Canal Co. 

Larimer County Canal No.2 

New Mercer Ditch Co. 

Nurth Poudre Irrigation Co. 

Pleasant Valley & Lake Canal 

Sherwood Irrigation Co. 

Taylor & Gill Ditch Co. 

Warren Lake Reservoir Co. 

Water Supply & Storage Co. 

(l)Approximate Average Yield 

(2 >city Conversion Factor 

Shares 
Owned 
by Fort 
Collins 

108.20 

4.8 

1. 75 

10,477 

6.0 

37.3312 

18.01706 

839.75 

112.01512 

.4375 

.0625 

36.3832 

16.917 

No. of 
Company 
Shares 

1493 

310,000 

260 

147 

142.47226 

10,000 

262.9088 

224.6661 

600 

Percent 
Owned 
by Fort 
Collins 

7.2 

3.4 

2.3 

25.4 

12.6 

8.4 

43.4 

16.2 

2.8 

Conversion 
Factor 
(Ac-ft/sh) 

3.442(2) 

.76(l) 

30.0(1) 

42.687(2) 

30.236(2) 

5.98 (1) 

39.74(2) 

10.0( 2 ) 

107 X .8(2) 

Fort 
Collins 
Yield 
(Ac-ft) 

370 

7,960 

180 

1,590 

540 

5,020 

4,450 

360 

1,450 

Source: Water Supply Alternatives to Meet Future Demands. Water Utilities Department, City of Fort Collins. 
Fort Co~lins, CO. June, 1980. • 



Year 

1980 
1985 
1990 
1995 
2000 
2005 
2010 

CITY OF GH[ELEY 

ESTIMATEU POPULATION /1ND DEMAND PROJECTIONS 

W/\TER SUPPLY /Tlff/\TMENT 
FEASIBILITY STUDY 

JUNE 1980 

Total System WatP.r Den:and 
Greeley Service Average IV1ax l nllll:i ---veak 

Greeley Service Area W/Outside Day Demand Day Oenand Hour 1Jcn1r1nd 
Arca (People) Services (People) (MGU) (MGD) (MGD) 

66,162 74,763 20.2 42.8 65.4 
80,189 90,614 24.1 51.7 7'd.9 
97,188 109,822 28.8 62.3 95.2 

117,790 133,103 34.5 75.1 115. CJ 
142,758 16!, 317 41.4 90.6 139.(J 
173,020 195,513 49.8 109 .4 168 .1 
209,697 236,958 59.9 132.3 203.3 

NOTE: - MGD = Million Gallons ·per uay 

- Consumption Projections are Based on: 
Aver~ge Day = 245 GPCIJ 
Max "in1um Day = 550 GPCD 
Peak Hour • = 850 GPCO 

- Kodak Projected Consumption 1.85 MGO (Million Gallons 
per Day) is included in above total system water d.emand. 

Source: Water Supply/Treatment Feasibility Study for the City of Greeley. 
Arix, Greeley, CO. June, 1980 

, . 
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APPENDIX I· 

HABITAT 

DOMINANT 
VEGETATION 

MAMMALS 

BIRDS 

PLAINS 

Sandlands 

Sand B 1 ue grass 
Sand Dropseed 
Little Bluestem 
Needleandthread 

Claylands 

Blue Grama 
Buffalo Grass 
Western Wheatgrass 
Dryland Sedge 

Prickly Pear Cactus 

Coyote 
Desert Cottontail 
Rock Mouse 

Cliff Swallow 
Golden Eagle 
Magpie 
Mourning Dove 
Rufous-Sided Towhee 
Virginia's Warbler 

FOOTHILLS 

Western Wheatgrass 
Little Bluestem 
Needleandthread 

ECOSYSTlt,,'i CHART 

Montane 
Pom1,ct'O',iJ Pine Douglas-Fir Aspen 

Sedge, 
Cir.quefoil 

Spike Fescue Sedges 
Chokeche,-ry Yarrow 
Serviceberry Pussytoes 
Douglas-Fir Dandelion 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN 

Subalpine 
Lodyepole Pine 

June Grass 
King Fescue 
Sagebrush 
Pyrola 

Blue Grama 
Mountain Mahogany 
Ponderosa Pine 

Aspen Loco Weed 
Lupine 
Lodgepole Pine 
Limber Pine 

Badger 
Coyote 
Ground squirrels 
Northern Pocket 

Gopher 
White-Tailed 

Jackrabbit 

Buteo hawks 
Great Horned Owl 
Horned Lark 
Mtadowlark 
Nighthawk 
Rock Wren 
Say ' s Phoebe 
Sparrow Ha1,k 
Vesper Sparrow 

Albert's Squirrel 
Black Bear 
Co 1 orado Chi n111Unk 
Mule Deer 
Porcupine 
Red Squirrel 

Golden Banner 

Beaver 
Elk 

Black Bear 
Porcupine 
Red Squirrel 

---··---- . -------·-----·---,,- ---------
Merriam's Turkey 
Pygn;y Nuthatch 
Western Gluebird 

Downy Woodpecke,· 
Hait-y Woodpecke•· 
Mountain Chickadee 
Red-Breasted Sarsucker 
Red-Shdfted Flicker 
Stel11~r•s Jay 

Blue Grouse 
Tree Swa 11 ow 

Broad-Tailed 
Hu1,1ili ngt:11 rd 

Goshawk 
Gray Ja_v 
Hairy Woodpecl..e1· 
Steller's Jay 
1-les tern Wood Pewee 
Yel 101~-Bel lied 

Sapsucker 

Sp•·uce Fir 

Thurber Fescue 
Bearded Wheatorass 
f,innikinnik -
Red Raspbe1·ry 
Canada Buffalo-

berry 
Vaccinium 
Engelmann Spruce 
Subalpine Fir 

Marten 
Red Squirrel 
Snowshoe Hare 

Blue Grouse 
Clark's Nutcracker 
Gray-Headed Junco 
Pine Grosbeak 
Steller's Jax 

Alpine Tundra 

Tufted Hairgrass 
Sno~1ba 11 Sax i -

frage 
Alpine Clover 
Alpine Forget­

MP-Not 

Sedge 

Northern Pocket 
Gopher 

Pika 
Yellow-Bellied 

Marmot 
Elk 

Brown-Capped 
Rosy Finch 

Raven 
Water Pipit 
~hite-Tailed 

Ptarmi gar. 

White-Crowned Sparrol-' 

-- --- - - - ·----------- ----- ------ -- - --·- - -- •• - . -- - - - -- - . -·-. - • - --- - --··· ------- --- - ------ --- -- -----··· ------·- - -----··---

Source: Bureau of Reclamation. Front Range Unit, Status Re.E.Q_1·t, 1977. 



APPENDIX J 

List of Convnon and Scientific Names of Species Usually 
Found in the Cache la Poudre River Study Corridor 

MOLLUSKS 

Snails and Slugs (univalves) 

CRUSTACEANS 

FISH 

Fairy Shrimp (Order Anostraca) 
Water Fleas (Order Cladocera) 
Copepods (Order Eucopepoda) 
Aquatic Sow Bugs (Order Isopoda: Asellus et al.) 
Scuds (Order Amphipoda: Fresh-water shrimPT -
Crayfish (Order Decapoda) 

Sockeye Salmon/Kokanee (0. nerka) 
Mountain Whitefish (Prosopium williamsoni) 
Cutthroat Trout (Salmo clarki) 

*Greenback Cutthroat Trout (S. c. stomias) 
Rainbow Trout (S. gairdneriJ -
Brown Trout (S.-trutta} 
Brook Trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) 
Fathead Minnow (Pimephales promelas) 
Longnose Dace (Rhinichthys cataractae) 
Creek Chub, Northern (Semotilus atromaculatus atromaculatus) 
Longnose Sucker, Western (Catostomus catostomus griseus) 
White Sucker Catostomus corrmersoni) 
Mountain Sucker Pantusteus platyrhynchus) 
Artie Grayling (Thymallus arcticus) 

AMPHIBIANS 

Barred Tiger Salamander (Ambtstoma tigrinum mavortium) 
Plains Spadefoot Toad (Spja ombifrons) 
Western Toad (Bufo boreas 
Woodhouse Toad~cky Mountain (B. woodhousei woodhousei) 
Striped Chorus Frog (Pseudacris nigrita maculata) 
Mountain Wood Frog (Rana sylvatica cantabrigensis) 
Leopard Frog, Western(~. pipiens brachycephala) 

*Endangered species 
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REPTILES 

BIRDS 

Lesser Earless Lizard (Holbrookia maculata maculata) 
Red-Lipped Rock Lizard (Sceloporus undulatus erythrocheilus) 
Eastern Short-horned Lizard (Phyrynosoma dou lassi brevirostre) 
Six-lined Racerunner (Cnemidophorus sexlineatus 
Many-lined Skink (Eumeces multivirgatus multivirgatus) 
Northern Water Snake (Natrix sipedon sipedon) 
Wandering Garter Snake (Thamnophis ele~ans va}rans) 
Western Plains Garter Snake (_I_. radix aydeni 
Red-sided Garter Snake(_!.. sirtalis }arietalis) 
Bull Snake (Pituophis catenifer sayi 
Prairie Rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis viridis) 

Common Loon (Gavia immer) 
Arctic Loon (Gavia arctica) 
Western Grebe (Aechmo horus occidentalis) 
Red-necked Grebe Podiceps grisegena) 
Horned Grebe (Podiceps auritus) 
Eared Grebe (Podiceps nigricollis) 
Pied-billed Grebe (Podilymbus podiceps) 
Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias) 
Black-crowned Night Heron (N cticorax n cticorax) 
Yellow-crowned Night Heron N)ctanassa v1olacea 
Snowy Egret (Leucophoyx thula 
American Bittern (Botaurus lenti}inosus) 
Whistling Swan (Olar columbianus 
Ross' Goose (Chenrossii) 
Snow Goose/Blue Goose (Chen caerulescens) 
White-fronted Goose (An~albifrons) 
Canada Goose (Branta canadensis) 
Brant (Branta bern,cla) 
Black Brant (Branta nigricans) 
Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) 
Gadwall (Anas strepera) 
European Wigeon (Mareca penelope) 
American Wigeon (Mareca americana) 
Green-winged Teal (Anas carolinensis) 
Blue-winged Teal (Anas discors) 
Cinnamon Teal (Anascyanoptera) 
Northern Shoveler/Shoveler (Spatula clypeata) 
Pintail (A~~-acuta) 
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BIROS (continued) 

Redhead (Ay(hya americana) 
Canvasback Afthya valisineria) 
Lesser Scaup Ayt~ya affinis) 
Ring-necked Duck Aytha collaris) 
Common Goldeneye (Bucephala clangula) 
Barrow's Goldeneye (Bucephala islandica) 
Bufflehead (Bucephala albeola) 
Ruddy Duck (Oxyur( jamaicensis) 
Common Merganser Mergu( merganser) 
Red-breasted Merganser Mergus serrator) 
Hooded Merganser (Lophodytes cucullatus) 
Turkey Vulture (Cathartes aura) 
Marsh Hawk (Circus c aneusY-­
Sharp-shinned Hawk Accipiter striatus) 
Cooper's Hawk (Accipiter cooperii) 
Goshawk (Acci iter gentilis) 
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis) 
Swainson1 s Hawk (Buteo Swainsoni) 
Broad-winged Hawk (Buteo platypterus) 
Rough-legged Hawk (Buteo lagopus) 
Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis) 
Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 
Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
Gyrfalcon (Falco rusticolus) 
Prairie Falcon (Falco mexicanus) 

*Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus) 
Merlin/Pigeon Hawk (Falco columbarius) 
American Kestrel/Sparrow Hawk (Falco sparverius sparverius) 
Blue Grouse (Dendra a us obscurus) 
White-tailed Ptarmigan Lagopus leucurus) 
Merriam's Turkey (Meleagris gallopavo merriami) 
Virginia Rail (Rallus limicola) 
Sora (Porzana carolina} 
American Coot (Fulica americana) 
Black-bellied Plover (S{uatarola s uatarola) 
American Golden Plover Pluvialis om1n1ca 
Killdeer (Charadrius vociferus) 
Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius semipalmatus) 
Common Snipe (Ca~ella gallinafio) 
Stilt SandpiperMicro alamaimanto}us) 
Pectoral Sandpiper Frolia melanotos 
White-rumped Sandpiper (Erolia fuscicollis) 
Baird's Sandpiper (Erolia bairdii) 
Least Sandpiper (Erolia minutilla) 
Semipalmated Sandpiper (Ereunetes pusillus) 
Western Sandpiper (Calidr1s maur1) 
Solitary Sandpiper (Tringa solitaria) 

*Endangered species 
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Upland Sandpiper/Upland Plover (Bartramia longicauda) 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Tryngites subruficollis) 
Spotted Sandpiper (Actitis macularia) 
Franklin 1 s Gull (Larus pipixcan) 
Forester 1 s Tern (Sterna forsteri) 
Black Tern (Chlidonias niger) 
Band-tailed Pigeon (Columba fasciata) 
Rock Dove (Columba livia) 
Mourning Dove (Zenaidura macroura) 
Long-eared Owl (Asia otus 
Short-eared Owl (Asioflammeus) 
Screech Owl (OtusasTo 
Great Horned Owl (Bubo virginianus) 
Common Nighthawk (Chordeiles minor) 
Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica) 
White-throated Swift (Aeronautes saxatalis) 
Broad-tailed Hummingbird (Selasphorus platycercus) 
Rufous Hummingbird (Selas horus rufus) 
Calliope Hummingbird Stellula calliope) 
Belted Kingfisher (Megaceryle ale on) 
Hairy Woodpecker (Picoides villosus 
Downy Woodpecker (Picoides ubescens) 
Northern Three-toed Woodpecker Picoides tridactylus) 
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker (Sphyrapicus varius) 
Williamson1 s Sapsucker (Sphyrapieus thyroideus) 
Red-headed Woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus) 
Lewis1 Woodpecker (Melaner es lewis) 
Red-bellied Woodpecker Centurus carolinus) 
Common Flicker/Red Shafted/Yellow Shafted Flicker (Colaptes auratus) 
Eastern Kingbird (Tyrannus tyrannus) 
Western Kingbird (T rannus verticalis) 
Cassin 1 s Kingbird T rannus vociferans) 
Scissor-tailed Flycatcher Muscivora forficata) 
Olive-sided Flycatcher (Nuttallornis borealis} 
Western Flycatcher (Em idonax difficilis) 
Traill 1 s F1ycatcher Empidonax traillii) 
Least Flycatcher (Em idonax minimus) 
Hammond's Flycatcher Empidonax hammondii) 
Horned Lark (Eremo hila alpestris} 
Cliff Swallow Petrochelidon frrhonota) 
Barn Swallow (Hirundo rust,ca 
Bank Swallow (Riraria riparia) 
Ro.ugh-win~ed Swa low (Stelgidopteryx ruficoll is) 
Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata) 
Steller 1 s Jay (Cyanoc1tta stelleri) 
Scrub Jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens) 
Gray Jay (Perisoreus canadensis) 
Black-billed Magpie (Pica }ica hudsonia) 
Common Raven (Corvus corax 
Common Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos) 
Clark 1 s Nutcracker (Nucifraga columbiana) 
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Pinyan Jay (Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus) 
Black-capped Chicadee (Parus atricapillus) 
Mountain Chickadee (Parus gambeli) 
Bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus) 
White-breasted Nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis) 
Red-breasted Nuthatch (Sitta canadensis) 
Pygmy Nuthatch (Sitta pygmaea 
Brown Creeper (Certhia familiaris) 
Dipper (Cinclus mexicanus) 
Rock Wren (Salpinctes obsoletus) 
Canyon Wren (Salpinctes mexicanus) 
House Wren (Troglodytes aedon) 
Winter Wren (Troglodytes troglodytes) 
Long-billed Marsh Wren (Telmatodytes palustris) 
Gray Catbird/Catbird (Dumetella carolinensis) 
Brown Thrasher (Toxostoma rufum) 
Robin (Turdus migratorius) 
Gray-cheeked Thrush (Hylocichla minima) 
Swainson's Thrush (Hylocichla ustulata) 
Hermit Thrush (Hylocichla guttata) 
Varied Thrush (Ixoreus naevius) 
Eastern Bluebird (Sialia sialis) 
Western Bluebird (Sialia mexicana) 
Mountain Bluebird (Sialia currucoides) 
Townsend's Solitaire (Myadestes townsendi) 
Blue-gray Gnatcatcher (Polioptila caerulea) 
Golden-crowned Kinglet (Regulus satrapa) 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet (Regulus calendula) 
Bohemian Waxwing (Bombycilla garrulus) 
Cedar Waxwing (Bomb cilla cedrorum) 
Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus) 
Starling (Starnus vulgaris 
Red-eyed Vireo (Vireo olivaceus) 
Philadelphia Vireo (Vireo ph1ladelphicus) 
Warbling Vireo (Vireo gilvus) 
Solitary Vireo (Vireo solitarius) 
Be 11 1 s Vireo (Vireo be 11 ii) 
Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia) 
Black~throated ~lue Warbler (Dendroica caerulescens) 
Yellow-breasted Chat (Icteria virens) 
Wilson's Warbler (Wilsonia pusilla) 
America Redstart (Setophaga ruticilla) 
House Sparrow (Passer domesticus) 
Western Meadowlari<TSturnel1a neglecta) 
Yellow-headed Blackbird (Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus) 
Red-winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus) 
Evening Grosbeak (Hesperiphona ves}ertina) 
Pine Grosbeak (Pinicola enucleator 
Blue Grosbeak (Guiraca caerulea) 
Cassin's Finch feari"odacus cassinii) 
Brown-capped Rosy Finch Leucostiete australis) 
Common Redpoll (Acanthis flammea) 
Pine Siskin (Spinus pinus) 
Golden-crowned Sparrow [Zonotrichia atrica illa) 
Dark-eyed Junco/Slate-colored/Oregon Junco nyemalis) 
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BIRDS (continued) 

Gray-headed Junco (Junco canice s) 
Fox Sparrow (Passerella iliaca 

MAMMALS 

Masked Shrew (Sorex cinereus) 
Wandering Shrew (S. vagrans obscurus) 
Dwarf Shrew (S. nanus) 
Water Shrew(~. alustris navigator) 
Merriam's Shrew S. merriami leuco ens) 
Pygmy Shrew (Microsorex hoyi montanus 
Least Shrew (Cryptotis parva parva) 
Little Brown Bat (~yotis lucifugus carissima) 
Long-eared Myotis M. evotis evotis 
Long-legged Myotis TM. volans interior) 
Small-footed Myotis TM. leibii) 
Silver-haired Bat (Lasionycteris noctiva!ans) 
Big Brown Bat (Eptesicus fuscus pallidus 
Hoary Bat (Lasiurus cinereus cinereus) 
Townsend's Big-eared Bat (Plecotus townsendii pallescens) 
Pika (Ochotona princeps) 
Eastern Cottontail (Stlvilagus floridanus) 
Nuttall 's Cottontail S. nuttallii) 
Snowshoe Hare (fepus americanus bairdii) 
Least Chipmunk Eutam,as m1nimus) 
Colorado Chipmunk (f. guadrivittatus) 
Uinta Chipmunk (E. umbrinus montanus) 
Yellow-bellied Marmot (Marmota flaviventris) 
Richardson's Ground Squirrel (S ermo hilus richardsonii elegans) 
Thirteen-lined Ground Squirrel S. tridecemlineatus) 
Rock Squirrel (~. variegatus rammurus) 
Golden-mantled Ground Squirre S. lateralis) 
Abert's Squirrel (Sciurus abertiT 
Chickaree/Red or Pine SquirreTTTamiasciurus hudsonicus fremonti) 
Northern Pocket Gopher (Thomomys talpoides) 
Beaver (Castor canadensis concisor) 
Deer Mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus) 
Rock Mouse (P. difficilis nasutus) 
Mexican Woodrat (Neotoma mexicana) 
Heather Vole (Phenacomys intermedius intermedius) 
Meadow Vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus) 
Montane Vole (M. montanus) 
Long-tailed Vole(~. longicaudus longicaudus) 
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MAMMALS (continued) 

Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus) 
Meadow Jumping Mouse (Zapus hudsonius preblei) 
Porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum) 
Coyote (Canis latrans 
Red Fox (V(lpes vulpes macroura) 
Swift Fox V. velox velox) 
Gray Fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus scottii) 
Raccoon (Proc on lotor) 
Black Bear Ursus americanus amblyceps) 
Marten (Martes american ori enes) 
Ermine/Short-tailed Weasel Mustela erminea muricus) 
long-tailed Weasel (M. frenata) 
Mink (M. vison) -
Badger-(Taxidea taxus) 
Spotted Skunk (Spilogale putorius) 
Striped Skunk (Mephitis mephitis) 
Mountain Lion (Felis concolor hi}polestes) 
Lynx (Lfnx canadensis canadensis 
Bobcat L. rufus) 
Wapiti, Elk (Cervus canadensis nelsoni) 
Mule Deer (Odocoileus hemionus hemionus) 
White-tailed Deer (.Q_. virginianus) 
Bighorn Sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis) 
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APPENDIX K 

Colorado State University-Pingree Park 
Campus Proposed Land Exchange with the 

Roosevelt National Forest 

Listed below is only a partial inventory of the lands involved in the 
Colorado State University-Pingree Park and Roosevelt National Forest 
Land Exchange. These areas are the ones which are mainly located within 
or near the boundaries of the Poudre River Wild and Scenic River Study, 
January 1980. See Map No. 8 on page K-2 

OFFERED LAND OWNED BY COLORADO STATE UNIVE1SITY 

Township 7 North, Range 73 West, 6th P.M. 

Section 30 

Lot 2 (SW¼NW¼) 
NE¼SE¼ 
S½SE¼ 

TOTAL 

SELECTED LAND OF THE NATIONAL FOREST 

Township 7 North, Range 73 West, 6th P.M. 

Section 16 

NE¼SW¼ 

Section 17 

S½SE¼NW¼ 
E½SW¼ 
W½SE¼ 
NE¼SE¼ 

Section 20 

E½NW¼ 
W½NE¼ 
NE¼SW¼ 
SE¼SE¼ 

Section 21 

E½NW¼ 
SW¼NW¼ 

TOTAL 

K-1 

43.08 Acres 
40.00 Acres 
80.00 Acres 

163.08 Acres 

40.00 Acres 

20.00 Acres 
80.00 Acres 
80.00 Acres 
40.00 Acres 

80.00 Acres 
80.00 Acres 
40.00 Acres 
40.00 Acres 

80.00 Acres 
40.00 Acres 

620.00 Acres 



PROPOSED LAND EXCHANGE OF COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY MD 
THE ROOSEVELT NATIONAL FOREST WITHIN CACHE LA POUDRE HILD & SCEIHC 

RIVER STUDY, 1980 

CORRIDOR 

\ , 

;r I 
.• ·. ·., 

' 

. ,, j . •. , . . I 
I 

1 
:1 

Lands offered 
by Colorado 
State University 

:<.... 1 \ ✓ ~';"'\- • . 
~--- •. t ~ 

MAPS 
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Excerpted from: 

APPENDIX L 

U.S. Department of the Interior. Bureau of Reclamation. 
Report on Assessment of Small Hydroelectric Development 
at Existing Facilities. Washington, D. C. July, 198n. 

Hydroelectric power is a convenient, efficient, clean, and low-cost 
source of power and energy which uses a readily available, renewable re­
source, water. 

Hydroelectric powerplants have long heen recognized as having a distinct 
value frcxn the standpoint of po\-1er system operation. Hydroelectric 
units have the ability to start quickly and make rapid changes in power 
output. Therefore, they are able to accept or reject large blocks of 
load quickly and also adapt to accept frequent fluctuations in system 
demand. This ability permits the use of coal- and nuclear-fired units 
for more unifonn parts of the load, which results in all units being 
used ~ore efficiently. This efficiency allows a more economical system 
operation by displacing costly petroleum fuels which are needed for 
thermal powerplants. 

There is a large amount of undeveloped hydroelectric power potential in 
the United States and a large proportion of this potential is in the 17 
Western States. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission reports an 
estimated 109 million kilowatts of national undeveloped potential. 
About half of this total is in the 17 Western States. 

In view of present environmental and social concerns, further development 
of major, new, high-head hydroelectric sites which economically may be 
very attractive is generally considered to be limited. The major role 
of hydroelectric generation will probably be in the development of 
pumped-storage plants. These plants are attractive because they could 
effectively shift thennal generation in a power system from costly 
on-peak generation using limited oil and natural gas fuel to a lm-J-cost, 
off-peak generation (for pumping) using abundant coal or nuclear fuel. 

As a role for small hydroelectric development has reemerged in recent 
years, it has received a great deal of consideration. Thennal-electric 
generation costs have skyrocketed due to escalating fuel costs and 
higher construction costs that have resulted from environmental controls 
and safety concerns. Also, small hydroelectric development is generally 
considered to be less environmentally objectionable than most alternatives 
and, therefore, more acceptable. This is especially true of small 
hydroelectric development at existing water resource development facilities. 

This report contains the results of an assessment by the Bureau of 
Reclamation of opportunities to respond to urgent needs for additional 
electrical power and energy in the west through development of small 
hydroelectric powerplants at existing Bureau of Reclamation water resource 
development projects. 

A total of 159 potential small hydroelectric developments at existing 
Bureau projects were evaluated during the study using an iterative 
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process of analysis and screening. A basic assu~ption made in the study 
was that existing reservoir operations and existing flow regimes would 
remain unchanged with the development. This limits the flexihility of 
operation of the proposed powerplants in meeting system power and energy 
needs; however, such development is considered more acceptable from the 
environmental and social concerns standpoint. 

Forty-six 
feasible. 
megawatts 
annually. 

sites were identified as economically attractive and economically 
These 46 selected sites show a potential capability of 189 

which could produce over 839 million kilowatt hours of energy 
The estimated cost for developing these sites is $237,917,000. 

A final screening of the 46 sites was based on economic, environmental, 
social, and acceptability factors. Based on the data available, it was 
concluded that development of 37 of the 46 sites would result in no 
significant environmental and social impacts and would he acceptable to 
and supported by the affected publics. 

The results are summarized in Table II and Table III. 
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Table II. - Economically feasible sites with no significant environmental 
and social impacts and with high acceptability 

ID 

PN 1 
PN 7 
PN 11 
PN 17 
PN 18 
PN 30 
PN 36 
PN 38 
PN 39 
PN 40 
PN 41 
MP 1 
MP 4 
LC 1 
LC 2 
LC 3 
LC 4 
UC 4 
UC 5 
UC 11 
UC 15 
UC 17 
UC 25 
UC 28 
UC 31 
UC 32 
SW 3 
SW 5 
UM 5 
UM 8 
UM 14 
UM 31 
UM 32 
LM 1 
LM 7 
LM 9 
LM 11 

Facility 

Black Canyon Dam 
Arthur R. Bowman Dam 
Wickiup Dam 
Kingold Wasteway 
Deschutes Main Canal, Mile 4~ 
Deschutes Main Canal, Mile 46 
Cascade Dam 
Owyhee Dam 
Owyhee Dam, Diversion Tunnel No. 1 
Tieton Dam 
Cle Elum Dam 
Lahontan Dam 
Rye Patch Dam 
Bartlett Dam 
Yuma Main Canal Siphon Drop 
Palo Verde Diversion Dam 
All American Canal Drop No. 1 
Echo Dam 
Grand Valley Diversion Dam 
Crystal Dam 
Starvation Dam 
Taylor Park Dam 
Collbran Southside Canal, Sta. 171+90 
Uncompahgre South Canal, Sta. 19+50 
Uncompahgre South Canal, Sta. 106+65 
Uncompahgre South Canal, Sta. 181+10 
Caba llo Dam 
El Vado Dam 
Clark Canyon D&n 
Fresno Dam 
Wyoming Canal, Pilot Butte Reservoir 
Spring Valley Canal, Sta. 581 
Spring Valley Car.al, Sta. 677 
Merritt Dam 
Granby Dam 
Pueblo Dam 
Guernsey Dam 
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Evaluation factors and conclusions 
B/C Environmental Social Acceptability 

ratio rating rating rating 

1.16 
1.96 
l. 73 
1. 77 
1.67 
1. 72 
1.88 
1.55 
1.28 
1. 71 
1.04 
1.17 
1. 23 
2.25 
2.40 
2.13 
1.36 
1.95 
1.29 
1.31 
1.18 
1.89 
1.43 
1.28 
1.15 
1.13 
1.22 
1.52 
1.84 
1. 20 
2 .10 
1.82 
2.00 
1. 33 
1.13 
1.86 
1. 53 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
8 
9 

10 
10 
8 
9 
9 

10 
10 
8 
9 
9 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
9 
9 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
9 
8 
8 

10 

9 
9 
9 

10 
9 
9 
7 
8 
8 
9 
9 

10 
10 
9 

10 
8 

10 
9 

10 
10 
9 
9 
9 

10 
10 
10 
10 
9 
7 
9 
9 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 

9 
8 
9 
9 
9 
9 
5 
9 
9 
7 
7 
8 
8 
7 
9 
9 
9 
9 
5 
5 
8 
5 
8 
6 
7 
7 
8 
5 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 

10 
10 
10 
10 



ID 

r-
I 
~ PN 9 

PN 13 
PN 15 
PN 22 
PN 2fi 
UC 18 
UM 24 
LM 12 
LM 17 

Table III. - Economically feasible sites with possible significant environmental 
or social impacts or low acceptability 

Evaluation factors and conclusions 
Fae il ity B/C Env i ronmenta 1 Socia 1 Acceptability 

ratio rating rating rat:ng 

Savage Rapids Diversion,Da~ 2.63 7 8 6 
Easton Diversion Dam 1.64 6 9 3 
Roza Diversion Dam 2.04 6 9 5 
Isl and Park Dam 1.25 8 9 4 
Eltopia Branch Canal, Sta. 241+40 1.53 10 10 4 
Vallecito Dam 1.40 7 6 6 
Sun River Diversion Dam 1.69 8 5 6 
Suqarloaf Dam 2 .17 7 8 1 
Rued i Dam 2.32 8 8 4 



APPENDIX M 
Scenic Easements 

Easenents on designated rivers are controversial and often misunderstood. 
A scenic easement is a purchase of development rights from private 
landowners in order to retain the scenic qualities of an area. A scenic 
easement gives the right to regulate some of the uses of land, including 
the air space above the land, within the authorized boundaries of a 
component of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. This regulation is for 
the specific purpose of protecting the natural qualities of a designated 
river. The regulation does not affect, however, any regular use exercised 
prior to the acquisition of the easement, without the owner's consent. 
The terms of the scenic easement would be negotiated with each landowner 
so that allowances for proposed compatible developments by landowners 
would be built into the easements. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act contains the authority to condemn, if 
necessary, to obtain scenic easements. This is perr11itted to allow full 
protection of the scenic values of the river that were in existence at 
the time of designation. Generally, existing land uses and ownership 
are recognized in managing designated rivers, allowing for a continuity 
in land use. In the example of the Poudre, developed enclaves within a 
designated segment would probably continue to develop, consistent with 
existing values. nevelopment would probably be discouraged outside 
existing enclaves, using the acquisition of scenic easements, through 
condemnation if necessary, to achieve the purposes of the Act. 

A sample scenic easement deed is included in this appendix. 
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5443.19--2 

TITLE 5400 - LANDOWNERSHIP 

*-Exhibit 1 

Tract No. 

NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM 

EASEMENT DEED 

THIS EASEMENT, dated this _____ day of----..,...,.....,.• 19 , 
by and between , of (Address) 
hereinafter called the GRANTOR(S), and the UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, hereinafter called GRANTEE; 

WHEREAS, Public Law 90-542 (82 Stat. 906), as amended, pro­
vided for the establishment of a Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and 
designated portions of the _________ River in (State) 
as a component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System to be 
administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as part of the National 
Forest System, and 

WHEREAS, the Grantor(s) is(are) the owner(s) of certain land in the 
established boundaries of the ________ River component of 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, located in -------County, State of-----,-~• said land being appurtenant to other 
lands of the Grantee and affecting the public benefits provided by this 
Federal land, and 

WHEREAS, the Grantee, by the United States Department of Agri­
culture through the Forest Service, or its successors, desires to 
administer such land pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
and the general statutory authorities relating to the National Forest 
System and to provide for and protect the natural, scenic, recrea­
tional and other values for which this river was designated, and to 
prevent any developments that will tend tq mar or detract from 
these values, and to that end exercise such reasonable controls 
over the land within the areas described herein as may be necessary 
to accomplish such objectives. 

NOW THEREFORE, the Grantor(s) for and in consideration of the 
sum of $ ____ , the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, and 
in further consideration of the convenants herein contained, does 
hereby grant and convey unto the Grantee and its successors or 
as signs a perpetual estate and easement in the following described 
lands: 

(Insert description) 

,:c-FSM 8/79 AMEND 93-* 
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5443. 19--3 

TIT LE 5400 - LANDOWNERSHIP 

*- The acquiring agency is the Forest Service, United States Depart­
ment of Agriculture. 

Granter and Grantee do hereby covenant and agree for themselves, 
their heirs, successors, or assigns, that they shall use and restrict 
the use of the easement area as set forth hereinafter, it being 
mutually agreed that such use, or restriction thereof, shall run with 
the land, and be to the benefit of th_e entire river area and such other 
lands of the Grantee which are situated within said area by fostering 
and enhancing the Grantee's goal of preserving the scenic, recrea-
tional, and other natural qualities of the __,,__,.. ____ Wild and Scenic 
River area in accordance with Public Law(s) ------------
Section 15 (c) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Public Law 90-542, 
defines a scenic easement, the interest being acquired herein, as 
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 Sys tern for the purpose of protecting the 
natural qualities of the river area, but such control shall not affect, 
without the owner's consent, any regular use exercised prior to the 
acquisition of the easement; accordingly, the regular use(s) of the 
above described land exercised prior to the acquisition of this ease­
ment and not relinquished is(are): 

(List specifically, not generally. 
It may be appropriate to use a 
plat to illustrate existing uses.) 

I. USE BY GRANTEE. The Grantee, its authorized reoresenta­
tives and/or assigns, is hereby granted the right to go upon the 
land described in this eaaement for the following purposes: 

A. To inspect for violations and to administer this easement, 
including the establishment and maintenance of corners delineating 
the easement area. 

B. At the expense of the grantee, remove or eliminate any 
advertising displays, signs and billboards, stored or accumulated 
junk automobiles, and other salvage materials, junk, or debris, 
which is not permitted by the terms of thi,; easement, and is placed 
on the above--described land after the date of this easement. -* 

*-FSM 8/79 AMEND 93- * 
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5443.19--4 

TITLE 5400 - LANDOWNERSHIP 

*- C. To mark, cut, and remove any trees and shrubs which in 
the judgment of the Grantee endanger public safety or detract from 
the aesthetics of the above-described area, and to plant and selec­
tively cut or prune trees and shrubs to restore or maintain the 
scenic view and to implement disease prevention measures. The 
property owner shall be consulted prior to initiation of such opera­
tions. Merchantable timber cut by the grantee or its assigns shall 
be disposed of or sold at the discretion of the grantee. 

D. To perform such other scenic, aesthetic, historical, fish 
1 and wildlife, sanitation, restoration or other work as, in the 

opinion of the authorized representative of the Grantee, may be 
deemed necessary or desirable to protect and promote the natural 
and recreational qualities of the area. The Grantor shc111 be con­
sulted prior to initiation of such projects. 

E. To post regulatory notices on selected portions of the ease­
ment area for purposes of promoting the provisions of this ease-

, ment and the intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and at its 
discretion to utilize with respect to the public the general statutory 

. authorities relating to the National Forests and Wild and Scenic 
! Rivers in such a manner as it deems appropriate to carry out the 
1 

purposes of said Act. Nothing in this clause is intended to abrogate 
the Grantor's right to legally protect his property rights under 
State law. 

Except as noted, activities conducted by the Grantee under the above 
section shall be at no expense to the Grantor. Nothing herein shall 
be construed as creating any duty on the part of the Grantee to under­
take any of the acts described above. 

II. USE BY GRANTORS. In return for the stated consideration, 
the Granto,r assumes the followiDg covenants and restrictions. 
These covenants and restrictions are imposed upon the occupancy 
and use of the easement area by the Grantor, his successors or 
assigns, except that none of these covenants and restrictions shall 
be deemed or construed as controlling or eliminating any regular 
use of the land exercised prior to the acquisition of this easement 
unless such use is acquired by the Grantee. Except as otherwise 
provided by this easement, the costs of conformance with the terms 
of part II of this easement shall be borne by the Grantor. 

A. The lands within the easement area shall not be used for 
any pr;fessional or commercial activities except such as can be 
and are in fact conducted from a residential dwelling without 
exterior alteration of the dwelling. 

B. No mining or industrial activity shall be conducted on the 
la.nds within the easement area. 

*-FSM 8/79 AMEi"JD 93-* 
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5443.19--5 

TIT LE 5400 - LANDOWNERSHIP 

*-' C. The Granters, their heirs and assigns, retain the right to 
use the easement area for general crop and livestock farming and 
for limited residential development. Such right shall be subject to 

. the following limitations: 

1. Said land shall not be subdivided and sold as smaller tracts. 

2. One (1) single-family residence with appropriate accessory 
structures is the total maximum number authorized for the ease­
ment area. 

3. No commercial buildings, multifamily residential buildings, 
or other industrial or commercial structures shall be erected on 
said land. 

4. No trailers, portable structures, or any other nonpermanent 
low quality, unattractive structures will be constructed or moved 
into the easement area. 

5. No structures allowed herein shall be placed within __ _ 
feet of the river. 

6. Adequate prov1s1ons for disposal of waste and sewage shall 
be made to fully comply with applicable State and local regulations 
for sanitation and water pollution control. In no case shall untreated 
waste or sewage be discharged into any water or waterway. 

7. Structures shall not exceed a height of ____ feet measured 
the natural grade at the middle of the front of the structure to the 
highest point of the roof or parapet. 

8. Roofs, exterior siding, vent 0-ipes, chimneys and other 
exterior material and fixtures (except windows) shall be constructed 
of nonreflective material or painted and maintained with earth-tone 
colors. 

E. There is specifically retained by the Granter, the right to 
perform ordinary maintenance on all permitted roads, and structures 
together with the right to replace, rebuild, or substitute any road, 
or structure now existing with similar roads, or structures in sub­
stantially the same location. 

G. No dump of trash, ashes, garbage, sewage, sawdust, or 
any similar unsightly or offensive material is permitted within the 
easement area. ·- * 

*-FSM 8/79 AMEND 93- * 
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TITLE 5400 - LANDOWNERSHIP 

H. Except as otherwise provided, no signs, billboards, out- I 
door advertising structures, or advertisement of any kind or nature 
shall hereafter be erected or maintained within the easement area. , 
One (l) on- premise sign not greater in size than 36 inches by 24 
inches may be erected and maintained to advertise the sale, hire, 
or lease of he property, or to advertise the sale or availability of 
any goods, products, or services on the land, and one additional 
sign of the same size may be erected and maintained to designate 
the owner or the name of the property. 

I. No permanent changes in the general topography of the 
landscape or land surface will be permitted except for those 
authorized herein or caused by the forces of nature. The Granter 
may drill wells, lay, operate, maintain, repair, or remove water 
and sewer pipelines, conduits, or drains below the surface of the 
easement area insofar as such activities do not permanently impair 
or adversely affect the natural beauty of said easement area, and 
the area is restored to its former natural condition. 

J. No trees or shrubs shall be pruned, removed, or destroy­
ed on the land in the easement area except for dead or hazardous 
trees for reasons of safety. Likewise, seedling trees or seedling 
shrubbery may be grubbed up or cut down in accordance with good 
farm practice on lands presently being cultivated or for residential 
maintenance purposes. Cultivated crops, including orchard fruit 
and nut trees, may be pruned, sprayed, harvested, and otherwise 
main t:ained in accordance with good agricultural practices. 

K. Subject to valid existing appropriated water rights, the 
Granter may not pump or remove water from the river. Diversion 
works and ditches will be constructed and maintained in a manner 
compatible with the preservation of the scenic values of the river. 
The Granter may obtain water from wells and ponds in the easement 

; _area, consistent with the other provisions of this easement. ! 
I ! 

I 
I 
I 

L. Archaeological of paleontological explorations may be con­
ducted only by the Grantee or as authorized by a permit from the 
Secretary of-Agriculture or his duly authorized representative. 
All specimens or materials of archaeological or paleontological 

I interest shall be the property of the United States. 

III. PUBLIC ENTRY. The granting of this easement is not inlended 
1 to permit or in any way give the public the right to enter upon said 

land for any purpose. 

' TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the herein described scenic easement and 
rights unto the Grantee, its successors and assigns, forever. The -* 

*-FSM 8/79 AME::'-JD 93-* 
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TITLE 5400 - LANDOWNERSHIP 

*-f said Granter hereby covenants that he, his heirs, executors, ad­
ministrators, and assigns, shall warrant and forever defend unto 
the Grantee, its successors and as signs the quiet and peaceable 

, use and enjoyment of the herein granted easement against the law­
, ful claims and demands of all persons whomsoever, This grant 
'shall be binding upon the Granter, his heirs, administrators, 
• executors, and assigns, and shall run with and constitute a servi-
• tude upon the above--described land, f 

I 
I 

; IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Granters have hereunto set their 
, on the day and year first above written. 

hands I 

(Signature) 
(Typewritten name) 

(Signature) 
(Typewritten name) 

I 

i ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
I 

5444 - DISPOSAL. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (P. L. 94-579; 90 Stat. 2743) amended Forest Service ex­
change authorities by permitting the exchange of partial inter es ts. 

Policy concerning the exchange of partial interests can be found in 

I 
I 
! 
l 
I 
! 
I 

I 

FSM 5430, -* 

*-FSM 8/79 AMEND 93-* 
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APPENDIX N. RESOLUTIONS 

RESOLUTION NO: 56-80 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of Platte River Power 

Authority ("Platte River"), a political subdivision of Colorado, 

has heretofore supported the undertaking of necessary studies 

to determine the feasibility of raw water development projects 

in the northern Colorado area; and 

WHEREAS, adoption of the recommendation of the United 

States Forest Service that the Cache La Poudre River should 

be, in major part, designated as wild or recreational under 

the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would effectively preclude 

such studies and hence seems premature; and 

WHEREAS, the study supporting the recommendation of the 

Forest Service appears insufficient in that it did not consider 

in any meaningful manner the reasonable foreseeable potential 

uses of the land and water which would be enhanced, foreclosed, 

or curtailed if the area were included in the national wild 

and scenic river system, as required by statute. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors 

of Platte River that: 

(1) The United States Forest Service be requested to 

withdraw all recommendations as to whether all or any portion 

of the Cache La Poudre River should be designated under the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act until it completes a full and 

proper study as required by statute. 

(2) That the United States Congress be requested to 

avoid designation of all or any portion of the Cache La 

Poudre River for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 

N-1 
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Act until such full and complete study is completed, comments 

obtained thereon, and a proper recommendation made. 

(3) That the General Manager be authorized and directed 

to communicate this resolution to the United States Forest 

Service and to Colorado's congressional delegation. 

Adopted: July 3, 1980 

Vote: 8-0 
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RESOLUTION 80-34 
OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FORT COLLINS 

TO ENDORSE THE DESIRAHILITY OF AN AREA WATER 
RESOURCE FEASIBILITY STUDY 

WHEREAS, the Council of the City of Fort Collins has the responsibil­
ity to provide an adequate water supply for the benefit of its citizens, 
recognizes the necessity of maintaining adequate water supplies for the 
continued prosperity of the area's agricultural community, and is therefore 
committed to the conservation and preservation of water and to the full and 
efficient use of the limited supply of water available to this region; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City believes that development of adequate and reliable 
supplies of water for municipa~, industrial and agricultural purposes can 
and should be accomplished in ways that adequately protect the natural 
environment; and 

~'HEREAS, the choice between a ltern at i ve methods of developing v1ater 
supplies and the reasonable protection of the environment can be ac­
complished only as a result of careful studies on a regional basis. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FORT 
COLLINS to endorse the desirability of an area water resource feasibility 
study. 

Passed and adopted at an adjourned meeting of the City Council he l cJ 

this 25th day of March, A.O. 1980. i. -· , 
·. ~. -17/ r 

V 
( ~ ~-L , • . .-L-(; ~--------"' 
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1·HE LOVELAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ----------------. 

April 16, 1980 

Mr. Earl Phipps 
Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
1250 N. Wilson 
Loveland, Co. 80537 

Dear Mr. Phipps: 

Northern Colorado is faced with meeting the challenges of continued 
growth throughout the next few decades and beyond. In order to meet 

~:~"t\ 
AP~ 1 8 

the challenges, we must develop methods of preserving and managing the 
resources necessary to maintain and sustain our area. Since the re:;ources 
are limited, management becomes the key ingredient. With that thoL:ght 
in mind, the Loveland Chamber of Commerce supports the implementation 
of the study to determine the feasibility of the proposed Grey Mountain­
ldylwilde Reservoir project. 

In our view, this project is vital if we are to provide water ,:nd power 
to meet the needs of individuals, agriculture business and industries 
in the future. In addition to the necessities, it seems that conservation 
and recreational opportunities would also be greatly enhanced by the 
proposed reservoir. We feel that this project would complirnent those 
now in existence and as a result, multiply our resource se\'Vice capability. 

It should further be noted that similar projects, now in existence, are 
not only serving current needs; but they are paying their own way. 

In our view, we must now be as farsighted as were those people who made 
the decisions on existing projects decades ago that now serve us so well. 

We encourage immediate implementation of the feasibility study. 

Sincerely, 

LOVELAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

NMK/hc 

114 FIFTH STREIT • P.O. BOX 58 • LOVELN•.!O, COLORADO 80537 ~ 303 667-6311 

N-4 



R E S O L U T l O N 

The Larimer County Water Resources Developrrent Steering COrnnittee 
of the Larimer County Farm Bureau has sought, and is seeking, the initia­
tion and completion of a feasibility study of the Grey f.'.ountuin -­
Idylwilde Project on the Cache la Poudre River. This effort is directed 
towards meeting the perceived needs for additional flood control, water 
supply, recreational opportunities, and hydroelectric energy production 
in the Cache la Poudre Val1.ey and adjacent areas in the years ahead. 
The potential for the water resources of the Cache la Poudre River to 
meet these needs appears premising. However, that potential cannot be 
determined with certainty without completing detailed hydrologic, engi­
neering, and environrrental studies of the proposed pr_oject and its 
alternatives. 

On April 8, 1980, the United States Forest Service released a 
draft Envirornrental In-pact Statement and Study Report recannending 
that certain segments of the Cache la Poudre River and its tribu­
taries l::e designated either wild, scenic, or recreational wider the 
provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (P. L. 90-542). 
If the preferred alternative recomrended in the report is approved 
by the United States Congress and the river is so designated, the 
develop-rents conterrplated with the Grey Mountain -- Idylwilde Project 
\o.Ould l::e precluded and the proposed feasibility study \o.Ould l::e a -
waste of rroney, time, and effort. 

BE IT, THEREFORE, RESOLVED, that the responsible officials of the 
U. S . Forest Service, woo must sub:ni t the Cache la Pooore Wild and. Scenic 
River Study recarrnendations to Congress following a 90-day review period 
from the date of issuance of the report, be requested to delete from its 
rec:omrendations for designation all of the mainstem of the Cache la Poucire 
River from Chambers Lake to the eastern boundary of Roosevelt National 
Forest until the proposed feasibility study for the Grey M:>untain Project 
is completed and a determination has l::een wade as to the feasibility of 
developing all or a part of the Project. 

BE IT FURI'HER RESOLVED, that the United States Congress l::e requested 
to withhold any designations on the mainstem of the Cache la Poudre River 
until such determination hils been made . 

.Adopted by unanirrous vote of the Larimer County Water Resources Steering 
Ccmni.ttee of the Larirrer County Farm Bureau at a meeting in Fort Collins, 
Colorado, on April 14, 1980. 

Dale F. P~terson, Secretary ---Fruncis A. Be.:c?, Chairman 
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111L C!lY or Cln Lll Y, COLOE/\DO 

RE SOL UT ION NO. 11 , 1980 

WHEREAS, the Grey 1-bunt.:ii,, rrojl'cl on the Ci1chc "li:1 Poudrc River was 

investigated in !:he early 1960 1 s on a reconnaissance level by the Bureau of 

Reclamation (Water and ?cJ\/er Resources Service) as a multi-purpose water and 

hydro-electric po't1er development and a preliminary repo1·t ther-eon was issued, 

which report conc1udcd that the project should net be pursued further at that 

time due to the 1uck of rr.arketcbility for the hydro-electric production of 

the proposed project; and 

·wHEREAS, there is now a growing, near critical, need for additional 

hydro-electric energy production, water conservation, flood control, river 

regulation, and development of recreational opportunities.in the Northeastern 

Colorado area; and 

WliERE.l'\S, the City of Greeley is faced .,.lith the prospect of spending large 

sums of money to rehabilitate or rebuild Seeman Reservoir on the North fork of 

the Cache la Poudre River and such expenditures would be unnecessary if eie Grey 

Mountain Project is built; and 

WiiEREAS, it is the opinion of the City of (;reeley that the potential 

benefits of the Grey Mountain Project to the City of Greeley and other interests 

in the Northeastern Colorado area are highly desirable; and 

WHEREAS, the full extent of the benefits and costs of the Grey Mountain 

Project cannot be determined with certainty without a full feasibility study 

of the proposed project. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Gree·1ey 

that it hereby declares its support of the proposed feasibility stud.}• of the 

Grey Mountain Project on the Cache la Poudre River and urges similar expressions 

of support by other interests in the Northeastern CJ:rlorado area. 
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P.E IT fU1!ftllH HESOLVED lh,1t the fundin~J ;ir1d ,1ccornpli'.,k11c:nl of such 

feasibility study be pursued through the auspices of ~he State of Colorado, 

the Water and Pow~r Resources Service of the Fcd~ral Govern□~nt, or, if 

necessary, by a co:11ition of loccl interests including the City of Greeley. 

BE IT fUP.TIIER RESOLVED that Colorado's Con~ressional delegation in the 

United States Congress be urged to amend or delete as necessary any Wilder­

ness or Wild and Scenic River designations for areas of National Forest lands 

or Bureau of Land Management lands which have been or may be proposed for 

such designation within or immediately adjacent to any potential site of the 

proposed Grey 11.ountain Project facilities. 

Dated this 4th day of Marc~, 1980. 

ATTEST: THE CITY OF GREELEY, COLORADO 

City Cle 

APPROVED: 
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.◄>:~:'\S: It is ,,.,,cdl 1-::nov!T. that e:lcr. yo,1r t'10US',Jr;c];,. of acre L"et 
of v·r-.1.te;r :i.s lost to the State or CoJ on·~do, rarticuJ:~c:l:v ;:•.t the: 
tj me of spring and early su.rr.:.1er run-cff of sno·:: n2J t, c:.•.nd during 
periods of flooding due to tteavy rains in t~e mounta~nous areis. 
'T.'ti s fact is v-•ell docur.\ented along ti1e cas tGrn front r,1nge and is 
a :f8.ct of life within t~e Souti1 Fl2.tte dr:=i.inage b8.2in. :From the 
:.-out:1 Platte River Basin great quantities of ,-,ater are lrnoi::n to 
cross the Colorado state line and flow into Nabraska and beyond, and 

,·i-:20..iAS: The eastern plains of Colorado 2..re cl2..s:::ified as being 
semi-a.rid and, many years are in need of additional sources of 
···a-:er to fulfill requirements for water for ar;ricul ture, and ci tics 
and its industrial segment of Jast :.::lope econor,w, 2.r:d 

.. :-c.i::{.:AS: There a.re now feasibility studies unc:ar • 'ay to deti=:rrnine 
,.·he-l:.11er of not a project kno·.m as Jray l,.ountain ·,_rilJ or v:ill n.ot 
c,,;.; t;ure and retain up to hCO, 000 acre feet o!.' ·,tater'.';, ·,:hicr, n:ig;ii.t 
hr.v(:; be,2n lost to Colorado '.?a ter users, sLouJd or s1rnuld not be 
can2idered as a viable project. ~aid project is to be located 
within the Poudre River drainage, and 

: :-·:.:.i<J!\S: It is also kno,,·n th2.t studies !12.Ve been u.nderv,ay for 
;Jui te sor'.1e time by the U.S. Fore:-;t Service:, U. ~;. L ./1. , which arc 
c':esisn2d to design2.te and classify the i:·ouc.1r2 :~iver as a 1 .iJd and 
:. c :r::~ c area. Such classification ''!ill -r:,rcv2r,t 2..nci. halt anv and 
8.1 ~1 "'a. ter and pov 1er resource study and/~r (kveJ. oprr.ent v:i thin t\1e 
\-1N·i.~:nated areas. Fro,iected studies sho·.-.· ::;ro· .. ·tc1 nnu rGsuJtant 
r;,_,·:;r 1 for water and pov.1er resources , •• i thj n the forSE-)2aole future, to 
1:~ far in excess of sny presently planned po•··er and ,.-,ater projc~c7-s 
;_::2.~!3::;2r,tly under consideration, 2.r.d 

• : .. ~::~.J:\S: Said Gray l:.'iountain Reservoir •·:iJl he o:f gr0'.l t value to 
va::;-c. numb~rs of people as a place for sports an,~ recreati0n and 
c!r: 2, source of hydro-electric po\·1er 2.nd. er.e:('·gy production. 

!,0 '_;__;;2::UFO.Rc: ~3e it: resolved at this annua.l rneetin 6 of Th,~ 
T,--,o:-:ipsoD ,_:ater Users Association annual meetir.G held t'.'18 lOt:~ els:/ 
o±:' /I IJri l 1980, in l oveland, Colorado tna t 'l'h2 'l':1or1ps or. : a. ter users 
lif;;~·ociation is wholly in favor of sue;·, a :.::tudy ccnd heraby subrr,i ts 
it:::; ~upport and urges that said feasibili L,Y .::. ~udy 1~r,.Jc(-:20 vii thout 
t:ti -r,'.:=cessary delay, and urges th2. t the ', ilG anc 1 :~ceni c td vcrs 
t::· :~_;:;si:fication for the Foudre ~::iver b0 l1e1cJ ir, a'.Jey<'L1cc lL'1til suct1 
t:.rne as Gray Mountain studies are finalized and in-c2llit;2rit decisions 
Cc' n be made. 

Vice-Ch&innan 
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410 E. 5th Street 
LovELAND • CoL~)RADO 

March 13, 1980 

Mr. Earl Phipps, Sec./Treas. 
Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
P. 0. Box 679 
Loveland, CO 80537 

Dear Earl: 

• 80537 • 

The City of Loveland has recently been contacted by the Larimer 
County Farm Bureau in connection with the performance of a study 
upon a project to be known as the Grey Mountain-Idlewild darns 
and hydro-electric power plants, to be located on the Cache La 
Poudre River. 

By action of the City Council taken at the March 4, 1980 meeting, 

{303) 667-6130 

I am authorized to inform you that the City Council believes that 
there may be a need for multi-purpose water and hydro-electric power 
plant development to supply energy and water resources in the north­
eastern Colorado area. The City Council further expressed its desire 
to provide, by this letter, an express:inn of their be]ief that a 
feasibility study and environmental irnpi.lct analysis of the above 
mentioned project should be undertaken to determine its desirability 
for the northwestern Colorado area. 

Sincerely, 

Harold O. Kester 
Mayor 

HOK/sm 
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CACHE LA POUDRE WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 
Box 206 
Eaton, Colorado 80615 

March 21, 1980 

Re: Resolution of the Cache--La Poudre Water 
Users Association Supporting the Gray 
Mountair,-Idylwilde Feasibility Study 

We thought you would be interested in receiving a 
copy of a ~esolution recently adopted by the Cache La 
Poudre wa_er Users Association, acting through its 
Board of Directors, again fully supporting the necessary 
feasibility studies for the proposed Gray Mountain­
Idylwi]Je project. 

,tis rapidly dawning on all of us who are concerned 
with the future of Colorado that waters in excess of our 
stat2's compact requirements are annually flowing out of 
t~is state without being used, and this is, from the stand­
JO~nt of Coloradans and in its classic sense, a waste of 
wz, ter. 

It is abundantly evident that we must increase our 
capability to capture and store water and to use water 
more efficiently. The Cache La Poudre Water Users 
Association, a large and active organization that has 
been involved with water matters over a great many years, 
fully recognizes this, and has again renewed its support 
for funding of necessary feasibility studies of the proposed 
Gray Mountain-Idylwilde project on the Cache La Poudre River. 
A complete text of the resolution is attached. 

HS:sh 

Yours very 

/ .r.' ;cd>'~ 

Harla Seaworth 
President, Cache La Poudre 
Water Users Association 
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RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS the Cache La PoucJre Water Users Association 
.is a voluntary organization whose membership includes all 
mutual ditch and irrigation companies diverting from the 
Cache La Poudre River, as well as other entities concerned 
with water matters in the Cache La Poudre watershed, including 
the cities of Fort Collins and Greeley, various water districts, 
Kodak-Colorado, the State Board of Agriculture, and underground 
water users associations; and 

WHEREAS the Association and its members are vitally 
concerned with al 1 aspects of water, including maximizing to 
the greatest extent r:ossible the ability of water users to 
make full and efficient use of the limited supply of water 
which nature provides; and 

WHEREAS the members of this Association are fully 
aware that the continued prosperity of this region is inseparably 
tied to a continuing adequate and reliable supply of water, 
which can be achieved only through the development of an 
increased capability for the storage of water; and 

WHEREAS this Association further recognizes that 
the increasing electrical energy demand of this area can be 
met in part through hydroelectric pJwer generated when 
stored water is released; and 

WHEREAS this Association is convinced that the 
proposed "Gray Mountain - Idylwilde" project would provide 
much-needed water storage capability, would produce hydroelectric 
power, and would permit greater flexjbiJity in the use of 
stored water within the Cache La Pouch·e basin, all in a 
manner compatible with reasonable concerns for the environment. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Association 
renews its endorsement for the funding of all necessary 
studies to determine the feasibility of said Gray Mountain -
Idylwilde project, that such studies be completed as quickly 
as time permits, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that pending completion of 
required feasibility studies, no portion of the Cache La 
Poudre River be designated as a wild, scenic or recreational 
river under the "Wild and Scenic Rivers Act" (P.L. 92-542), if 
such designation would in any manner preclude or hinder the 
ultimate development of the Gray Mountain - Idylwilde project. 

CACHE LA POUDRE WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 

/! /l 
. ' : ' - ,, 

By ( - / /_.. ( I , ,,,,.,, -,I' -~~ .- \. 
___ \...../1~1 -~<_-_.'-( __ {._ ''_, ._~ ____ ,_l _. ,_•_· .,_,_· _. _' __ 

Vice President 

ATTEST: 
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RESOLUTION 

Be it unanimously resolved by the Doard of Truztees 

of The Town of Wellingtofi at a regular meeting in Wellington, 

Colorado on March _u_, 1980 as follows: 

1. That the Town of Wellington recommends that 

money be spent on a feasibili.t~ study for water and power 

development on Cache La Poudre River specifically including 

the possible Grey Mountain Reservoir site. 

2. That this study should be promptly completed 

before any action is taken on any request to designate the 

Cache La Poudre River as a wild and scenic river. 

3. That a copy of this resolutj_on shall be for­

warded to United States Senators Gary Hart and \vil.liam 

Armstrong: Congressman James Johnson and the United States 

Water and Power Resources Service, formerly Bureau of Recla­

mation, Lower Missouri Region. 

Dated: March _ .... , ..... , _, 1980. 

,. 
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FISCHER., BR.OWN, HUDDLESON AND CUNN 

ATTORNEY::; AT LAW 

t LL\/t.: tslTH FLOOR. , ► IRST NATIONAL TOWER POST OFF ICC DRAWER .J 

FOF!T COLLIN 5, COLORADO eo::;22 

AREA CODE 303/482 1056 

May 20, 1980 

TO SELECTED INTERESTED PARTIES: 

WA.RD H F ISCt-1 [. F..­

WILLIAM H. DHOWN 

CHAS.R.HUDDLESON 

WILLIAM C.GUNN 

STEVEN B. RAY 

W. PAUL ECKMAN 

SUBJECT: Resolutions of the Cache La Poudre Water Users 
Association. 

The Cache La Poudre Water Users Association is a 
voluntary non-profit organization. All major water 
users on the Cache La Poudre River are members. The 
membership make-up includes municipalities, industries, 
mutual irrigation companies and underground water users 
associations. 

Earlier, the Cache La Poudre Water Users Association 
has gone on record in support of the proposed feasibility 
study for the "Grey Mountain-Idlywilde" water development 
projectr as well as for other potential projects in the 
Cache La Poudre watershed. 

By recent action of the Board of Directors of the 
Association, it has adopted bvo fol low-up resolutions. 
The first addresses the recent recommendation that the 
Cache La Poudre River be dcsignat~d in great part as a 
"wild" or a "recreational" river and urqes that such des­
ignation not be made at least until completion of neces­
sary feasibility studies. 

The second resolution calls upon the Northern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District to assume the lead role in im­
lementation of feasibility studies. Both resolutions are 
fully set forth as attachments to this letter. 

Sincerely, 

4, ---=.-- u eson E, 

BY: William H. Brown 

·--·-
Gunr. 

Attorneys for the Cache La Poudr< 
Water Users Association 

i'v'HB: c1d 
.l\.ttachment 
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RE~uLUTION 

RE: FEASIBILITY STUDY OF lvATER RESOURCE DEVEOPMENT POTENTIAL 
ON THE POUDRE RIVER. 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Weld County, 

Colorado, pursuant to Colorado statute and the Weld County Home 

Rule Charter, is vested with the authority of administering the 

affairs of Weld County, Colorado, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners recognizes that 

the State of Colorado loses water each year to other states due 

to the lack of adequate water storage facilities, and 

WHEREAS, a 1963 study determined that develQpment and hydro­

power generation on the Poudre River was not feasible because of 

the lack of a market for the power, and 

WHEREAS, it appears that circumstances have changed and a 

demand now exists for electrical power which could be generated, 

and 

WHEREAS, the Water and Power Resource Ser;ice has the capa­

bility of providing for a study of the feasibility of a Poudre 

River development and hydro-power complex study. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of County Com­

missioners of Weld County, Colorado supports a study being under­

taken on the feasibility of development and hydro-power generation 

on the Poudre River and encourages the Regional Director of Water 

and Power Resource Service to consider such a study. 

The above and foregoing Resolution was, on motion duly made 

and seconded, adopted by the following vote on the 5th day of 

March, A.D., 1980. 

County Attorney 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
WELD COUNTY, COLORADO 

/ 2/.i; ,{Ff;· 

Leonard L. Roe, Pro-Tern 

~~ 
Norman Carlson 

Lydp3- Dun ar , . _1 __ , 

: ;,._·. /, 
-c--'-----'/.,-/_,_ / . i / 
June K. Steinrnark 

DATE PRESENTED: MARCH 5, 1980 
N-14 



RESOLU'l'ION 

Be it unanimously resolved by the Doard of Directors 

of The North Poudre Irrigation company at a regular meeting 

in Wellington, Colorado on Wednesday, March 5, 1980 as follows: 

l. That The North Poudre Irrigation Company 

recommends that money be spent on a feasibility study for 

water and power development on Cache La Poudre River specifi­

cally including the possible Grey Mountain Reservoir site. 

2. That this study should be promptly completed 

before any action is taken on any requ~st to designate the 

Cache La Poudre River as a wild and scenic river. 

3. That a copy of this resolution shall be for­

warded to United States Senators Gary Hart and William 

Armstrong; Congressman James Johnson and the United States 

Water and Power Resources Service, formerly Bureau of Recla­

mation, Lower Missouri Region. 

Dated: March 5, 1980. 

THE NORTH POUDRE IRRIGATION CO. 

Vi%~~ 
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NORTI-IBRN COI.DRAOO WATER Ca.'lSERVJ\NCY DIS'l'IUCT 

D-745-3-80 

RESOLU'J'ION ----------
WHEREAS, the dynamic growth and urb:l.nization which has and is occurring 

along the Northern Front-Range area within the b:Jundaries of Northern Colo­
rado Water Conservancy District has create:d near critical needs for 
additional water supplies, electric energy, and recreational opportunities; 
and, 

WHEREAS, a Feasibility Study has been proposed for the Grey Mountain 
Project on the Cache la Poudre River and said project is a multi-purpose 
water and power project that potentially can provide substantial public 
benefits in water conservation, flood control, hydroelectric energy pro­
duction, river regulation, and developnent of recreational opportunities 
for the area affected; and, 

WHEREAS, the benefits and costs of the Grey t-buntain Project cannot 
be determined to their full extent without a full Feasibility Study of the 
proposed project. 

NCM, TIIEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Northern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District, that it fully supports the proposed 
Feasibility Study of the Grey M::iuntain Project and recomnends that the 
funding and completion of the Feasibility Study be pursued by the State 
of Colorado, the Water and Power Resources Service of the United States 
Department of the Interior, or by such other local or regional interests 
as may have that capability. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Board urge the Federal Departments 
of Government charged with analyzing and rerorrrnending to congress Wilder-
ness or Wild and Scenic River designations exclude fran any such designations 
any lands within or i.rrcTediately adjacent to any portion of the potential 
facilities of the Grey t-buntain Project. 

CERTIFICATE 

I, E. F. Phipps do hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy 
of a Resolution unanimously adopted by the Board of Directors of the Northern 
Colorado Water conservancy District at a regular meeting of said Board held in 
Loveland, Colorado, on March 14, 1980. 
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March .26, :i. 980 

La:-imer County Fa.rm Bureau 
'.;-J5 E. !,iou.--i.tain 1.ve. 
Fort Collins, CO 60524 

~i~actora of The Consolidated Eome Supply Ditch & Resarvoir Co, 
anthusiastically support the proposed feasibility study of the 
r.-1:::-ey I•'!o.untain Project on. the ~oudre Fd ;•3r. ??ha desirabili -~y of 
er.eating more high altitude water storage facilities becomes i~­
c1--easingly apparent with each passing year. 

~;s z-eg.ional cities~ rU1"'al water districts, induetries and. ;iowier 
c,:::-1:.:par1ies fir.d it :necessru.-y to acq_uire !nore a.11d ~·::ire CB.r project 
'!;a·i:cr9 added tc their res:pec:ti ve ir!.cr~asinr;: ownership of irriga­
·tion (;::>Llpa.YJ.y water right!>, th2 ~ore our 1.!p[tream wa.ter flows 
·,rill b0 depleted" Return fJ.ow~3 2.s they ◊Ctrn.r ·will effo~t tha 
3treans ever further down str~a..~. 

it h.o.s long bean knov-,n that the furthel~ u.p stre~,; t:-i.$ uur;;lu-:5 
1,'2.ters ct>.n be sto1·ed, ·the greater the l.Jenefi ts l'rom ~~et,zn f'low 

Th b -+- • bl -1- ' • • .. h ~ -~ . ~ . re-uc9. ~ e es., poes1 a w2.y "c mi.n:u:aze ·,., .a F:i.:.u:e-~·cs o:.c :per1-
o.:1ic drouths and oo:casior.:.B.l i'lood.i:nc i ~3 t:i c9.:9-tur~ the water 
du.ring surplua yaars for use dLlt'ln.g yel:lrs oi v';'~~ter ri~c.irte.ga. 

::;ig:iuficent power ravanuss :fr,:,n the ::.!'c11os.;;d Gray ~i~ount:-:: i:1 
project is a feature a.l:,ost ;.1s h!!:pcz-tant z3 is the assur::d 
,,.,2.ter supply and flood prote,Jti':Jn which th·? nsw Pc.udre reservoi!."'c 
s:lll providie. ;Iydro-electric -po·N~r is tha only ;"'ajc-r .2nargy 
3CU:.'!~a that act;;:.:lly L:::prove.3 the onviron::.w:'"lt. ·,.:2,-~:::r :',:.1leas.ac. 
:f:.•cm hydro pl:intc ~onts.in less sedi~~nt &i.d. more oxygEl:i tha~ 
J.099 river water above 'Slleh planti;:;. 

:~-c may be tru::3 ti1at s~lecti·;,re rec.1.--eaticn ~.fiorded 2. ie;,; peop.le 
~~i~;ht b,::. efrec-t9d, ;th-3 pro~)03.ad n•.?W r,Jservoirs ·sill ;rr.,,--ridn 
r ,,:.,.,s ... ,-:,.;. +i·"'•"l T'JO '::.Si •01• J.01 1• ·H ,r.:i::::: ,.,,..._._.,. i:-....-., ''."=:.3.!l"!C,' .-; ·,;-,..:''\ CO" 1d .._·r:v--.•;-·t•}'_,..,~"t,._1:::, ,,~_; ·Jr ~-·._.,_\I ·-'• ""' ·- - u- .,...., _..., -··•-'-' -4- ... I,_: ..... - c,A..11,,. .. ~ - - ~ --- IJL:;_J, 

r~,-.Ji • .J, .... , ~u ... ~ .,....r.; ~,~ 1,.,. ......... ~ 
,:_,._ .. i ;; , :..., ...., ... ~ .- ._ ..... '-'O.__ • 

~:::~~ ·.cj() ·ti;Jn·ti2.l 11•91;~, 1,'J~.t-D!' Sllp:!Jl:.t ±·c;: t~:.:; ~.1-~)J:·tir::~. ~1.f "'t~~.-9 l11l.~~~ J~ 

?,·.::~·168, ccu~;1lec. ,;;i th flond r,rot~~tic;:1r c:::-1:!::f.call:r :~~oc9d futu:r·9 
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elect!·ic powe::r and a new .rr:::creat:ion area .111 C:.)1_:S):'...~~~ -~tJ ;G.::l!~e 
cf th,; Grey MO'..mtain pr-:, jec-t an tu"1.d•?.rt~king whic11 i~: :ieaded 
snd whic!l will pro,re to be a:n int8lli:..:;ei:t i:1.vc-s~;;v~;-r~ in the 
i'utura o! Lar.imsr and tield cotu1tiea and •ci1a folks ·vho li va 
~i.ere. 

c.c. 

~~incera:i...J, 

~-~·~ r{o l{e:lr?:1.es, Sec?·e·t0r.) 1 

T~Ii~ (! ()l !S -~; l 3: I;_:~.:,::~~ :·: ::.~ .. ~~~ ~J L: IJ~;; L "'! .l.11 'tC; :-r 
-~I-~D RE3ER"'lGIR tJf)i~:~lJi~i-rY 
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HILL AN□ HILL 
ATTORNEYS Ar LAW 

ALDEN T. HILL 
Al..O:a:l't V. HILL 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPOR.+.TION 

FORT COLLINS, COLORADO 80522 

STEPHl:N J. LAUER 
CHARLES s. UNFUG 

P.O. BOX 421 
160 WEST MOUNTAIN AVE. 

TELEPHONE 482-3683 

June 6, 1980 

Honorable Gary Hart 
United States Senator 
Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Honorable James Johnson 
United States Representative 
Room 514 
Cannon House Bldg. 
Washington, D.C~ 20515 

Honorable William Armstrong 
United States Senator 
Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Honorable Richard Lamm 
Governor, State of Colorado 
State Capital Bldg. 
Denver, CO. 80203 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1250 N. Wilson Avenue 
Loveland, CO 80537 

Gentlemen: 

On behlaf of The North Poudre Irrigation Company, 
we enclose a Resolution dated June 4, 1980, pertaining to a 
study on the Cache La Poudre River~ 

AVH:ns 
Enclosure 

We would appreciate your favorable c_onsideration. 

Very truly yours, 

(
"1 t' .,/, - , / j / ;:J~J., I/, 

_,,(. ,~!...f_..-, .,,.. ., • . r".. 

Alden V. Hill 
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RESOLUTION 

The Larimer County Farm·Bureau, through its water 

resources development steering committee, has sought and is 

seeking, initiation and completion of the feasibility of the 

Grey Mountain-Idylwild Project on the Cache La Poudre River. 

The project is being studied as a means of meeting the needs 

of this_ growing area of the front range for additional flood 

control, water supply, hydro-electric energy production, and 

recreational opportunities. Although the potential of the 

water resources of the cache La Poudre River to meet these 

needs appears promising, detailed hydraulic,engineering, and 

environmental studies of the proposed project and its alternative 

are necessary to.determine with certainty, the extent of 

that potential. 

The United States Forest Service released on April 

8, 1980, a draft Environmental Impact Statement and study 

report which recommended that certain segments of the Cache 

La Poudre River and its tributaries be designated either 

wild, scenic, or ~ecreational under the provisions of the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. (PL90-542) The Grey 

Mountain-Idylwild Project would be totally precluded if the 

preferred alternative recommended in the report is approved 

by the u. S. Congress and the river is so designated; in 

such a case, the feasibility study sought would be a waste 

of money, time, and effort. 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That the officials of 

the u. s. Forest Service who must submit the Cache La Poudre 

Wild and Scenic River recommendations to Congress, following 

a ninety (90) day review period from the date of issuance of 

the report, be requested to delete from recommendations of 
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such report the designation of all of the main stream of 

the Cache La Poudre River fror.1 Cham=~rs Lake to the east~rn 

boundary of Roosevelt National Forest until the proposed 

feas"ibility study for the Grey Mountain Project is• completed 

and the feasibility of developing all or part of the project 

is fully determined. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the same request be 

made of the United States Congress, through delivering to 

the following United States Senators and Congressman a copy 

of this Resolution: (Copies are also sent to Governor and 
Conservation Board). 

SENATOR GARY HART 
SENATOR WILLIAM ARMSTRONG 
CONGRESSMAN JAMES JOHNSON 
GOVERNOR RICHARD LAMM 
COLORADO WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 

Adopted by unanimous vote of The North Poudre 

Irrigation Company, Board of Directors, at a meeting in 

fort Collins, Colorado on June p _..,,.;£----' 1980. 
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RESOLlJflON 

WHEREAS the Cache La Poudre \.later Users Association is a non­
profit corporation ,.,hose members include all of the major '-'ater users on 
the Cache La Poudre River, including major u1utual irrigation companies, 
industries, municipalities, water districts, and underground water users 
associations; and 

WHEREAS the Association is convinced that it is essential, in 
order to preserve the viability of our region's agricultural economy and 
to ·provide for the needs of future generations who \Jill live in the 
Cache La Poudre Basin, that an adequate supply of \Jater be insured and 

WHEREAS this Association believes that such assurance can only 
be achieved if \JC identify and plan for our future needs now, and 

WHEREAS this Association, in keeping with its beliefs, has 
heretofore endorsed the funding of necessary feasibility studies for the 
"Gray Mountain-Idylwilde" project, and 

WHEREAS this Association further supports and endorses a 
feasibility study of the entire Yater development potential of the Cache 
La Poudre River and its tributaries, believing that such a study is an 
essential first step in developing the necessary storage capabilities so 
vital to our continued Yell-being, and 

WHEREAS the United States Department of Agrkulture, Forest 
Service, has recently released a Draft Environmental Impnct Statement 
and Study Report pertaining to the upper 74 miles of the Cache La Poudre 
River, under the "Wild and Scenic Rivers Act" (P.L. 92-542); and 

WHEREAS the recommendations in said study would, if adopted by 
Congress, preclude the construction of any projects for the purposes of 
wnter storage, flood control, and the generation of hydroelectricity in 
all but a 5-mile segment near the mouth of the river's canyon; nnd 

WHEREAS the existence of this report jeopardizes the ultimate 
beneficial development of the river, and approval of the recommendntions 
contained in the report by the United States Congress ,.,ould render 
feasibility studies an exercise in futility. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Fo;:-est Service reconsider 
its recommendations in light of the devastating repercussions they Yould 
have if adopted, and further urges the Forest Service to recommend to 
Congress that no part of the Cache La Poudre River be designated as 
Yild, scenic or recreational under the \.lild and Scenic Rivers Act until 
such time as proposed feasability studies have been completed and deten»inations 
regarding the most appropriate development of storage, flood control and 
hydroelectric facilities have been made. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Congress of the United States 
not designate any portion of the Cache La Poudre River as a ,.,ild, scenic 
or recreational river until these steps have been accomplished. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of t.lds resolution be made 
availabl-e to the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service; 
to the Colorado Departroent of Natural Re'sources, Color;,do \.later Conservation 
Board; to the Colorado \.later Congress, and to Colorado's Congressional 
delegation. 

ADOPTEJl by 
tr.rough its Board of 

the Cache La Poudre \.later Users Association, by and 
Directors, on ':Yr1,ft.1.,1 .J!]_, 1980. 

6 
CAOJE LA POUDRE l..'ATER USERS ASSOCIATION 

ATTEST: 

BY: //),- • ~~ ~~'/ /J,,d.:.~?{,. 
Sc,c,reta(y, 
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RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS the Cache La Poudre Water Users Association endorses 
and supports the undertaking and completion of an appropriate study to 
determine the feasibility of the proposed "Gray Hountain-Idylwilde" 
water storage-flood control-hydroelectric project, as well as necessary 
studies to determine other appropriate and viable projects which would 
result 1n increasing the availability of water in the Cache La Poudre 
Basin; and 

WHEREAS the Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District is 
presently in existence and has the expertise and capability to take the 
lead role in sponsoring and bringing about such studies; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Cacne La Poudre Water 
Users Association hereby urges the Northern Colorado Water Conservancy 
District to accept the responsibility of coordinating, managing and 
taking all other steps to bring about such studies as may be necessary 
to determine the feasibility of the Gray Hountain-Idylwilde project as 
well as other water storage-flood control-hydroelectric projects in the 
Cache La Poudre River Basin, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Association and its constituent 
members assist in all appropriate ways said District in the development 
and completion of such studies. 

ADOPTED by the Cache La Poudre Water Users Association, by and 
through its Board of Directors, on ~/9 , 1980. 

CAOIE LA POUDRE WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 

ATTEST: 
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WELD COUNTY FARM BUREAU 

Member of Colorado Farm Bureau 
2205 Fint Ave11ue, ■ £ 

GREELEY, COLORADO 80631 

Weld County Farm Bureau has become increasingly aware of the 

possibility of inadequate recreation and flood control facilities 

on the Cache La Poudre River, as well as insufficient water and 

energy supplies, in the years ahead. 

Since the vital functions of the nation depend on an adequate 

supply of energy, we are also greatly concerned about the cost 

and availability of clean, renewable, hydro-electric power in the 

future as well as at the present time. 

Be it resolved: Since Farm Bureau is not in a position to 

fully implement and supervise a feasibility study of the Grey 

Mountain-ldylwild dams and hydro-electric projects and a compre­

hensive study of the alternatives to water storage facilities 

on the Poudre River, 

We do hereby respectfully request the Northern Colorado 

Water Conservancy District to be the agent to implement such a 

feasibility study and the environmental assessment of any proposed 

action necessary to support the study. 

Weld County Farm Bureau is eager to assist and cooperate with 

the District as well as other agencies, organizations and 

individuals to bring this study to completion. 

J~ <;9,YN~,,FfRM BUREAU p8OARD OF 

1/"-Z ~~~"l 
Mike ungenbe rg ~ 

.DIRECTORS 

President, WCFB 
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POLICY RESOLUTION 

The steady growth of the ~upulation of Larimer 

County in the past few years has brought to the attention of 

The North Poudre Irrigation Company the probability that 

existing recreation and flood control facilities on the 

Cache La Poudre River as well as supplies of water and 

energy will prove totally insufficient for the needs of the 

area in the years to come. 

Further, since our nation at this time is seeking 

to improve the utilization of domestic energy resources, we 

are concerned that the use of low cost, clean, renewable 

hydro-electric power be promoted, both now and in the future. 

Therefore, be it resolved: The North Poudre Irri­

gation Company, because it is not in a·position itself to 

fund, implement, or supervise a feasibility qtudy of the 

Grey Mountain-Idylwild Oams and hydro-electric projects 

together with a comprehensive study of the alternatives to 

water storage facilities on the Poudre River hereby requests 

The Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District to implement 

such a feasibility study arid to undertake the necessary 

environmental assessment of any proposed action. 

The North Poudre Irrigation Company desires to 

assist in this effort and intends to provide its cooperation 

to the District and any other individual, organization, or 

a9ency working to complete this study. 

THE NORTH POUDRE IRRIGATION COMPANY 

Signed June 4, 1980 
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J ·-•·•-·····-. 

RES.O.LU.l 

- :f(j_,1~_;,_,_.. -J.,..l..c.. 'l(..<,sO. 

lJ·'"1 ·!N 

.. 

WHEREAS, THE BoARD oF CouNTY CoMr~1ss10NERs RECOGNIZES THE 

NEED FOR ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLIES FOR MUNICIPAL, INDUSTRIAL AND 

AGRICULTURAL PURPOSES; AND 

WHEREAS, THE STATE OF COLORADO AND LARIMER COUNTY MAY 

LOSE MANY ACRE-FEET OF WATER EACH YEAR TO OTHER STATES DUE 

TO A LACK OF ADEQUATE WATER STORAGE FACILITIES; AND 

WHEREAS, ~ATION-WIDE CONCERN HAS BEEN EXPRESSED ABOUT 

THE CONTINUED VIABILITY OF AGRICULTURE; AND 

WHEREAS, DITCH COMPANIES, INTERESTED MUNICIPALITIES, 

WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICTS, PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS AND WELD 

COUNTY HAVE EXPRESSED INTEREST IN A FEASIBILITY STUDY OF 

A PouDRE RIVER WATER STORAGE STUDY; AND 

WHEREAS, MANY QUESTIONS HAVE BE~N RAISED AS TO THE 

FISCAL, SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, WHICH MAY BE 

ANSWERED BY A FEASIBILITY STUDY, 

NOW., THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED DY rnE LARIMER COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONER~ THAT A OBJECTIVE FEAStBILITY STUDY 

OF ALL REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES FOR ADDITIONAL WATER STORN'.~E 

lN THE POUDRE BASIN BE UNDERTAKEN BY T8E APPROPRIATE STATE 

AND/OR FEDERAL AGENCIES, 

q ,U'-' 
DONE THIS _,_ __ DAY OF APRIL, 1%0 

3() - (S•I 

LARIMER COUNTY BOAIW OF CO/·L"tlSSIO!lERS 

CS E Ii U ..... 
. \ 
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RESOURCE 
Segment 1 

{recreational) 

Segment 2 

{recreational) 

Ecological Att. 
Beneficial, effect would pre­

serve and protect natural 
riverine system and riparian 
habitat 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key deer and elk winter 
range 

Beneficial, effect would 
reduce potential for adverse 
impacts to air/water quality 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve and protect natural 
riverine system and riparian 
ha bi tat 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key deer, elk, bighorn 
sheep winter range 

Beneficial, effect would 
reduce potential for adverse 
impacts to air/water quality 

El} FORECAST: 

Cultural Att. 

A -
Aesthetic Att. 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve scenic quality 

Beneficial, effect would 
protect freeflowing quality 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain river access 

Beneficial, effect would pro­
tect freeflowing quality 

Adverse, effect would limit 
developed recreation experi­
ence by eliminating new camp 
ground 

Beneficial, effect would 
enhance dispersed recreation 
experience 

NOTE'.> 
use of less-tfian-fee techniques 

provides maintenance of 
existing condition 

secondary effect 

six miles of quality trout 
water 

secondary effect 

two miles of quality trout 
water 

► 
""CJ 
""CJ 
1"17 
;z 
0 
1--1 

X 

0 



RESOURCE 
Segment 3 

( recrea ti ona 1) 

o Segment 4 
I 

N 
(recreational) 

Ecological Att. 
Beneficial, effect would pre­

serve and protect natural 
riverine system and riparian 
habitat 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key big game winter 
range 

Beneficial, effect would 
reduce potential for adverse 
impacts to air/water quality 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve and protect natural 
riverine system and riparian 
habitat 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key big game winter 
range 

Beneficial, effect would 
reduce potential for adverse 
impacts to air/water quality 

EQ FORECAST:_!._ 

Cultural Att. Aes thetk Att. 

Beneficial, effect would 
protect freeflowing quality 

Adverse, effect would limit 
developed recreation experi­
ence by eliminating new 
campground 

Beneficial, effect would 
enhance dispersed recreation 
experience 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve scenic quality 

Beneficial, effect would pro­
tect freeflowing quality 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain river access 

NOTES 

secondary effect, especially 
important to less-adaptable 
bighorn sheep 

five miles quality trout water 

secondary effect, especially 
important to less-adaptable 
bighorn sheep 

ten miles of quality fishing 
water 



0 
I 
w 

RESOtmCE 
Segment 5 

(wild) 

Segment 6 

(wild) 

Segment 7 

(recreational) 

Segment 8 (wild) 

Ecological Att. 
Beneficial, effect offers an 

additional increment of pro­
tection where simultaneous 
with Wilderness designation 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve and protect natural 
riverine system and riparian 
habitat 

Beneficial, effect offers an 
additional increment of pro­
tection where simultaneous 
with Wilderness designation 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve and protect natural 
riverine system and riparian 
habitat 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key winter range 

Beneficial, effect would 
reduce potential for adverse 
impacts to air/water quality 

EQ FORECAST: _a___ 

Cultural Att. Aesthetic Att. 

Beneficial, effect would 
protect freeflowing quality 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve scenic quality 

Beneficial, effect would pro­
tect freeflowing quality 

Adverse, effect would elimi­
nate lake fishing experience 

Adverse, effect would locate 
planned developed site out­
side corridor 

NOTES 
the Act provides that when an 

area is included in both the 
National Wilderness Preserva­
tion System and the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 
the more restrictive provi­
sions will apply 

18 miles quality trout water 

eight miles quality trout water 

designation would preclude 
construction of Rockwell 

secondary effect 

two miles of quality fishing 
water 

no significant effects; four 
miles of quality water 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 1 

Segment 2 

Segment 3 

Segment 4 

Segment 5 

(wild) 

Segment 6 

(wild) 

Ecologfcal Att. 

Beneficial, effect offers an 
additional increment of pro­
tection where simultaneous 
with Wilderness designation 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve and protect natural 
riverine system and habitat 

Beneficial, effect offers an 
additional increment of pro­
tection where simultaneous 
with Wilderness designation 

EQ FORECAST: J!.._ 

Cultural Att. Aesthetic Att. 

Beneficial, effect would mini­
mize negative impacts to 
freeflowing condition of 
upstream regulation 

NOTES 

no significant effects 

no significant effects 

no significant effects 

no significant effects 

the Act provides that when an 
area is included in both the 
National Wilderness Preserva­
tion System and the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 
the more restrictive provi­
sions will apply 

Rockwell releases designed to 
protect and be in harmony with 
values 
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RESOURC[ 

Segment 7 

( recrea ti ona 1) 

Segment 8 

(wild) 

Ecological Att. 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve and protect reaches 
upstream of Rockwell 

Beneficial, effect would allow 
some control of Rockwell 
releases 

Beneficial, effect would 
reduce potential for adverse 
impacts to air/water quality 

EQ FOREC/\ST: B 

Cultural /\tt. /I.es thetl c .l\tt. NOT[:; 

use of less-than-fee techniques 
provides maintenance of 
existing condition 

consistent with provisions of 
Act 

no significant effects 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 

6 miles 
1920 T acres 
400 Federal 

Ecological Att. 

natural riverine system and 
riparian habitat in nearly 
existing condition 

deerielk key winter range suit. 
reduced by 80% 

air quality declines slightly 

water quality declines slightly 

EQ FORECAST: C 

Cultural Att. 

2 identified sites: pre­
hi stork 

Aesthetic Att. 

scenic quality; loss of 10% of 
retention VQO 

freeflowing river quality 

developed recreation experiencE 

dispersed recreation experiencE 

NOTE:; 

96 acres aquatic, 1824 terrest., 360 ripar­
ian 

400 acres remain suit. as wildlife habitat; 
1520 acres of wildlife habitat less suit­
able through development and disturbance; 
irreversible loss 

some impacts related to development; auto 
emissions and wood smoke: current stand­
ards to be met 

potential for adverse impacts from addi­
tional development, habitation, and 
sewage: current standards to be met 

sites will remain 

25% in distinctive variety class; 85% 
remains in retention VQO 

full sensory experie1ce maintained, but 
potential for modification of waterway 
exists 

site/150 PAOT 

river boating experience II 5 miles in heavy use during season: AWA 
rating 2-4; 

river fishing experience II 6 miles of quality trout area; 

river access by public reduced II statewide trend to fence and restrict 
access presumed; loss of 3 miles, 
irretrievable loss 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 2 

12 miles 
3840 T acres 
3620 Federal 

Ecological Att. 

natural riverine system and ri­
parian habitat in nearly 
existing condition 

deer/elk/bighorn sheep key 
winter range suit. reduced by 
10% 

air quality declines slightly 

water quality declines slightly 

EQ FORECAST:_!;_ 

Cultural Att. 

no identified sites 

Aestheti.c Att. 

scenic quality; slight loss of 
retention VQO 

freeflowing river quality 

developed recreation experience 
expanded 

dispersed recreati01 oppor­
tunity unchanged 

NOTE:; 

117 acres aquatic, 3723 terrest., 1220 
riparian 

3620 acres remain suit. as wildlife habit­
at; 200 acres lost through development 
and disturbance; irreversible loss 

minor impacts from increased auto emis­
sions: current standards to be met 

potential for adverse impacts from addi­
tional development, habitation, and 
sewage: current standards to be met 

35% in distinctive variety class; 95% 
remains in retenticn VQO 

full sensory experience maintained, but 
potential for modification of waterway 
exists 

11 sites/185 units/925 PAOT; impacts of 
additional 100 unit campground to be 
mitigated 

river boating experience 1112 miles in moderate to heavy use during 
season: AWA rating 4-6; 

river fishing experience 110 miles of quality trout area; 

river access by public reduced statewide trend to fence and restrict 
access presumed; loss of½ mile, 
irretrievable loss 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 3 

9 miles 
2880 T acres 
2680 Federal 

Ecological Att. 

natural riverine system and 
habitat in nearly existing 
condition 

deer/elk/bighorn sheep key 
winter rnage suit. reduced by 
20% 

air quality declines slightly 

water quality declines slightly 

EQ FORECAST:_£_ 

Cultural Att. 

no identified sites 

Aes thet k Att. 

scenic quality; slight loss of 
retention VQO 

freeflowing river quality 

developed recreation experience 
expanded 

dispersed recreation experience 
expanded.,, 

river boating experience 

river fishing experience 
enhanced 

NOTES 

90 acres aquatic, 2790 terrest., 1150 
riparian: some minor losses of terrest. 
due to increased private development 

3620 acres remain suit. wildlife habitat; 
200 acres lost through development and 
disturbance; irreversible loss 

minor impacts from increased auto emis­
sions: current standards to be met 

potential for adverse impacts from addi­
tional development, habitation, and 
sewage: current stanrdards to be met 

25% in distinctive variety class; 95% 
in retention VQO 

full sensory experience maintained, but 
potential for modification of waterway 
exists 

6 sites/228 units/1180 PAOT; impacts of 
additional 100 unit campground to be 
mitigated 

9 miles in heavy use during season: AWA 
rating 4 

5 miles of quality trout area; 
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RESOURCE 
Segment 4 

17 miles 
5440 T acres 
1660 Federal 

Ecological Att. 
natural riverine system and 

habitat in nearly existing 
condition 

deer/elk/bighorn sheep key 
winter range suit. reduced by 
30% 

air quality declines slightly 

water quality declines slightly 

EQ FORECAST:...£_ 

Cultural Att. 

5 identified sites: 3 pre­
historic, 2 historic 

Aesthetic fltt. 

scenic quality; loss of 15% of 
retention VQO 

freeflowing river quality 

NOTES 
205 acres aquatic,-5235 terresL; 3Hl0 

riparian: some losses of terrest. due 
to increased private development, but 
most occurs in enclaves 

1600 acres remain suit. as wildlife habit­
at; 3840 acres of habitat less suitable 
through development and disturbance; 
irreversible loss 

some impacts related to development; auto 
emissions and wood smoke: current 
standards to be met 

potential for adverse impacts from addi­
tional development, habitation, and 
sewage: current standards to be met 

sites will remain 

60% in distinctive variety class; 60% 
remains in retention VQO; 1rrevers. loss 

full sensory experience maintained, but 
potential for modification of waterway 
exists 

maintained Moraine Geologic site 
developed recreation experienc115 sites/19 units/196 PAOT; includes Home 

dispersed recreation opportun-
ity reduced 

river boating experience II 17 miles in moderate to heavy use during 
season: AWA rating 2-3; 

river fishing experience II 10 miles of quality trout area; 

river access by public reduced II statewide trend to fence and restrict 
access is presumed; loss of 8 miles, 
irretrievable loss 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 5 

18 miles 
5760 acres 
5760 Federal 

Ecological Att. 

natural riverine system and 
habitat in existing condition 

air quality protected 

water quality protected 

EQ FORECAST: _j;_ 

Cultural Att. 

no identified sites 

Aesthetic Att. 

scenic quality protected; 100% 
in preservation VQO 

freeflowing river quality pro­
tected 

dispersed recreation experiencE 
enhanced 

river fishing experience en­
hanced 

NOTES 

89 acres aquatic, 5671 terrest., 1840 
riparian; 9 miles protected and man­
aged as Wilderness, 9 miles protected 
and managed as National Park 

high quality assured 

high quality assured 

50% in distinctive variety class; 100% 
in preservation VQO 

full sensory experience maintained; 
modifications to waterway prohibited 

18 miles of quality trout area; 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 6 

8 miles 
2560 T acres 
2420 Federal 

Ecological /\tt. 

natural riverine system and 
habitat is modified by flows 
from Rockwell 

deer/elk key winter range is 
preserved 

air quality protected 

water quality declines slightly 

EQ FOREC/\ST: C 

Cultural Alt. 

no identified sites 

Aesthetic Alt. 

scenic quality protected; 85% 
in preservation VQO 

freeflowing river quality is 
modified 

river fishing experience is 
impacted 

NOTES 

19 acres aquatic, 2541 terrest., 128 
riparian; 8 miles protected and man­
aged as a Wilderness; potential for 
lower quality aquatic habitat 

2451 acres suitable; includes range allot­
ments 

high quality assured 

potential for adverse impacts from up­
stream releases from Rockwell 

851 in distinctive variety class; 85% 
remains in retention VQO 

flow will be dependent upon Rockwell 
releases; actual flows unknown, but 
will be less than rxisting natural vol­
umes; most sensory exper. maintained 

potential for reduced quality and 
quantity of experience due to reduced 
flows; 

dispersed recreation experienc41 8 miles of quality trout area; 
enhanced 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 7 

9 miles 
2880 T acres 
1600 Federal 

Eco log lea l Att. 

natural riverine system and 
habitat; modified or lost 
in area of Rockwell Reserv. 

deer/elk key winter range is 
reduced by 45% 

air quality declines slightly 

water quality declines slightlj 

EQ FORECAST:....£_ 

Cultural Att. 

no identified sites 

Aesthetic Att. 

scenic quality; loss of 10% of 
retention VQO 

freeflowing river quality 
modified by reservoir 

developed recreation experienc1 

dispersed recreation experienc1 

river fishing experience re­
duced 

river access by public reduced 

NOTES 
30 acres aquatic (river), 140 acres 

aquatic (lake), 2695 terrestrial (150 
acre loss to inundation and road 
reloc.), 943 remain in riparian (loss 
of 167 acres); losses are irreversible 

300 acres remain suit. after construction 
and impoundment; 160 acres irreversible 
loss 

some impacts related to development; auto 
emissions and wood smoke: current 
standards to be met 

potential for adverse impacts from addi­
tional development, habitation, and 
sewage: current standards to be met 

100% in common variety class; 75% remains 
in retention VQO; impacts of dam and 
new road balanced ly reservoir, but 
only at full pool 

above reservoir site full sensory exper., 
at and below site characteristic is 
modified 

4 sites/29 units/655 PAOT; additional 
100 units of camping to be mitigated 

expand opportunity - diversity of experi­
ence increased 

loss of more than l mile of river exper.; 
new flatwater fishing experience 

statewide trend to fence and restrict 
access presumed; loss of 2 miles, irret. 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 8 

8 miles 
1280 T acres 
1220 Federal 

Ecological Att. 

natural riverine system and 
habitat in existing conditio~ 
protection of T&E habitat for 
greenback cutthroat trout 

air quality protected 

water quality protected 

EQ FORECAST:~ 

Cultura 1 lltt. 

no identified sites 

l\esthet1c Att. NOTES 

15 acres aquatic, 1265 terrest., 346 
riparian;~ mile protected and man­
aged as Wilderness and 3/4 miles 
protected and managed as National Park 

high quality assured 

scenic quality protected; 100111 aos in distinctive variety class; 100% in 
in preservation VQO preservation VQO 

freeflowing river quality pro- II full sensory experience preserved 
tected 

dispersed recreation experience 
enhanced 

river fishing experience pre­
served 

8 miles quality trout area 
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RESOURCE 

Segment l 

Ecological Att. 

Adverse, effect would cause 
near total loss of natural 
riverine system and riparian 
habitat 

Adverse, effect would cause 
near total loss of key deer 
and elk winter range 

Beneficial, effect would in­
crease aquatic habitat in 
reservoir 

EQ FORECAST: D 

Cultural Att. 

Adverse, effect would inun­
date 2 prehistoric sites 

Aesthetic Att. 

Adverse, effect would reduce 
scenic quality; negative im­
pacts from road relocatioo 

NOTES 

inundation of more than 7 miles of river 
within corridor; loss of natural fish­
ery, riparian, and small-non-game habitat 
irreversible losses 

irreversible loss 

loss of 45% from retention VQO, irrevers.; 
positive impacts when reservoir is at 
full pool 

Adverse, effect would eliminatfil loss is nearly total in segment, irrevers. 
freeflowing quality 

Adverse, effect would eliminat~I loss is nearly total, irreversible 
quality trout river fishing 
experience 

Beneficial, effect would modi­
fy developed recreation 
experience and add flatwater 
experience opportunities 

Beneficial, effect would add 
new opportunities for boat­
ing experience 

Beneficial, effect would add 
reservoir fishing experience 
with opportunity for new var 

developed recreation experience diversity 

powerboating, sailing, other flatwater 
opportunities 

fishing experience diversity 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 2 

Ecol og I c.a 1 II t t. 

Adverse, effect would modify 
natural riverine system and 
riparian habitat through reg­
ulation of river flow; spawn­
ing beds, food supply, aquati 
habitat impacted 

Adverse, effect of conduit re­
duces-access to key deer, 
elk, bighorn sheep winter 
range, dfsturbance, and po­
tential for mortality in 
ditch 

EQ FORECAST: _J)__ 

Cuiturai l\tt. Aesthetic Att. 

Adverse, effect would reduce 
scenic quality as water flow 
is a sensitive component of 
visual experience 

Adverse, effect would modify 
freeflowing quality 

Adverse, effect would reduce 
flows to make river boating 
experience unavailable for 
most of year 

Adverse, effect of reduced 
water flows on fisheries 

NOTES 

loss of riparian, potential loss of pro­
ductivity of river; significant amounts 
of water are removed from channel and 
diverted to conduit; 

portions of conduit will be tunneled, but 
lined surface reaches cause significant 
effects; irreversible 

during winter season, flows likely to be 
in excess of unregulated normals; during 
summer season, flows likely to be re­
duced from unregulated normals 

irretrievable loss, dependent upon flow 
below Rockwell contributin~ to channel 

irreversible loss 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 3 

Ecological Att. 

Adverse, effect would modify 
natural riverine system and 
riparian habitat through 
regulation of river flow at 
Rustic Diversion for about 6 
miles, spawning beds, food 
supply, habitat impacted 
below Diversion 

Adverse, effect of conduit re­
duces access to key deer, 
elk, and bighorn sheep winter 
range, disturbance, and po­
tential for mortality in 
ditch 

EQ FORECAST: _L 

Cultura 1 At t. Aesthetic Att. 

Adverse, efect would reduce 
scenic quality as water flow 
is a sensitive component of 
visual experience 

Adverse, effect would reduce 
developed recreation experi­
ence at riverside campground! -Adverse, effect would modify 
freeflowing quality 

Adverse, ef~ect would reduce 
flows to make river boaring 
experience unavailable for 
most of year 

Adverse, effect would probably 
reduce ftshi ng experience to 
put-and-take 

NOTE$ 

loss of riparian, potential loss of 
productivity of river; significant 
amounts of water are removed from 
channel and diverted to conduit 

portions of conduit will be tunneled, 
but lined surface reaches cause 
significant effects; irreversible 

experience sensitive to five-sensing 
appreciation; period of reduced flows 
corresponds with period of greatest use 

during winter season, flows likely to be 
in excess of unregulated normals; during 
sunmer season, flows likely to be re­
duced from unregulated normals 

irreversible loss 

irreversible loss 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 4 

Ecological /\tt. 

Adverse, effect would cause los 
of½ of natural riverine 
system and riparian habitat 

Adverse, effect would cause 
loss of key deer, elk, and 
bighorn sheep winter range 

Beneficial, effect would 
increase aquatic habitat in 
reservoir 

EQ FORECAST: _Q_ 

Cultural /\tt. 

Adverse, effect would inun­
date 3 prehistoric and 2 
historic sites 

/\esthet1c Att. 

Adverse, effect would reduce 
scenic quality; negative 
impacts from road relocation 

Adverse, effect would eliminate 
freeflowing quality 

NOTES 

inundation of nearly 8 miles of river; 
loss of natural fishery, riparian, 
and small-non-game habitat; irrever­
sible losses 

irreversible loss, especially critical 
to less-tolerant bighorn sheep 

new species introduction possible 

loss of 50% from retention FQO; irrevers.; 
positive impacts when reservoir is at 
full pool 

loss is nearly total, irreversible 

Adverse. effect would eliminatJI campground inundated 
developed recreation experi-
ence at Sleeping Elephant 

Adverse, effect would eliminate 
quality trout fishing experi 
ence 

Beneficial, effect would modify 
developed recreation experi­
ence and add flatwater experi 
ence opportunities 

Beneficial, effect would add 
new opportunities for boat­
ing experience 

loss is nearly total, irreversible 

developed recreation experience diversity 

powerboating, sailing, other flatwater 
opportunities 

Beneficial, effect would add II fishing experience diversity 
reservoir fishing experience, 
with opportunity for new var. 

sites must be dug and oirated 
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RESOURCE 

Segment 5 

Segment 6 

Segment 7 

Segment 8 

Ecological Att. 

EQ FORECAST: D 

Cultura 1 At t. Aesthetic Att. NOTE$ 

no significant effects 

no significant effects 

no significant effects 

no significant effects 
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RESOURCE Ecological Att. 

Segment 1 IIAdverse, effect would reduce 
big game use. 

Segment 2 IIBeneficial, effect would pre-
serve and protect natural 

(recreational) riverine system and habitat 

Segment 3 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key winter range 

Beneficial, effect would reduce 
potential for adverse impacts 
to air/water quality 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve and protect natural 
riverine system and habitat 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key winter range 

Beneficial, effect would reduce 
potential for adverse impacts 
lo air/water quality 

EQ FORECAST: _I._ 

Cultural Att. Aestheti.c Att. 

Beneficial, effect would pro­
tect freeflowing quality 

Adverse, effect would limit 
developed recreation experi­
ence by eliminating new 
campground 

Beneficial, effect would en­
hance dispersed recreation 
experience 

Beneficial, effect would pro­
tect freeflowing quality 

Adverse, effect would limit 
developed recreation experi­
ence by eliminating new 
campgrounds 

NOTES 

About 1520 acres of land is less suitable 
wildlife habitat through development. 

This primarily is deer and elk winter 
range. 

Secondary effect. 

secondary effect, especially important to 
less-tolerant bighorn sheep 
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RESOURCE Ecological Att. 

Segment 3 (cont) 

Segment 4 Beneficial, effect would pre-
serve and protect natural 

(recreational) riverine system and habitat 

Segment 5 

(wild) 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key winter range 

Beneficial, effect would reduce 
potential for adverse impacts 
to air/water quality 

Beneficial, effect offers an 
additional increment of pro­
tection where simultaneous 
with Wilderness designation 

EQ FORECAST: ...L,_ 

Cultural Att. Aesthetic Att. 

Beneficial, effect would en­
hance dispersed recreation 
experience 

Beneficial, effect would pre­
serve scenic quality 

Beneficial, effect would pro­
tect freeflowing quality 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain river access 

Beneficial, effect would en­
hance dispersed recreation 
experience 

NOTES 

secondary effect, especially important to 
less-tolerant bighorn sheep 

the Act provides that when an area is 
included in both the National Wilderness 
Preservation System and the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the 
more restrictive provisions will apply 
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EQ FORECAST: _L 

RESOURCE Ecological Att. l Cultural /ltt. I Aesthetic /ltt. II NOTE'..> 
I I 

,Segment 6 Beneficial, effect would pre-
serve and protect natural 

(wild) riverine system and habitat 

Beneficial, effect offers an 
additional increment of pro­
tection where simultaneous 
with Wilderness designation 

Segment 7 1 Beneficial, effect would pre-
serve and protect natural 

(recreational riverine system and habitat 

Segment 8 
(wild) 

Beneficial, effect would main­
tain key winter range 

Beneficial, effect would reduc• 
potential for adverse impact: 
to air/water quality 

Beneficial, effect would 
protect freeflowing quality 

Beneficial, effect would pro­
tect freeflowing quality 

Adverse, effect would eliminat 
lake fishing experience 

Adverse, effect would locate 
planned developed site out­
side corridor 

designation would preclude construction 
of Rockwell 

secondary effect 

no significant effects 
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CACHE LA POUDRE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY 

ADDENDUM TO FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT AND STUDY REPORT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose of Addendum 

This Addendum to the Final Study Report has been prepared to analyze two 
alternatives not examined in previous documents and identify the Federal 
and the State of Colorado recommendations for consideration by the 
President and the Congress (See Chapter II). 

In early 1981, a Final Environmental Impact Statement and Study Report 
(FEIS/SR) on the Cache La Poudre River was completed by the Forest Service, 
USDA, and the State of Colorado. The Final Report recommended designation 
of 39 miles of the Poudre1 s upper reaches, but suggested that a decision on 
the lower reaches be deferred until better information became available 
with which to assess the trade-offs between preservation of the River and 
water resource development. 

Since completion of the Final Report, yet before its submission to the 
Congress, a study of the upper Poudre basin was finalized by the Tudor 
Engineering Corporation under a contract to the State of Colorado. The 
conclusions of that study, while not considerate of development options 
in the entire Cache la Poudre River basin, are sufficient to provide cur­
rent data with which to resolve some of the uncertainty that was present 
in the Final Report (See Section C of this Chapter). The study results 
have satisfied the State and Department of Agriculture (USDA), that know­
ledgeable recommendations may now be made on the main stem reaches of the 
Poudre River within the study area. 

B. Relation of Addendum to FEIS and Study Report 

The Final Study Report contains the main body of information necessary to 
analyze and document the conduct of this study. The basic findings of the 
River's eligibility for designation are unchanged. This Addendum describes 
and identifies two additional alternatives; they are developed, analyzed, 
and portrayed in a format similar to the FEIS/SR. Only the data which are 
new to the study, or analyses not made previously, are considered here. 
Dollar amounts have been indexed to 1982 values using accepted Federal 
standards. 

During the preparation of this Addendum, some discrepancies in the number 
of acres contained in the various segments, as shown in the FEIS/SR, were 
found. Some of the discrepancies were due to land ownership changes which 
have occured since the FEIS/SR was completed. Others were errors discov­
ered during this Addendum's preparation. The current acreage figures are 
presented in Table A-6 of this Addendum. The discrepancies were not of a 
magnitude sufficient to warrant revision of conclusions reached or recom­
mendations presented in the FEIS/SR. 



This Addendum should be considered a part of the FEIS/SR, providing addi­
tional maps, tables, descriptions, and data, and appears as an integral 
part of the final document. 

C. State of Colorado - Reconnaissance Report on Cache la Poudre Water 
Resource Development 

In 1981, the Colorado General Assembly authorized the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board to conduct studies of four potential water resources 
development projects. Among these was the Cache la Poudre Project--an 
integrated project upstream of the town of Fort Collins on the Cache la 
Poudre River (Section 7, S.B. 439). 

The objective of the State's study was to evaluate, at a reconnaissance 
level of detail, the engineering and economic feasibility of alternative 
projects which could develop new water supplies, improve the management of 
already developed water, and provide hydroelectric power production. Con­
sistent with legislative intent and the constraints imposed by time and bud­
get limitations, the State did not analyze a 11 

••• non-structural alterna­
tive nor evaluate the environmental and recreational impacts of any of the 
alternative projects under consideration." Rather, the study was limited 
to addressing the threshold questions of whether there appeared to be any 
project which may be feasible from an engineering and economic point of view. 

Thf study, as ordered by the Colorado State Legislature, did not provide 
the level of analysis envisioned in the FEIS/SR when further investigation 
was suggested. It does, however, offer adequate information to consider 
trade-offs between water development and preservation of the Poudre River. 
Where necessary, recreation data has been developed by the Forest Service 
to allow adequate comparison of new alternatives with those of the FEIS/SR. 

A total of 16 potential project configurations were investigated in the study 
conducted for the State by Tudor Engineering . Eight preliminary alternatives 
were evaluated in Phase I of the study. Four of these alternatives were 
selected by the Colorado Water Conservation Board for further evaluation dur­
ing Phase II of the study. The level of study did not provide precise answers 
to the absolute magnitude of effects, rather, it is most useful in a compara­
tive evaluation of the four alternatives studied in detail. 

Tudor/State Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 would have only one major feature, a 200,000 acre-foot Grey 
Mountain Reservoir (See Map 3). This reservoir would store flows from the 
total upper basin for eventual release to the River to serve conservation 
uses in the lower basin. A 12.0-megawatt Grey Mountain Dam Power Plant 
would generate power using these flows. These flows would occur mainly 
during the irrigation season and would produce some intermittent dependable 
capacity. A total of 42,500,000 kilowatt-hours of energy would be produced 
by this alternative. Grey Mountain Reservoir would supply 64,800 acre-feet 
of water per year for municipal and industrial uses and 218,600 acre-feet 
of water per year for agricultural uses. It would produce a yield of 
16,300 acre-feet of water per year of new water. 
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Tudor/State Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 is basically the system studied by the U.S. Bureau of Recla­
mation in the early 19601 s and appears in the FEIS/SR as Alternative D. 
(See Map 3). It would include two large mainstem storage reservoirs, Grey 
Mountain and Idylwilde, each with 200,000 acre-feet of total storage. It 
would also include Kinikinik Afterbay Dam, Rustic Diversion Dam, and Cache 
la Poudre Forebay Dam. Mainstem flow would be stored at Idylwilde Reser­
voir for release through a 24.0-megawatt Idylwilde Dam Power Plant which 
would provide 22.0 megawatts of dependable peaking capacity. These power 
releases would be stored at Kinikinik Afterbay Dam for continual release to 
the River. This flow, with the exception of downstream bypass releases, 
would be diverted into a tunnel and conduit at Rustic Diversion Dam. The 
conduit would carry the flow to Cache la Poudre Forebay Reservoir where it 
would be stored temporarily for release to the Grey Mountain Power Plant, 
an 81.5-megawatt peaking power plant. Grey Mountain Reservoir would serve 
as an afterbay for this power plant and would store the flows for eventual 
release to serve conservation uses in the lower basin. A 0.5-megawatt 
Kinikinik Dam Power Plant would produce dependable base load capacity using 
the downstream bypass releases and a 12.0-megawatt Grey Mountain Dam Power 
Plant would provide intermittent dependable capacity using the releases to 
serve conservation needs. This alternative would provide a total of 103.5 
megawatts of dependable peaking capacity and 14.5 megawatts of non-peaking 
capacity. The total energy production would average 229,000,000 kilowatt­
hours per year. Grey Mountain Reservoir would supply 64,800 acre-feet of 
water per year for municipal and industrial uses and 216,600 acre-feet of 
water per year for agricultural uses. It would produce a yield of 14,300 
acre-feet per year of new water. 

Tudor/State Alternative 7 

Preliminary Alternative 7 would include two large storage reservoirs, New 
Seaman with 200,000 acre-feet of total storage and Elkhorn with 196,000 
acre-feet of total storage (See Map 3). Mainstem and South Fork flows 
would be stored at Elkhorn Reservoir and released directly through a power 
tunnel to New Seaman Power Plant, a 79.0-megawatt peaking power plant. 
Downstream bypass flows would be released to the River from Elkhorn Dam 
Power Plant and would provide 1.3 megwatts of dependable base load capa­
city. New Seaman Reservoir would serve as an afterbay for the peaking 
power plant and would store the tlows for eventual release to serve con­
servation uses in the lower basin. These flows would pass through a 8.0-
megawatt New Seaman Dam Power Plant to provide intermittent dependable 
capacity. This alternative would provide a total of 79.0 megawatts of 
dependable peaking capacity and 9.3 megawatts of non-peaking capacity. The 
total energy production would average 205,100,000 kilowatt-hours per year. 
New Seaman Reservoir would supply 64,800 acre-feet of water per year for 
municipal and industrial uses and 215,400 acre-feet of water per year for 
agricultural uses. It would produce a yield of 13,100 acre-feet per year 
of new water. 
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Tudor/State Alternative 8 

Preliminary Alternative 8 would have only one major feature, a 196,000 
acre-foot capacity Elkhorn Reservoir (See Map 3). This reservoir would 
store flows from the South Fork and upper mainstem for eventual release to 
the River to serve conservation uses in the lower basin. A 14.0-megawatt 
Elkhorn Dam Power Plant would generate power using these flows. These 
flows would occur mainly during the irrigation season and would produce 
some intermittent dependable capacity. An average of 47,300,000 kilowatt­
hours of energy would be produced annually be this alternative. Elkhorn 
Reservoir would supply 64,800 acre-feet of water per year for municipal and 
industrial uses and 216,700 acre-feet of water per year for agricultural 
uses. It would produce a yield of 14,400 acre-feet of water per year of 
new water. 

It should be noted that there are only two competitive "sets" of alterna-
tive projects. The first set would be Grey Mountain Reservoir standing 
alone (Alternative 1), with a possible major peaking power addition con­
sisting of Idylwilde Reservoir plus major power works, which produces Alter­
native 2; and the second set being Elkhorn standing alone (Alternative 8), 
with a major peaking power addition consisting of New Seaman Reservoir plus 
major power works, which produces Alternative 7. The two major sets are 
mutually exclusive, as the selection of one set forecloses on the develop­
ment of the other. Within each set, however, the conservation reservoir 
co1!ld be developed independently with or without the peaking power elements. 

Thus, it is probably most meaningful to compare the single reservoir alter­
natives, Alternative 1, with Grey Mountain Reservoir, versus Alternative 8, 
with Elkhorn Reservoir, separately and then the peaking power increments 
consisting of Idylwilde plus associated features (Alternative 2 minus Alter­
native 1) and New Seaman plus associated features (Alternative 7 minus 
Alternative 8). Because of the high heads and flows available, run-of-the­
river power is a logical increment for all alternative projects. Thus, it 
would be most enlightening to view the single-reservoir alternative projects 
as multipurpose conservation storage structures encompassing run-of-the-river 
hydropower. It is not appropriate to attempt to compare Idylwilde and New 
Seaman separately, as they were not formulated to stand alone. 

Su1TUT1ary Evaluation 

From an engineering standpoint, no apparent reasons are found to preclude 
construction of any of the four alternatives studied. No serious geologic 
problems were found. 

Further optimization of facilities' designs would be necessary, according 
to the report, to develop more refined cost estimates and better project 
output data. 
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The following material is reproduced verbatim from the draft study report: 

"The economic analyses show that, with a 7½ percent interest 
rate, the single reservoir conservation storage alternatives as 
presently scoped and evaluated result in benefit-cost ratios less 
than unity. Indications are that Alternative 8 with Elkhorn Reser­
voir is economically superior to Alternative 1 with Grey Mountain 
Reservoir. When a second reservoir and peaking power facilities 
are added to form multiple reservoir peaking power alternatives, 
the peaking power additions of Alternatives 2 and 7, are compar­
able, but because of the lower cost conservation storage, Alterna­
tive 7 is relatively more economically attractive than Alternative 
2. The breakeven cost of peaking power comparP.s favorably with 
the peaking power benefits developed during Phase I. 

A sensitivity analysis of interest rates shows, that with five 
percent, the benefit-cost ratio of Alternative 8 with Elkhorn 
Reservoir is greater than unity' but for Alternative 1 with Grey 
Mountain Reservoir falls slightly below. At 10 percent, both 
fall far short of unity. At 5 percent the breakeven value for 
peaking appears to be very attractive; at 10 percent the break­
even value is somewhat in excess of the peaking power benefits 
developed during Phase I. 

The financial analyses show that Alternative 8 with Elkhorn 
Reservoir would require the lowest level of funding. Under 
the State funding approach with a five percent cost of money 
over 40 years, it appears that the cost of peaking power would 
be competitive in the marketplace. Under the revenue bonding 
approach, with 12 percent cost of money over 30 years, it appears 
doubtful that the output could be marketed. 

There appear to be prospects for improved economic justification 
and financial feasibility of any of the alternatives from possi­
ble cost reduction resulting from optimization of facilities 
designs and from a better evaluation of the monetary effects of 
improved system management and possible higher value use of the 
yield of new water. 

The analysis of non-monetary, physical impacts from inundation 
show that the alternatives which include Elkhorn Reservoir, Alter­
natives 8 and 7, would result in inundation of less river, high­
way and developed properties and may include possibilities of 
improved fishery and recreation. They would, however, cause some 
impact on designated wilderness areas. 

The results of this study could be affected by a comprehensive 
basin study which would include the broader South Platte River 
Basin. Environmental and social impacts, not included in this 
study, need to be identified for evaluation along with economic 
and financial aspects of any alternative project. Effects on 
fishery and recreation, whether positive or adverse, should be 
evaluated, as should the effects of flood control." 

Additional discussion of the Tudor/State study report is found in Chapter III. 
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II. RECOMMENDED ACTION 

A. FEIS Recommendations 

The FEIS described Alternative A as the environmental quality (EQ) plan, 
which most contributes to achieving environmental quality objectives. 
Absent unresolved conflicts concerning the alternative uses of the Poudre's 
water resource, the conclusion of the study would have been to recommend 
either Alternative A or Alternative E (the preferred alternative of the 
DEIS/SR) to the President and Congress. From a purely environmental 
standpoint, these two alternatives are preferred. The State of Colorado 
recommends adoption of Alternative A, which recommends designation of the 
entire Cache la Poudre within the study area. (See Section II.D. for a 
complete description of the State's recommendation.) 

The development of Alternative E reflected a concern over the impacts of 
designation on private property ownership and rights. The DEIS deleted 
Segment 1 from its recommendation because of the amount of private owner­
ship in the study corridor. In the FEIS, the effects of designation on 
privately-owned lands are minimal because most of the private lands are 
within Segments 1 and 4, which were both recommended for 11no decision." 
Public concern over impacts on private lands have been identified through­
out the consultation process and are discussed in Chapters V and VIII. 

The FEIS, unable to use current water resource study results now available, 
recommended designation of the Poudre's upper reaches only. Through that 
recommendation, the opportunity to develop a viable water resource project 
on the lower portion of the River and private property considerations are 
protected. The availability of data from the Tudor study addresses the 
uncertainty about water resource development; private property considera­
tions of designation are not resolved as readily. 

B. Addendum Alternatives 

Modification of alternatives presented in the FEIS resulted in two addi­
tional alternatives which alleviate problems and take advantage of oppor­
tunities in ways that contribute to the National Economic Development (NED) 
and Environmental Quality (EQ) objectives. One, Alternative G (described 
below), maximizes contributions to the NED objective. The other, Alter­
native F (described below), becomes the new preferred alternative as 
recommended by USDA, resulting from the Cache la Poudre Wild and Scenic 
River Study, and consideration of the results of the Tudor/State study. 

Alternative F (Modified from FEIS Alternative E) 

Partial designation of River, classifying most segments to highest level of 
eligibility and not classifying all of one segment and the majority of 
another (Map 14). 
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Segments 2, 3, and 2 miles of 4 classified 11recreational." 

Segments 5, 6, and 8 classified "wild." 

Segment 1 and 15 miles of 4 not classified. 

Segment 7 classified "recreational," with exception of 1.3 miles 
in Section 36, Township 7 North, Range 73 West, to be excluded 
from designation so as to allow for construction of Rockwell 
Reservoir. 

The area would be managed to preserve or enhance the essentially primitive 
character of wild segments, protect the river and other resource values of 
recreational segments, and follow the "no action" {Alternative C in FEIS) 
direction for segments not classified. 

Alternative G (Revised NED Alternative, Non-Federal Alternative) 

Water development potentials maximized using findings of Tudor/State study; 
designation of River above Elkhorn site (Map 15). 

Segments 1, 2, and 3 not designated. 

Most economically favored water storage project, Elkhorn, 
constructed on mainstem. 

Segments 4 and 7 classified recreation, with the Rockwell 
Reservoir site recorrnnended for no designation. 

Segments 5, 6, and 8 classified "wild." 

The non-designated mainstem area above the Elkhorn impoundment would be 
managed to preserve or enhance the essentially primitive character of wild 
segments and protect the River and other resource values of recreational 
segments. Reaches below the structure would be managed consistent with 
legislative and administrative guidance on an integrated, multi-resource 
basis. Contribution to the NED objective would be emphasized. 

C. Recommended Action by USDA 

The USDA recorrnnendation (Alternative F), resulting from seven years of 
analysis and study, is to designate 62 miles of the Cache la Poudre River 
as a component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Recommended 
classification of the River would be as follows: 32 miles (segments 2, 3, 
2 miles of segment 4, and 7) as "recreational river" and 30 miles (segments 
5, 6, and 8) as "wild river" (See Map 16). 

Construction of the municipal water storage facility at Rockwell is antici­
pated, enabled by withdrawing lands necessary for construction and inunda­
tion from the study corridor. Twenty-one miles of river (the entirety of 
Segment 1 and 15 miles of Segment 4) would not be recommended for inclusion 
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in the system because of the non-Federal land ownership pattern. Major 
water resource developments are not foreseen for the main channel of the 
River in Segments 1 through 4. 

Coincidentally, the areas not recommended for designation are also those 
that were identified as probable locations for water resource 
development in past studies. Current information (see discussions in 
Chapters I and III) significantly reduces the feasibility of both the 
long-proposed Grey Hountain and Idylwilde projects. Proposed 
construction of water projects in these segments would require further 
analysis of their environmental impacts and compatibility with wild and 
scenic river values in adjacent areas of the river corridor. An actual 
application for a permit to use National Forest System lands for 
development is required before the Forest Service position on mainstem 
water projects is finalized. 

u. Hecowmended Action by State of Colorado 

The State of Colorado has carefully reviewed the Forest Service's Cache 
la Poudre Wild and Scenic River Environmental Impact Statement and Study 
Heport and t.he recent Addendum. The State strongly supports designation 
of the upper reaches of the Cache la Poudre River as _a wild and scenic 
river. 

Tlie ~tate finus that the Cac~,c la rvudrc ~vs.scs~es the "outstandiugly 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife" and other 
values that justify its protection in a free-flowing condition. It is 
one of the exceptional areas on the Front Range that provides white 
water rafting and kayaking, camping and picnicking, suburb trout 
fishing, hiking, cross-country skiing, and excellent hunting. The State 
takes pride in the stretches of the River that provide wild trout and of 
the herds of deer, elk, and bighorn sheep which are in Poudre Canyon. 
Portions of the ~iver run through the Cache la Poudre Wilderness and the 
first few miles of t~e South Fork are within Rocky Mountain National 
Park. It would be especially appropriate to designate the Cache la 
Poudre as Colorado's first wild and scenic river, perhaps the only wild 
and scenic river that will be designated east of the Continental Divide. 

The State commends the thoughtfulness and thorough analysis of the 
Forest ~ervice's Report and Addendum. However, the State disagrees with 
tne recommended exclusions of portions of the River from designation 
that contain private lands. In the State's view, such exclusions are 
inconsistent with the purposes of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and may 
actually operate to the detriment of private property owners. The State 
recommends that all eight se~ents of the River be designated with 
Se~ents 5,6, and d designated as "wild" and Segments 1 through 4 and 7 
as "recreational" (See Map 17). 
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III. RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. USDA Recommendations 

-1/ 

1. Budget Impacts 

Constraints on the Federal budget are presumed to continue under 
future management direction. In such an economic climate, alterna­
tives which minimize Federal expenditures and maximize returns to the 
treasury are highly favored. Alternative F compares favorably with 
the other alternatives in the National Economic Development (NED) 
analysis (See Chapter IV}, offering a high benefit/cost ratio and a 
high positive annual difference from the 11no action, without plans 11Y 
condition. This is achieved while simultaneously responding to the 
goals of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to preserve and protect eli­
gible river segments. By eliminating 21 miles of river from designa­
tion, the preferred alternative significantly reduces potential scenic 
and access easement acquisition costs. The amount required is pro­
jected to be nearly as low as in FEIS/SR Alternative B. 

In addition, designation will tend to reduce the construction of new 
Federal developed recreation facilities in classified segments con­
sistent with the management emphasis described in FEIS/SR. The direct 
savings to the Treasury are augmented by an indirect benefit of encour­
aging private development of camping and picnicking facilities in non­
designated enclaves, which are predominately privately-owned. This 
enhances private sector opportunities. 

2. Adverse Affects on Private Lands 

The Other Social Effects (OSE) Account cites many of the impacts of 
designation on private landowners (See Chapter IV). Trespass, vandal­
ism, litter, and intrusions on the sense of privacy enjoyed by Canyon 
residents could all increase with designation of reaches containing a 
large concentration of privately-owned land. If, however, existing 
ownership patterns are recognized in making designation recommenda­
tions, it is possible to channel recreation use into designated seg­
ments and still allow for a recreation residence and service economy 
to prosper adjacent to designated reaches. By carefully drawing 
designation boundaries, the confusion between public and private 
ownership would be clarified, reducing accidental and unintended 
impacts on private land. 

As important is the issue of private property ownership rights that 
many Canyon landowners felt would be jeopardized with designation. 
Early in the public involvement process associated with this study, 
numerous residents expressed concern over Federal management require­
ments on private lands. The concerns were great enough that the 

In the FEIS/SR, 11no action, without plans/ 1 means the River is not 
recommended for designation, and that major water development projects are 
not constructed (Rockwell Reservoir is anticipated). 

14 



initial reaction of Canyon property owners to the Wild and Scenic 
River study on the Poudre was very negative. Support for designation 
did not become popular until the possibility of private property inunda­
tion by a reservoir became a real, and unacceptable, alternative to 
the public. 

Under the recommended alternative, six miles of right-of-way acquisi­
tion across private land could be needed to provide connecting trail 
networks. The amount is only marginally greater than Alternative B 
(the smallest of the designation alternatives). At the same time, no 
scenic easement acquisitions greater than those of Alternative Bare 
planned, due to the great reduction in private property enclaves. 
Scenic easements will not be necessary on the predominately Federal, 
State, or city-owned reaches of the designated segments. 

In other States, inclusion of rivers in the National Wild and Scenic 
River System has been shown to typically increase annual recreation 
use of the rivers by about 15 percent. The preferred alternative 
might even have a positive effect on trespass, litter, and other 
private property impacts by focusing or channeling use away from 
privately-owned enclaves. The undesignated private reaches of the 
River in Segments 1 and 4 would receive significantly less use for 
boating and other high impact uses. Fishing, hiking, and driving for 
pleasure are still available in these segments. 

J. Public Use and Access Effects 

One of the purposes of wild and scenic river designation is to ensure 
public access to those rivers with ''outstandingly remarkable" charac­
teristics. In the study corridor, access to the Poudre is already 
provided in the publicly-owned segments administered by the Forest 
Service and the Park Service. Even in the privately-owned reaches of 
Segments 1 and 4, access is effectively unrestricted. This is due in 
part to the presence of Highway 14 and its corresponding right-of-way, 
which parallels the Poudre. Public fisherman parking areas and other 
access points are found at many points along the highway through all 
of Segments 1 through 4. At the same time, Federally-owned parcels 
are intermingled with the private ownership, providing additional 
undeveloped access. 

The FEIS/SR projects continuation of a State-wide trend to fence pri­
vate land, restricting access to rivers. (The State Attorney General 
has ruled this practice in violation of State law, but definitive 
judicial review has not occurred.) Since some legal precedent has 
approved fencing across a river when ownership includes both banks, 
this practice could severely infringe on boating, hiking, and other 
uses along the River. The locations where this practice would most 
likely be used, i.e., larger private land parcels, however, are also 
those with few opportunities for boating or kayaking. Because of 
long-term private ownership in Segments 1 and 4, traditional public 
use has, for the most part, concentrated on accessible public lands. 
(Trespass and other private land impacts do, unfortunately, still 
occur and are discussed above.) 
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By designating Segments 2, 3, part of 4, and 5 through 8, those areas 
of greatest interest and use will be preserved for future public use 
and enjoyment. A large amount of the non-Federally owned land in 
Segments 4 and 7 is owned by the State of Colorado (See Map 4 and 
Table A-6}. In Segment 4, the lands include the State fish hatchery; 
and in Segment 7, the Pingree Park Campus of Colorado State Univer­
sity. The management philosophies at these locations are consistent 
with use and access of the recommended classification. 

If fencing trends continue on privately-owned parcels, a final alter­
native remains to secure needed access to public lands within desig­
nated segments: rights-of-way. While not advocating a wholesale 
Federal right-of-way acquisition program, river access across scat­
tered private parcels may be necessary to meet growing use require­
ments. Where possible, rights-of-way are obtained cooperatively, 
through willing donation or just compensation for use of the land. As 
a last resort, condemnation may be used to ensure access, followed by 
just compensation on designated segments of the River. 

One resource-use question that is present in consideration of wild and 
scenic river designation concerns alternative recreation uses of the 
water resource. Proponents of water resource development stress the 
importance of flatwater recreation opportunities and the need to 
create new opportunities. While flatwater opportunities are an impor­
tant part of the recreation matrix, their supply is much more plenti­
ful than free-flowing rivers and whitewater recreation. The major 
development proposals for the Poudre River (except the Grey Mountain 
alternative) would eliminate existing free-flowing and whitewater 
river use opportunities through either inundation or regulation of 
flows to a point of unsuitability. In the perspective of relative 
supply and demand, elimination of the rare whitewater resource for 
additional flatwater opportunities is not warranted. 

4. Water Resource Developments 

Development of the Poudre1 s water resources versus preservation of 
them through designation as a wild and scenic river remains the center 
of controversy associated with this study. The provisions of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act preclude development on any designated river, 
regardless of the classification (wild, scenic, or recreational). Low 
dams and diversion works do not preclude a river from designation in a 
recreational classification, but future emplacement of these features 
are discouraged. 

There is general agreement among planners for development interests, 
landowners, and local citizens in the upper reaches of the Poudre that 
water resource development should not be undertaken. In H.B. 1102 
(1983}, the Colorado General Assembly excluded from future study 
" ... consideration of water development projects which would be 
located upstream from Kinikinik (See Map 3, page 5) or upstream from 
the Rockwell Dam site (See Map 3, page 5)." This approximately corres­
ponds with the area recommended for designation in the FEIS/SR, except 
for Segment 6, the Cache la Poudre Wilderness, which is below the site. 
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TABLE A-6 

Landownership within W&SR Study Corridor Area 

Forest Park 
Service Service 

Segment (FS) (NPS) State City Private Total 

1 640 0 80 320 480 1,520 

2 3,360 0 40 0 120 3,520 

3 2,360 0 0 80 40 2,480 

4 2,960 0 760 0 1,520 5,240 

5 2,640 3,120 0 0 0 5,760 

6 1,720 0 0 160 0 1,880 

7 1,760 0 360 160 400 2,680 

8 160 1,000 120 0 0 1,280 

TOTAL 15,600 4,120 1,360 720 2,560 24,360 
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The areas downstream of these locations, mainly the mainstem Segments 
1 through 4, remain contentious. 

It is the view of the Forest Service, USDA, that the Tudor/State 
study, even though conducted at the reconnaissance level, contains 
persuasive evidence that further investigation of main channel devel­
opment in Segments 1 through 4 is unnecessary. Results of the study 
show that a Grey Mountain dam and reservoir (or the combination of 
that feature and peaking power components of the Grey Mountain­
Idylwilde Project) do not show a positive benefit/cost ratio under any 
of the funding methods evaluated (See Surrmary Table III-7 from the 
Tudor/State study). The Elkhorn project, or its peaking additions 
from New Seaman, does show a positive benefit/cost ratio of 1.10, but 
only at a 5 percent interest level that presumably would be part of 
the State funding package. The economic evaluation at 7½ percent 
interest is closer to the level ,required by the P&S and provides the 
most effective comparison with other alternatives in the Wild and 
Scenic River Study. At this level, the Elkhorn project is below unity 
for benefit/cost. 

The Colorado Water Conservation Board has suggested that the results 
of the Tudor evaluation are encouraging enough to retain the options 
related to the potential of an Elkhorn project. After optimizing and 
further study at the project level, the agency feels that the Elkhorn 
project may show a positive benefit/cost ratio. Even if additional 
study (which the State is currently unwilling to fund) were to give 
Elkhorn an improved economic evaluation, the Forest Service considers 
the potential environmental impacts of such a project unacceptable. 
Elkhorn, as now envisioned, would include a dam at the Big Narrows of 
the Poudre, one of the most important scenic values of the entire 
Canyon. It would inundate 8.9 miles upstream, covering 1,390 acres of 
public land and 30 acres of private land. Among the public acres is 
critical winter range for big game (particularly bighorn sheep), over 
200 acres of the Cache la Poudre Wilderness, and 53 percent of the 
developed recreation facilities in the Canyon. (Additional discussion 
of Elkhorn's impacts is found in Chapter IV of this Addendum. The 
Forest Service assesses these impacts as extremely adverse.) 

The Rockwell Dam and Reservoir to be located between Segments 6 and 7, 
is foreseen in the forecast for the preferred alternative. The reser­
voir, as designed, will be a small municipal water storage feature, 
without the extreme release fluctuation characteristic of irrigation/­
hydropower projects envisioned for the main channel. 

B. State of Colorado Recommendation 

One of the competing concerns in formulating the State recommendation was 
the possibility of water resource development along the River. To accom­
modate that possibility, the Forest Service cooperated in making no recom­
mendation in its final report as to Segments 1 through 4 and excepting the 
site of the proposed Rockwell Dam on the South Fork. The Legislature 
wisely decided to study all of the possibilities. A total of $300,000 was 
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TABLE II 1-7 

CACHE LA POUDRE PROJECT 
SUlf4ARY OF EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS PHASE II 

Item 
BASE DATA: 

Storage Capacity 
Yield of New Water 
Installed Electric Capacity 
Avearge Annual Generation 
Capital Cost (Jan.1982 prices) 
Annual OM & R Costs (Jan.1982 prices) 
Projected On-Line Date 

ECONOMIC EVALUATION: 
Benefit-Cost Ratios for Conservation Alts. 

Conservat1on Only 
Incremental Run-of-River Generation 
Overall Conservation 

ALT 1 
Grey Mountain 

only 

200,000 AF 
16,300 AF 

12 MW 
42,000,000 kWh 

$130,800,000 
$200,000 

1994 

(7½% interest) 
.36 

3.89 
.59 

Net Benefits for Conservation Alts. 
Conservation Only 
Overall Conservation 

(HS interest) 
$6,600,000 
$4,600,000 

(incl. run-of-river power) 

Breakeven Value of Peaking Power (7i% interest) 
Total Annual N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

Per Kilowatt-Year 
Per Kilowatt-flour 

Sensitiviti Analysis (5 & !OS interest) 
Overallenefit-Cost Ratios for Conservation 
At 5% Interest .90 

.43 At 10% Interest 
Breakeven Value of Peaking power 
At 5% Interest 
Per Kilo-watt-Year 
Per Kilowatt-Hour 

At 10% Interest 
Per Kilowatt-Year 
Per Kilowatt-Hour 

FINANCIAL EVALUATION: 
State Funding Approach (5%, 40 years) 

On-Line Investment Requirements 
First Year On-Line Total Annual Costs 
First Year Jan. 1982 Total Annual Costs 

Cost Burden of Peaking Power 
(Jan. 1982 costs) 
Per Kilowatt-Year 
Per Kilowatt-Hour 

Revenue Bonding (121, 30 years) 
On-[1ne Investment Requirements 
First Year On-Line Total Annual Costs 
First Year Jan. 1982 Total Annual Costs 

Cost Burden of Peaking Power 
(Jan. 1982 costs) 
Per Kilowatt-Year 
Per Kilowatt-Hour 

PHYSICAL FACTORS EVALUATION: 
Inundation Impacts 

River 
Highway 
Areas, Total 

(Private Lands) 
(Public Lands) 
(Designated Wilderness Areas) 

Developed Recreation! Sites 
Buildings 
Other Major Improvements 

River Imsacted by Altered Streamflows 
(exclu 1ng inundated areas) 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

$292,000,000 
$17,500,000 
$7,800,000 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

$399,000,000 
$44,000,000 
$19,900,000 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

12. 8 mil es 
6.0 miles 

1,670 acres 
(1,170 acres) 

(500 acres) 
(O acres) 
1 

75 
Wtr Treat/Plant 

2 miles 

ALT 8 
Elkhorn 

only 

196,000 AF 
14,400 AF 

14 MW 
47,000,000 kWh 

$109,600,000 
$235,000 

1994 

.44 
3.65 

.73 

$4,800,000 
$2,600,000 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

1.10 
.53 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

$244,000,000 
$14,800,000 
$6,600,000 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

$335,000,000 
$37,000,000 
$16,700,000 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

8.9 miles 
7.0 miles 

1,420 acres 
(30 acres) 

(1,390 acres) 
(213 acres) 

7 
9 

None 

19 miles 

ALT 2 
Grey Mountain­

ldlywilde 

400,000 AF 
14,300 AF 

118 MW 
229,000,000 kWh 

$400,800,000 
$1,690,000 

1998 

N/A 
3.39 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

$24,600,000 
$238 

135 mills 

N/A 
N/A 

$157 
90 mills 

$325 
185 mills 

$1,166,000,000 
$73,700,000 
$25,000,000 

$18,269,000 

$177 
100 mills 

$1,680,000,000 
$189,000,000 
$65,700,000 

$58,825,000 

$569 
323 mil 1 s 

21.8 miles 
13.5 miles 

3,370 acres 
(2,190 acres) 
(I ,380 acres) 

(O acres) 
6 

149 
Wtr Treat/Plant 

and Fish Hatchery 

30 miles 

ALT 7 
Elkhorn­

New Seaman 

396,000 AF 
13,100 AF 

88 MW 
205,000,000 kWh 

$354,300,000 
$1,160,000 

1998 

N/A 
3.87 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

$22,200,000 
$281 
135 1111 ls 

N/A 
N/A 

$185 
89 mil 1 s 

$366 
186 mills 

$1,032,000,000 
$64,100,000 
$21,800.000 

$15,459,000 

$196 
94 mills 

$1,485,000,000 
$166,000,000 
$51,600,000 

$51,277 ,000 

$649 
31, mil ls 

19.3 miles 
7.0 miles 

3,060 acres 
(690 acres 

(2,370 acres 
(213 acres 

7 
13 

Wtr Treat/Plant 

19 miles 

Source: Cache la Poudre Project Study Reconnaissance Report. Prepared for: T~e Colorado Water Conservation Board, Colorado 
Department of Natural Resources, by Tudor Engineering Company, Denver, Colorado. 
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appropriated and spent by the Colorado Water Conservation Board for a study 
of numerous potential project configurations. Eight preliminary alterna­
tives were evaluted and then the Colorado Water Conservation Board selected 
four for further evaluation. Although all eight alternatives were phys­
ically possible from the geological standpoint, none proved to be econom­
ically justifiable. The Board recommended further study, which would have 
explored different sized projects for feasibility. It is possible that 
smaller reservoirs might have been justified, but the Legislature declined 
to authorize further study. It appears that water needs in the area are 
being adequately met and will be in the foreseeable future. 

Given the careful consideration of possibilities for water development, the 
State is now comfortable recommending designation that would preclude that 
development until Congress authorizes it. The State expects that if future 
needs arise for water development from the Poudre, Congress wil respond. 
In the meantime, the full length of ~iver in the study area deserves pro­
tection as a wild and scenic river. 

The State believes that Alternative A, designation of the full 83 miles of 
the Cache la Poudre River study area as a wild and scenic river, would be 
an appropriate recognition of one of Colorado's most precious assets. How­
ever, the City of Fort Collins owns land and water rights on the South Fork 
of the River which it may wish to use for a storage facility that would be 
known as Rockwell Reservoir. If the City determines that the reservoir is 
a necessary and feasible ingredient in its water planning, the State would 
nae object to exclusion of the 1.3 mile-long site from designation. This 
action would help protect a splendid example of Colorado's natural heri­
tage. It is the hope of the State that the President will consider revi­
sion of USDA's recommendations to cover all segments of the River studied. 
This was indicated to be the preferred alternative in the Forest Service's 
final study, which apparently would have been recommended absent concerns 
regarding alternative uses of the Poudre's water resource. The State 
believes those conflicts to have been resolved to its satisfaction. 

IV. IMPLEMENTATION EFFECTS 

The effects of Alternatives F and Gare displayed in this chapter, consis­
tent with the P&S formats. To provide comparison with the FEIS/SR Alterna­
tives A-E, all alternatives are displayed together. The tables for the 
various accounts are shown on the following pages. 

A. National Economic Development (NED) Account 

The summary NED account is displayed in Table A-1. The table was or1g1-
nally prepared for 1~79. Data from the FEIS/SR have been indexed to 
reflect 1982 values.- Data taken from the Tudor/State study, form the 

Y To update 1979 dollars to 1982, the Council of Economic Advisors' Economic 
Report of the President, February 1983, was utilized. Table B-3, "Implicit 
Price Deflators for Gross National Product 1929-82,11 provides the necessary 
data. A ratio of 1979 GNP (163.42) to 1982 GNP (207.23) is calculated and 
used as a multiplier of 1979 dollar amounts in Table A-1 of the FEIS. 
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N 
N 

A. Beneficial Effects!/ 

1. Hydropower 
2. M&I Water Supply 
3. Agricultural Irrigation 
4. Recreation 

a. Developed 
b. Dispersed 
c. Other (fees) 

5. Other 
6. Total NED Benefits 

B. Adverse Effects!/ 

1. Construction 
2. Land Acquisition 
3. Easements 
4. Rights-of-Way 
5. Minerals 
6. Onera tion, Mai ntena nc e, Reserve 
7. Total NED Costs 

C. Total Effects!/ 

1. Total Beneficial Effects 
2. Total Adverse Effects 
3. Net NED Effects 

D. Benefit[Cost Ratio 

E. Comparison to Without-Plans 

TABLE A-1 
National Economic Development Account 

Potential Average Annual Effects on National Income 1990-2040 
(Figures given in 1982 dollars; WRC discount rate of 7.125 percent) 

A lterna ti ve 
A 

(EQ) 

0 
0 
0 

533 
1,986 

82 
0 

2,601 

37 
0 

219 
5 

44 
619 

--m-~I 

2,601 
- 924 
1,677 

2.8 

-266 

Alternative 
B 

0 
914 

0 

877 
1,768 

176 
0 

3,735 

1,025 
0 

59 
1 
0 

861 b 
1,946 _I 

3,735 
-1,946 
1,789 

1.9 

-114 

Alternative 
C 

(W/0 Plans) 

0 
914 

0 

985 
1,768 

241 
0 

3,908 

1,064 
0 
0 
0 
0 

941 
2,005 ~ 

3,908 
-2,005 

1,903 

1. 9 

0 

Amount $1~000 
Alternative 

D 
(NED) 

42,521 
3,089 

888 
1,268 

* 
* 
* 
~ 
49,275 !.I 

34,564 
* 
* 
* 
* 

5,871 
40,435 

49,275 
-40,435 
8,840 

1.2 

+6,937 

Alternative 
E 

0 
0 
0 

533 
1,986 

82 
0 

2,601 

23 
0 

179 
3 

44 
619 

1368~/ 

2,601 
- 868 

1,733 

3.0 

-170 

*Amounts are not separated, but are aggregated into broader categories. 

Alternative 
F 

0 
914 

0 

760 
1,902 

122 
0 

3,698 

772 
0 

60 
3 

735 
1,520 ~/ 

3,698 
-1,520 
2,178 

2 .43 

+275 

A lterna ti vec/ 
G -

3,070 
3,060 

430 

341 
1,200 

59 
250 

8,410 !Al 

9,150 
* 
* 
* 
* 
631 

9,7iiT 

8,410 
-9,781 
-1, 371 

.88 

-3,274 

a/ Includes Fish and Wildlife and Flood Control benefits claimed in IECO, Inc. study. 
o/ Includes replacement of campground and picnicground facilities once during analysis period for new facilities and twice for existing facilities. 
y Tudor study data (7.5 percent interest rate). 
!Al Includes value of improved System Management, but does note include flood control benefi~s. 
!/ Alternatives A, B, C, D, and E appear in the FEIS/SR. The 1979 dollars are converted to 1982 using data from the Council of Economic Advisors' 

Economic Report of the President, February 1983. A ratio of 1979 GNP to 1982 GNP is calculated as 207.23 . The resulting multiplier is 1.268. 
163.42 

This is used to bring 1979 dollars to 1982. Data from the FEIS/SR are thus made comparable to the data in Alternatives F and G. 



nucleus of Alternative G. Since it did not include beneficial effects for 
recreation, these amounts (and commensurate costs for operation, mainte­
nance, and reserve) have been calculated to provide a more accurate display. 
The Tudor/State data are presented in 1982 dollars. The data for the Grey 
Mountain-Idylwilde project, developed by IECO, have not been replaced with 
information from the Tudor/State study. From a NED account standpoint, the 
Tudor/State data render the project economically unfeasible. 

All calculations and evaluations have been made consistent with the descrip­
tions in Chapter V of the FEIS/SR. The 1979 data have been updated to 
provide a comparison to 1982 values in the Tudor/State study. 

B. Environmental Quality (EQ) Account 

The surmnary EQ account is displayed i~ Table A-2. For most of the resources 
and attributes, the effects of Alternative F occur between FEIS/SR Alterna­
tives Band E. Alternative G has effects similar to FEIS/SR Alternative D, 
but to a lesser extent, because fewer structural features are components of 
the project. As the display shows, however, the effects are serious and 
adverse. 

Effects of Alternative G require some additional description. Visual 
Resource effects, particularly the "distinctive" class in the Big Narrows 
Area, are significant and permanent. Re-routing of Highway 14 for 7 miles 
would also have significant impacts on the northern ridge of the Canyon. 
Two cultural resource sites would be inundated; one historic and one pre­
historic. Effects on the biological resource are all significant with 
respect to modifications of the natural riverine system, habitat impacts, 
and r~ductions in wild trout spawning areas. The principal effect on 
recreation resources, even after the addition of new flatwater recreation 
opportunities, is a net loss of recreation capacity due to the inundation 
of 53 percent of the Forest Service developed facilities in the Canyon. 

The proposed storage at Elkhorn, as studies in the Tudor/State Report, 
would also inundate approximately 213 acres of the Cache la Poudre Wilder­
ness. Consistent with the Wilderness Act of 1964, this action could not 
take place without Presidential approval. The values of the Wilderness 
resource have precedence until other direction is provided by the President 
or the Congress. A smaller Elkhorn reservoir could have less effect on 
Wilderness. 

c. Regional Economic Development (RED) Account 

The display of RED Account values, updated to 1982 dollars, appears in 
Table A-3. The amounts reflect changes from the predicted future condition 
in the "without plans" comparison. Predictions are still generalized, aver­
aging annual effects during the planning period. 
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Water Resource 

Freeflowing river (miles) 

Water quality 

Air Resource 

Air quality 

N 
~ Visual Resource 

Scenic quality 

Cultural Resource 

Prehistoric/historic sites 

Biological Resource 

Natural riverine system 

Habitat suitability for big 
game species (acres) 

Wild trout spawning area 

Alternative A 
IT01 

83 preserved 
& protected 

least impair­
ment 

least impair­
ment 

least impair­
ment 

no impact 

no modifica­
tion 

no impact 

no impact 

TABLE A-2 
Environniental Quality Account 

Potential Effects on EQ Resources and Attributes 

Alternative B 

39 preserved 
& protected 

1 ess impair­
ment than C 

less impair­
ment than C 

less impair­
ment than C 

no impact 

moderate 
modification 

reduced on 
5,920 

reduced 5'.t 

Alternative C 
(W/0 Plans) 

no mil es pro­
tected 

less impair­
ment than G 

less impair­
ment than G 

1 ess impair­
ment than G 

no impact 

moderate 
mod ifi cat ion 

reduced on 
5,920 

reduced s,; 

Alternative D 
001 

44 miles lost 
(15 inundated) 

greatest 
impairment 

greatest 
impairment 

greatest 
impairment 

7 sites inun­
dated 

severe 
modification 

9,280 elimi­
nated 

reduced 40'.t 

Alternative E 

77 preserved 
& protected 

less impah·­
ment than I 

less impair­
ment than F 

less impair­
ment than F 

no impact 

no modifica­
tion 

reduced on 
1,500 

reduced 2'.t 

Alternative F 

62 preserved 
& protected 

( none 1 nunda ted) 
less impair­
ment than B 

less impair­
ment than B 

less impair­
ment than B 

no impact 

moderate 
modification 

reduced on 
5,160 

reduced 2% 

A 1 ternat ive G 

53 preserved 
& protected 
(19 inundated) 
1 ess impair­
ment than D 

less impair­
ment than D 

less impair­
ment than D 

2 sites inun­
dated 

severe modifi­
cation 

2,016 elimi­
nated 

reduced 2i:r. 



f3h 1~ A-2 (continued) 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative I; Alternative F Alternathe G 

Recreation Resource 

Usable river (miles) 83 81 81 68 83 81 74 
--Quality trout area ss 50 so 35* !>l 50 40* 
--Whitewater 37 37 37 24* 37 31 1• 

Usable flatwater (Acres) none 140 140 3,500 none 140 1,420* 

Developed recreation (units) 288 488 588 588 288 388 234 

Dispersed recreation 
opportunity 

N --Water oriented high moderate moderate high high high moderate u, --Land oriented high moderate moderate low high high moderate 
--Access enhanced maintained declines declines enhanced enhanced declining 

Wild & Scenic River Miles 

--Wild river classification 30 30 0 0 30 30 30 
--Recreation river 

classification 53 9 0 0 47 32 23 
--Total designated 83 39 0 0 11 62 53 

Net EQ Effects 

Overall plan effect beneficial beneficial no effect adverse benefic la 1 benefi cia 1 adverse 

• Recreation experience opportunity and quality are subject to fluctuations in water flow/level as a ,·~sult of project operations . 
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TABLE A-3 

Regional Economic Development Account 
Potential Average Annual Effects on Regional Economy 1990-2040 

Current A 1 terna t ives 
Data A B C D E F ~ 

A. Gross Regional Product* 
{thousands of$) 4,152,567 1,532 1,082 1,306 1,669 1,532 1,466 1,541 

B. Jnco~e {thousands of$)* 1,448,798 653 455 550 690 653 62B 657 

c. Employment {human-years)* 179,521 96 66 80 103 96 89 98 

D. Value Added {thousands of$)* 2,452,392 1,188 819 989 1,230 1, 18B 1,047 1,194 

E. Comparison to Without Plans* 199 -170 0 241 199 58 205 

* Alternatives A, B, C, D, and E appear in the FEIS/SR in 1979 dollars. These are converted to 1982 dollars using data 
from the Council of Economic Advisors' Economic Report of the President, February 1983, A ratio of 1979 GNP to 1982 
GNP, taken from Table B-3 of the Report is calculated as: 207.23, 

163.42 

The resultin9 multiplier is 1.268 in Table A-1. This is used to bring the 1979 dollars of Alternatives A, B, C. D. and [ 
to 1982 figures. Data in the FEIS/SR is thus made comparable to Alternatives F and G. 



D. Other Social Effects {OSE) Account 

A summary of the OSE Account is found in Table A-4. The trends depicted 
for the new alternatives vary little from established patterns in the 
previous accounts. Alternative F resembles FEIS/SR Alternatives Band E, 
while Alternative G is similar to FEIS/SR Alternative D. 

E. Evaluation of Alternatives 

Table A-5 summarizes the evaluation of all seven alternatives in the study. 
The interrelationship reveals that Alternative F does a superior job of 
meeting the evaluation criteria. Through a combination of designated and 
undesignated reaches, without significant main channel water resource 
development, the alternative best meets the variety of criteria. 

V. IMPLEMENTATION OF USDA RECOMMENDATION 

A. USDA Recommendation 

Alternative Fis recommended for adoption by the United States Department 
of Agriculture. It recognizes the eligibility of the Poudre River for pre­
servation and protection as a river of outstandingly remarkable characteris­
tics: a recommended member of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

The Tudor Engineering reconnaissance level study of the Poudre, completed 
for the Colorado Water Conservation Board, recognizes the real geologic and 
engineering potential of the Poudre for water resource development. But, 
to all but the most ardent development interests, it also displays the 
economic difficulties to be encountered by any development, even when 
hydropower is added to the equation. This Addendum (Chapter IV) shows the 
serious, irreversible effects on the physical and biological environments 
of the water resource development projects considered in the Tudor/State 
study. 

The trade-off argues in favor of preservation and designation of portions 
of the Poudre as a Wild and Scenic River. There are other rivers, already 
ineligible for designation, that can and should be developed to provide 
management water storage, hydropower, recreation, and flood control. The 
Poudre itself, below the mouth of the Canyon or its North Fork, may offer 
development options. Other alternatives to meeting the water supply needs 
of municipalities and irrigated agriculture should be investigated and pur­
sued in a way that creates less impact to existing resources. There are 
many locations along the front zone of Colorado for water resources develop­
ment, but only one for possible designation as a Wild and Scenic River. 
The Poudre should be included in the National system. 

The exclusion of private property enclaves in Segments 1 and 4 has been 
discussed elsewhere in this Addendum. The river resource and the rights of 
private property owners can be protected by recommending the mix of desig­
nated and undesignated reaches. Needs for access can be met through cooper­
ative agreements with private landowners or, if necessary, condemnation. 
These requirements are very limited in nature. 
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Category Alternative A 

!. Urban and 
Conrnuni ty 

N 
CD 

a) Income Slightly greater 
increases than 
Alt. C. Similar 
rural effect. 

b) Employment New tourist-related 
employment opportun­
ities, approx. 15 % 
more than Alt. C. 

c) Population Similar to Alt. C 
except that popula­
tions will be concen­
rated on developed 
enclaves in the Canyon. 

d) Fiscal 

e) Quality 
of Life 

No net difference. 

Preserves existing 
lifestyle to the high­
est degree, though 
disruptions will occur 
in developed enclaves. 
Mantains Canyon recre­
ation experience levels, 
including symbol ism of 
the free-flowing river. 
Water use conflicts 
occur earlier than in 
Alt. A or C. 

II. Displace­
ment 

No displacement of 
present residents. 
Agriculture displace­
ment occurs sooner 
than Alt. C. 

III. Life, 
Health and 
Safety 

Fire danger similar to 
Alt. C. Vulnerability 
to drought is greater 
than Alt. C. 

Alternative B 

Increases slightly 
more than Alt. C, 
but less than Alt. A. 

Slightly less than 
Alt. A, but more 
than Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt C except 
there is uncertainty 
about future develop­
ment. Maintains widest 
choice of future options. 

Similar to Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. C. 

TABLE A-4 
Other Social Effects Account 

Alternative C 

Net income increases 
with some second-half 
decrease in rural 
conrnuni ty. 

Net increase of employ­
ment opportunity in all 
communities. 

Total populations will 
increase, but rural 
share will decline. 

Higher costs for law 
enforcement, search and 
rescue, etc., offset by 
tax base increases from 
valuation and population 
increases. 

Increased disruption of 
existing peace, quiet, 
and privacy for Canyon 
conrnunity. Gradual 
erosion of recreation 
experience over time, 
accessibility of river 
declines, conflicts with 
residents increase. 
Rural, municipal, indus­
trial water conflicts 
postponed for first half 
of period. 

No displacement in 
Canyon or urban conrnu­
nity. Water use con­
flicts lead to some 
agriculture displace­
ment. 

Increased fire danger 
and traffic problems in 
Canyon. Slightly less 
vulnerability to effects 
of drought. 

Alternative D 

High magnitude changes 
from construction work­
ers and permanent pro­
ject residents. Rural 
decreases postponed. 

Construction and support 
services sector greatly 
expanded for short dura­
tion. Reservoir-based 
recreation services 
somewhat similar to Alt. 
A over long-run. 

Similar to Alt. A. Pop­
ulations concentrated 
between inundations. 

Greater valuation 
increases than Alt. C. 
create broader tax 
base, hence more fiscal 
stability. 

Greatest disruption of 
Canyon residential life­
style. Recreation activ­
ities are changed along 
with experience levels. 
Rural/municipal water 
conflicts postponed for 
the longest period. 

Inundations of 40 resi­
dences displaces 150 
people. Agriculture 
displacement postponed 
for longest time. 

Vulnerability to drought 
is reduced considerably 
over Alt. C. Structural 
failure/flood risk 
increased. 

Alternative E 

Greater increases 
than Alts. C, B, 
and A, but not as 
great as Alt. D. 

(Same as above.) 

Similar to Alt. A 
except Segment I 
remains available 
for development. 

No net difference 
from Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. A 
except Segment 1 
would have effects 
similar to Alt. B, 
i.e., uncertainty. 

(Same as above.) 

Similar to Alt. A. 

Alternative F 

Greater than Alt. E. 

Greater opportunity 
than Alts. A, B, C, 
and E. 

Increased concentra­
tion in developed, 
undesignated enclaves. 
Rural share declines. 

No net difference from 
Alt. C. 

Similar to C except 
uncertainty about water 
resource development in 
Segments 1 and 4. Rural/ 
municipal water con­
flicts postponed for 
first half. 

Similar to Alt. C. 

Similar to Alt. A. 

Alternative G 

Similar to Alt. D 
except reduced 
impacts to penna­
nent residents. 

Similar to Alt. D. 
Less recreation 
employment associ­
ated with single 
reservoir, 90% active. 

Similar to Alt. D. 
Segments l and 4 
receive largest 
numbers. Rural 
declines slowed. 

No significant fiscal 
costs. Improved fi s­
ca l stability. 

Similar to Alt. D 
except fewer Canyon 
impacts because of 
low inundation. 

Inundation of 9 
buildings dis­
places 30 people. 
53% of Forest 
Service-developed 
recreation facili­
ties in Canyon 
inundated. 

Similar to Alt. D. 



TABLE A-5 
Evaluation of Alternatives 

Alternatives 
A B C D E F G 

A. Protect and/or enhance scenic, recreational, and historic 
values H M ML L MH MH L 

B. Increase the Forest Service share of dispersed public 
recreation H MH MH L H H ML 

c. Provide incentives for development of private recreation 
faci 1 ities H M ML H H H H 

D. Provide a mix of resource opportunities that contributes 
to local dependent industries MH M ML M MH MH M 

N E. Give high priority to maintaining the free-flowing conditions 
1.0 of the Poudre River H M ML L MH MH L 

F. Ensure that adequate quantity and quality of water is available 
·to meet on-site needs H M ML L H H L 

G. Respond to issues and concerns identified through public involve-
ment M MH L ML M MH ML 

H. Minimum impacts on private rights M MH H L M H L 

I. National Economic Development Objective ML ML ML H ML M L 

J. Environmental Quality Objective H M ML L MH MH L 

Legend 

Level of Satisfaction 

H ,. High 
MH = Moderately High 

M = ModPrate 
ML• Moderately Low 

L • Low 



B. State of Colorado Recorrmendation 

The State recorrmends adoption of Alternative A with prov1s1ons for Rockwell 
Reservoir, as described earlier. The designation of the entire 83 miles of 
the Cache la Poudre is most consistent with the purposes of the Wild and 
Scenic River Act. Such a designation will not be unduly expensive, nor does 
it preclude any presently feasible water resource development opportunities. 

Designation of only portions of the River, in a discontinuous manner, is 
inappropriate and unnecessary. To except unlikely dam sites other than the 
Rockwell site at this point would interfere with the integrity of the Cache 
la Poudre as a wild and scenic river and complicate its management. Desig­
nation of all of the studied sections of the River will not only assure con­
sistent protection of the entire area of the River studied, but also assur­
ance to private property owners that, until further congressional action, 
their land will be protected from condemnation and inundation of dams and 
reservoirs. 

The State is concerned with the private property rights of the many Colorado 
citizens who own land along the Poudre where they have permanent homes or 
seasonal residences. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act contemplates that some 
designated rivers will pass through areas with development along the shore­
lines, but property owners have voiced concern about trespass and litter by 
those who visit the River. They also fear that their lands will be condemned 
for public use. Although the Act does not require a "taking" of private 
property, the Federal government is empowered to do so where 50 percent or 
more of the land along the river is in private ownership. There may be a 
need to purchase or condemn rights-of-way for a few access trails or develop­
ment rights for scenic purposes, but it is preferable to have well-defined 
access trails through a few pieces of private land than it is to have seg­
ments of the River through private lands that are excluded from designation, 
which then can be overrun by unregulated trespassers. The property owner, 
under those circumstances, would be left to self-help, including fencing 
and force. It is the State's position that private property owners deserve, 
and would receive, protection for their rights if the River running through 
their property were designated and managed so as to channel public users 
around their land. 

It is the State's understanding that the exclusion of private lands is 
intended to save Federal money. This is unjustified for a number of rea­
sons. First, the savings would be minimal. Much of the River is flanked 
by an existing road, thus access through public land would be easily 
achieved. In the few places where private property would block necessary 
access, purchase of rights-of-way from private parties should not prove 
terribly expensive. Second, management of a river chopped into alternating 
designated and non-designated sections surely would have special costs of 
its own. Finally, and most important, designating a series of discontin­
uous segments of a river to be "wild and scenic" would frustrate public use 
and enjoyment and the type of management and protection mandated by the 
Act. 
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VI. MANAGEMENT OPTIONS FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 

The following summarizes the management strategy and implications of the 
segment classifications of the Poudre as proposed in the preferred alter­
native. (A more extensive plan would be prepared if the river is desig­
nated by the Congress.) It is proposed that administration of lands within 
the corridor, including costs thereof, be conducted in accordance with 
existing management responsibilities of the Forest Service, National Park 
Service, Colorado Division of Wildlife, and Larimer County. Costs would be 
similar or proportional to existing levels. It is not estimated that local 
governments will incur additional significant costs related to management 
and administration of the River corridor. 

A. Recreational River - Se ments 2, and 2 miles of Se ment 4 USDA 
Recorrmen at,on , or Se ments entire State 

The management goal for this segment of the river is to preserve and 
protect those values for which the river was designated within the 
following policy guidelines. 

1. Recreation 

a. Only one new developed recreation facility is projected for 
construction by the Forest Service. If additional facili­
ties are required to absorb user impacts, the private sector 
will be encouraged to play an active part in ownership and 
management. Developments must be consistent with existing 
scenic and free-flowing values and all impacts mitigated. 

Existing developed facilities will be maintained. Some 
small capacity sites may be eliminated to increase effi­
ciency of management services and provide incentives for 
private sector participation. 

b. Dispersed recreation activities will be encouraged--Colorado 
Division of Wildlife to administer hunting and fishing and 
Larimer County to administer boating use of River. 

2. Access 

a. Road improvements must be consistent with water and scenic 
quality. Bridges, if needed, must meet acceptable scenic 
compatibility. Access to utilities on existing rights-of­
way are to be preserved. 

b. Trail access (right-of-way) to be purchased on approximately 
six miles of trail, as necessary, in the USDA Plan. Under 
the State Plan, eighteen miles, as necessary, would be 
purchased. 
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c. Trailhead facilities and trails serving areas outside the 
corridor may be located inside the designated area if they 
are consistent with scenic values. 

3. Minerals 

Subject to existing prov1s1ons of the Mining Laws of 1872 and 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. 

4. Vegetation and Timber 

Timber harvest is consistent with "Recreational River" designa­
tion. It is estimated that 1 million board-feet of timber will 
be removed through selection cutting for sanitation and salvage 
by 2050. Timber sales will be administered by the Forest 
Service. Most will occur in Segment 7, along the South Fork of 
the River. 

5. Utilities 

Utility construction and/or rights-of-way will be consistent with 
scenic values of segment. Minimum impacts will be emphasized. 
Maintenance of existing facilities will be permitted. 

6. Fish and Wildlife 

Priority is given to protection of existing fish and wildlife 
values. Habitat enhancement through vegetative manipulation may 
occur where it meets visual quality objectives. Natural repro­
duction of wild trout is the management objective on much of the 
River. These spawning areas will be maintained and protected. 
Management of fish and wildlife is primarily the responsibility 
of the Colorado Division of Wildlife, with assistance from other 
State and Federal agencies. 

7. Fire 

Fire will be fought aggressively, consistent with management 
guidance. 

8. Water 

If a conflict between water quality and resource activities and 
use occurs, protection of water quality will take precedence. 

9. Land Acquisition 

Not planned. Exchanges will be considered where net value 
accrues to the public. 
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10. Easements 

Scenic values of the segment will be protected through the 
acquisition of scenic easements as necessary on specific sites. 
Under the USDA Plan, maximum easement acquisition, if all private 
lands were affected, is estimated to be up to 487 acres. The 
State Plan would affect up to 1,810 acres of private land. How­
ever, easements will only be acquired in the event of actual 
threats to existing values from incompatible uses or developments. 

B. Wild River - Segments 5, 6, and 8 (Both USDA and State Recommendation) 

The management goal for these segments is to preserve and enhance the 
values for which the River was designated, within the following policy 
guidelines, complemented by estfblished National Forest and National Park 
policy. 

1. Recreation 

a. Developed recreation facilities, except for trailheads, will 
not be constructed. Primitive facilities may be constructed 
for resource protection, maintaining orientation to" 
vestiges of primitive America." 

b. Dispersed recreation activities will be encouraged. Colo­
rado Division of Wildlife is to administer hunting and 
fishing. Restrictions on bag limits, seasons, number of 
permits, methods of harvest, and other means may be needed 
to restrict harvest so that the carrying capacity of 
resource is not exceeded. 

2. Access 

a. No new roads will be constructed since all "wild river" 
areas are within Wilderness or National Park. 

b. No additional trail access is anticipated. Existing trail 
systems are sufficient. 

c. Trailhead facilities and trails serving areas outside the 
corridor may be located in the designated area if they are 
consistent with scenic values and a primitive experience. 

3. Minerals 

Subject to valid, existing rights located outside Rocky Mountain 
National Park, mineral entry is withdrawn on lands within the 
designated corridor. Mineral lease applications will be recom­
mended for denial. 

4. Vegetation and Timber 

Timber harvest is not permitted. 
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C. 

5. Utilities 

Utility construction or rights-of-way will be permitted if con­
sistent with scenic values of segments and existing policy. It 
is unlikely, however, that utility construction will be proposed 
in 11wild 11 segments. 

6. Fish and Wildlife 

Priority will be given to protecting existing fish and wildlife 
values. Habitat enhancement through non-mechanized vegetative 
manipulation will be allowed, but only on National Forest lands. 
There will be an emphasis on greenback cutthroat trout (a threat­
ened species) in coordination with Colorado Division of Wildlife. 
Fish and game management will be administered in National Forest 
portions by Colorado Division of Wildlife. Rocky Mountain National 
Park administers fish and wildlife within Park boundaries. 

7. Fi re 

Fire will be fought in accordance with Forest Service and National 
Park Service policies. Emphasis will be on resource protection 
within limits of response capabilities. 

8. Water 

Modification of the waterway is prohibited. Water quality will 
be protected. 

9. Land Acquisition 

Not planned. Nearly 100 percent of segments already in public 
ownership. 

10. Easements 

Not planned. Nearly 100 percent of segments already in public 
ownership. 

No Designation - Segment 1 and 15 miles of Segment 4 (USDA Plan) 

The management goals for National Forest System lands within these 
segments is to provide effective multiple-use management consistent 
with applicable guidance. Specific management direction is provided 
in the Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests Land and Resource Manage­
ment Plan. The National Forest System lands in these segments would 
be managed in a multi-resource manner, integrating resource needs and 
opportunities. Recognition of existing patterns of resource use will 
guide management decisions. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS 
136 State Capitol 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Phone (303) 839-2471 

November 1, 1983 

Craig w. Rupp, Regional Forester 
Rocky Mountain Region 
United States Forest Service 
P. o. Box 25127 
Lakewood, Colorado 80225 

Dear Mr. Rupp, 

STATE OF COLORADO 

Richard D. Lamm, 
Governor 

The State of Colorado has carefully reviewed the Forest Service I s 
Cache la Poudre Wild and Scenic River Environmental Impact Statement 
and Study Report and the recent addendum. The state strongly supports 
designation of the upper reaches of the Cache la Poudre River as a 
wild and scenic river. 

We believe that the Cache la Poudre possesses the •outstandingly 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife• and 
other values that justify its protection in a free-flowing condition. 
It 1s one of the exceptiona 1 areas on the front range that provides 
white water rafting and kayaking, camping and picnicking, superb trout 
fishing, hiking and cross-country skiing and excellent hunting. We 
are proud of the stretches of the river that provide wild trout and of 
the herds of deer, elk, and bighorn sheep which are in Poudre Canyon. 
Portions of the river run through the Cache la Poudre Wilderness and 
the first few miles of the South Fork are within Rocky Mountain 
National Park. It would be especially appropriate to designate the 
Cache la Poudre as Colorado's first wild and scenic river, perhaps the 
only wild and scenic river that will be designated east of the 
Continental Divide. 

We conmend the thoughtfulness and thorough analysis of the Forest 
Service's report and addendum. However, we must disagree with the 
reconmended exclusions of portions of the river from designation that 
are in predominantly private ownership. In our view, such exclusions 
are inconsistent with the purposes of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
and may actually operate to the detriment of private property owners. 
We reconmend that all eight segments of the river be designated with 
segments 5, 6 and 8 designated as 1w1ld1 and segments 1-4 and 7 as 
•recreational.• 



Cra1g W. Rupp, Regional Forester 
United States Forest Service 

November 1, 1983 
Page 2 

One of the competing concerns 1n formulating our reconrnendat1on was 
the poss1b111ty of water resource development along the r1ver. To 
acconmodate that poss 1b111ty the Forest Service cooperated 1n mak1ng 
no reconrnendat1on 1n 1ts f1nal report as to segments 1-4 and excepting 
the s1te of the proposed Rockwell Dam on the South Fork. Our legisla­
ture wisely decided to study all of the poss1b111t1es. Three hundred 
thousand dollars was appropriated and spent by the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board for a study of numerous potential project conf1gur­
at1ons. E1ght prel 1m1nary alternatives were evaluated and then the 
Colorado Water Conservation Board selected four for further evalu­
ation. Although all e1ght alternatives were physically possible from 
a geological standpoint, none proved to be economically just1f1able. 
The Board recomended further study wh1ch would have explored 
different s1zed projects for feas1b111ty. It 1s possible that smaller 
reservoirs m1ght have been just1f1ed but the legislature declined to 
authorize further study. It appears that water needs 1n the area are 
be1ng adequately met and w111 be 1n the foreseeable future. 

G1ven the careful cons1derat1on of poss1b111t1es for water development 
I am now comfortable recomend1ng des1gnat1on that would preclude that 
development unt 11 Congress author1 zes 1 t. I expect that 1f future 
needs ar1se for water development from the Poudre, Congress w111 
respond. In the meantime, the full length of r1ver 1n the study area 
deserves protection as a w11d and scenic r1ver. I am aware, however, 
that the C1ty of Fort Collins owns land and water rights on the South 
Fork of the r1ver wh1ch 1t may w1sh to use for a storage fac111ty that 
would be known as Rockwell Reservoir. If the C1ty determines that the 
reservoir 1s a necessary and feasible 1ngred1ent 1n 1ts water planning 
the state would not object to exclusion of the s1te from des1gnat1on. 

To except unlikely dam s1tes at th1s po1nt would interfere w1th the 
1ntegr1ty of the Cache la Poudre as a w1ld and scenic r1ver and 
complicate 1ts management. Des1gnat1on of all of the studied sections 
of the r1ver w111 not only assure cons1stept protection of the entire 
area of the R1ver studied but also assurance to private property 
owners that unt11 further congressional action the1r land w1ll be 
protected from condemnation and 1nundat1on for dams and reservoirs. 

We are concerned w1th the private property rights of the many Colorado 
c1t1zens who own land along the Poudre where they have permanent homes 
or seasonal residences. The W1ld and Scenic R1vers Act contemplates 
that some designated rivers w111 pass through areas w1th development 
along the shorelines but property owners have voiced concern about 
trespass and 11tter by those who v1s1t the R1ver. They also fear that 
the1r lands w1ll be condemned for public use. As I understand the 
Act, 1t does not require a taking of private property, 
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United States Forest Service 
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although the government is empowered to do so where 50% or more of the 
land along the river is in private ownership. There may be a need to 
purchase or condemn rights-of-way for a few access trails or develop­
ment rights for scenic purposes but it 1s preferable to have well­
defined access trails through a few pieces of private land than it is 
to have segments of the river through private lands that are excluded 
from designation which then can be overrun by unregulated trespassers. 
The property owner under those circumstances would be left to self­
help, including fencing and force. We believe that private property 
owners deserve and would receive protection for their rights 1f the 
river running through their property were designated and managed so as 
to channel public users around their land. 

I understand that the exclusion of private lands was intended to save 
federal money. This 1s unjust1fied for a number of reasons. First, 
the savings would be minimal. Much of the river is flanked by an 
existing road and access through public land would be easily achieved. 
In the few places where private property would block necessary access, 
purchase of rights-of-way from private parties should not prove 
terribly expensive. Second, management of a river chopped into alter­
nating designated and non-designated sections surely will have special 
costs of its own. Finally, and most important, designating a series 
of d1scontinuous segments of a river to be •wild and scenic• would 
frustrate public use and enjoyment and the type of management and 
protection mandated by the Act. 

We believe that designation of the full 83 miles of the Cache la 
Poudre River study area as a wild and scenic river will be an 
appropriate recognition of one of Colorado's most precious assets. It 
w1ll help protect a splendid example of Colorado's natural heritage. 
We hope you will consider rev1sion of your recommendations to cover 
all segments of the river studied. This was indicated to be the 
preferred alternative in your final study which apparently would have 
been recommended absent concerns regarding alternative uses of the 
Poud re I s water resource. We be 11 eve those conflicts to have been 
resolved to our satisfaction. 

Sincerely, 

--9 ,,'\ ~ 
Ric ard D. Lamm 



APPENDIX B 
STATE OF COLORADO RICHARD D. LAMM. Govemor 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DAVID H. GETCHES, Executive Director 
1313 Sherman SL, Room 718, Denver, Colorado 80203 866·3311 

December 23, 1983 

Cra1g w. Rupp, Reg1onal Forester 
Rocky Mounta1n Reg1onal 
United States Forest Serv1ce 
P.O. Box 25127 
Lakewood, Colorado 80225 

Dear Mr. Rupp: 

Geological Survey 

Board of Lend Commlulonen 

Mined Lend Reclemetlon 

Division of Mine■ 
OIi end Gas Co,..rvetlon Commlulon 

Dlvl1lon of Perk,• Outdoor Flecrutlon 

Soll ConHrVetlon Board 
Weter Con,wvetlon Board 
Dlvl1lon of Weter R .. ourc .. 
Dlvl1ion of WIidiife 

We apprec1ate the opportun1ty to comment on the Addendum to the F1nal 
Environmental Impact Statement and Study Report For the Cache la Poudre 
Wild and Scen1c R1ver proposa 1. The Addendum accurately presents the 
State of Colorad.o's recommendat1ons on w1ld and scen1c des1gnat1on for 
the Cache la Poudre River as stated in Governor Richard D. Lam's 
letter to you dated November 1, 1983. The Forest Serv1ce recogn1zes 
the 1mportance of protect1ng and enhanc1ng the rare and valuable wh1te 
water resource 1n Colorado. Governor Lam's recomendat1on that all 83 
m11es of the r1ver study area be des1gnated as w11d and scen1c 1s based 
on Colorado's concern for preservat1on of the r1ver•s values for 
recreat1on, f1sh and w1ld11fe and scen1c beauty. 

Although the state and forest Serv1ce appear to be pursu1ng the same 
goals and values, the USFS preferred alternat1ve cont1nues to be 
alternative f: des1gnat1on of 62 m11es of the r1ver, 32 m11es 
(segments 2, 3 and 7 and two m11es of segment 4) as •recreat1onal• and 
30 m11es (segments 5, 6 and 8) as •w11d.• The recomendat1on excludes 
the proposed Rockwell dam s1te as well as 21 m11es (segment 1 and 15 
m11es of segment 4) •due to the non-federal (1.e., pr1vate) land owner­
sh1p problem.• The Addendum refers to the need for acqu1s1t1on of 18 
m11es of tra1ls on pr1vate property and the poss1ble need for scen1c 
easements on 1,810 acres of pr1vate land 1f Colorado's recommendat1on 
were followed. We would be 1nterested 1n know1ng the reason1ng and 
calculat1ons upon wh1ch these f1gures are based. They should be 
1ncluded 1n the Addendum. In any event, s1gn1f1cant changes 1n the 
pr1vate land ownersh1p s1tuat1on along the r1ver, part1cularly 1n the 
segments excluded from des1gnat1on, seem to ame11orate any pr1vate land 
ownersh1p •problem.• We note that pr1vately owned acreages 1n segment 1 
have decreased from 76% to 30%. Pr1vately owned land 1n segment 4 was 
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reduced from over 50% to 30% of the total land area. These reductions 
are apparently the result of sales of private property to public 
agencies, land trades, and reanalysis of current land status data. To 
the extent that private ownership of 50% or more of land in particular 
segments has driven the Forest Service recommendation to exclude those 
areas from des1gnation, the recommendation should be re-evaluated. 

If the estimates of possible requirements for scenic easement and 
trails are based on the current, reduced extent of private ownership in 
the r1ver corridor (now less than about 10% of the total land in the 
study corridor), has any consideration been g1ven to inducing private 
landowners to donate easements and rights of way? The state, particu­
larly our Division of Wildlife, has' had considerable success in 
obtaining the participation of private landowners in projects involving 
donation of scenic easements, development rights, and rights of way 
where the landowner perceives it to be in his or her interest. Federal 
1ncome tax laws allow1ng for tax deductions for such donations and 
reduced local property taxes on land stripped of development rights 
serve as positive inducements. In addition, many landowners might well 
perceive the value of having foot traffic channeled over a trail rather 
than passing undirected across their lands. 

Another point that escapes mention in the Addendum is the fact that the 
early public opposition to wild and scenic r1ver designation of the 
Cache la Poudre River has largely dissipated. Public understanding of 
the consequences of wild and scenic designation plus the discussion of 
several large dams on the river which were rather threatening to many 
property owners have ended most public opposition. In fact, local 
landowner sentiment ( to the l im1ted extent it has been voiced to the 
state) has been virtually all in favor of designation. 

We commend your full and fair characterization of the state's position 
on the Poudre wild and scenic designation and the thoughtful study that 
the wild and scenic designation proposal has received. We hope that in 
producing the final version of your Addendum you will take into account 
our comments regarding the reduced extent of private land in the area 

and the sh1ft In landowner sentiment. Sln./l 
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