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SPECIAL NOTE

This environmental statement was initiated by the Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation (BOR) and the Colorado Department of Natural
Resources in January, 1976. On January 30, 1978, a reorganization
within the U.S. Department of the Interior tresulted in BOR being
restructured and renamed the Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service (HCRS). On March 27, 1978, study responsibility was
transferred from HCRS to the National Park Service. The draft
environmental statement was prepared by HCRS and cleared by the
U.S5. Department of the Interior prior to March 27, 1978. Final
revisions and publication of both the draft environmental statement,

as well as this document have been the responsibility of the
National Park Service.
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SUMMARY

{ ) Draft (X) Final Environmental Statement

Department- of the Interior,
National Park Service

1. Type of action: ( ) Administrative (X) Legislative

2. Brief description of action:

The Gunnison Wild and Scenic River Study recommends inclusion of
a 26-mile (41.8-km) segment of the Gunnison River, Colorado, and
12,900 acres (5,200 ha) of adjacent land to be classified as wild in
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System under the administration
of the National Park Service and the Bureau of Land Management,
U.S.D.I. This river segment extends from the upstream boundary
of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument to
approximately 1 mile (1.6 km) below the confluence with the Smith
Fork.

3. Summary of environmental impact and adverse environmental
effects: _

Inclusion of 26 miles (41.8 km) of the Gunnison River and 12,900
acres (5,200 ha) comprising its immediate enviropment in the
national system will have an overal effect of preserving the
existing outstanding scenic, geologic, recreation, wildlife, and
water quality values of the river, in addition to preserving other
associated historic and cultural values within this area. Adjacent
land uses would remain relatively unchanged. Proposed water
resource development projects within the area will be prohibited.
Minor soil, wvegetation, and wildlife disturbance will occur as a
result of the proposal.

4. Alternatives considered:
In addition to the proposed action, other alternatives considered
were (1) no action, and (2) classification options.

5. Comments were requested from the following:
(See next page.)

6. Date statement made available to EPA and the public:
Draft: March 16, 1979 Final:




5. Comments were requested from the following:
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Water Resources Council
Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
U.S. Forest Service
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
Department of Energy
Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Department of Transportation
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Geological Survey
Bureau of Reclamation
Bureau of Mines
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service

(Cont.)

In addition, review and comment on the statement were coordinated
for all concerned State agencies through the Colorado Division of
Planning {(Colorado Clearinghouse). Areawide Clearinghouses that

assisted with the review process included:

San Luis Valley Council of Governments
District 10 Regional Planning Commission
Colorado West Council of Governments
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1. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL

THE PROPOSAL

The U.S. Department of the Interior and the Colorado Department
of Natural Resources jointly recommend that approximately 26 miles
(41.8 km) of the Gunnison River study corridor be included in the
Nationat WiHd and Scenic Rivers System as a "wild" river. The
eligible segment contains about 12,900 acres (5,200 ha) and extends
from the upstream (southern) boundary of Black Canyon of the
Gunnison National Monument, hereafter referred to as the monu-
ment, to about 1 mile (1.6 km) below the confluence with the Smith
Fork. Below the monument, the eligible segment is located in the
Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands and is hereafter referred to as
the gorge. The remaining 2.7-mile (4.3-km) segment below the
Smith Fork contained no outstandingly remarkable values and is not
eligible for inclusion.

BACKGROUND

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 created a system of
wild, scenic, and recreational rivers; designated the initial com-
ponents of the system; set forth certain river study procedures;
and, in section S(a) of the act, listed additional rivers to be
studied for potential addition to the system. The act was amended
by Public Law 93-621 in January 1975, adding the Gunnison River
in Colorado to section 5(a) and imposing a completion deadline of
October 2, 1979, for the study report. As shown in figure 1-1,
the portion of river designated for study included the segment from
the upstream (southern) boundary of the monument to its con-
fluence with the North Fork, a distance of approximately 29 miles
(46.7 km).

ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT

Since all the land in the visual corridor proposed for designation is
Federally owned, no additional lands would need to be acquired. In
addition, no .developments beyond those proposed in existing
management plans would be required by the river designation.
Therefore, the proposal has neither acquisition nor development
costs associated with it.

To maintain recreation use at a level consistent with the carrying
capacity of the resources, only existing trails within and imme-
diately outside the visual corridor will be allowed. In keeping with
the recommended plan, this approach provides for public safety and
ensures that the area's pristine qualities will be. maintained.
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Although scenic and public use easements will be required outside
the river corridor to provide access to trailheads, these develop-
ments will also take place under existing management plans whether
or not the river is designated a component of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. (See "Interrelationship With Other Pro-
grams," page 1-7.)

ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT

The entire 26-mile (42-km) eligible segment of the Gunnison River
will be managed in accord with the criteria for classification estab-
lished in section 2(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (82
Stat. 907), as amended. Objectives embodied in these criteria are
intended to:

Preserve the river and its immediate environment, including
the outstanding natural values it possesses.

Preserve the free-flowing condition of the waters.
Maintain the existing excellent water and air quality.

Provide high quality recreational opportunities associated with
a free-flowing river for present and future generations.

Provide recreational use of fish and wildlife resources, includ-
ing bhunting and fishing, without impairing the habitat of
threatened and endangered species, according to appropriate
Federal and State laws.

Provide for a level of utilization of land and water resources
which will leave the existing environment unimpaired for the
use and enjoyment of present and future generations.

Provide a variety of opportunities for interpretive, scientific,
educational, and wildlife oriented uses.

Assure preservation of historic and archeological values.

Provide for and emphasize public safety in all activities and
recreational uses of the river and adjacent areas.

The National Park Service and the Bureau of Land Management will
continue to administer their lands within the proposed river manage-
ment zone. Adjacent lands administered by these agencies will also
be managed to protect the natural values of the visual corridor,

As required in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, a detailed manage-
ment plan will be developed for the area following river designation.



This management plan will have as its objective the protection and
enhancement of the river's outstanding scenic, recreational,
geologic, and wildlife values.

Since the river segment recommended for designation is deeply
entrenched in a relatively narrow canyon, boundaries of the
proposed wild river area coincide with the proposed management
zone. This zone represents the visual corridor when viewed from
the river, as shown in figure 1-2. In the monument, this corridor
extends to the main canyon rims. Within the gorge, where the
river flows through a double-rim canyon, the visual corridor is
limited to the inner canyon rim. This corridor within the monument
and gorge averages ahout 3/4 mile (1.2 km) in width and consists
entirely of Federally owned land, as folilows:

Agency Acres (hectares) Linear Miles (kilometers)
National Park Service 7,540 (3,051) 12.7 (20.4)
Bureau of Land
Management 5,392 (2,182) 13.5 (21.7)
TOTALS 12,932 (5,233) 26.2 (42.1)

Since all of the river management zone within the monument segment
of the corridor is part of a designated wilderness area, established
pursuant to the Wilderness Act of September 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 890;
16 U.S.C., ch. 23), the river in this segment is subject to the
provisions of both the Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. (Figure I-1 illustrates the study corridor in relation to
the Bilack Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument wilderness
area.} In the case of conflict between the provisions of these acts,
the more restrictive provisions apply.

As provided in section 13(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
"Hunting and fishing shall be permitted on lands and waters
administered as parts of the system under applicable State and
Federal laws and regulations. . . * Hunting would, however, be
prohibited within the monument. The Secretary of the Interior may
also ". . . designate zones where, and establish periods when no
hunting is permitted for reasons of public safety, administration, or
public use and enjoyment. . . ." The Secretary will issue appro-
priate regulations after consultation with the Colorado Division of
wildlife.

Subject to wvalid existing rights, the minerais on Federal lands
which are part of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and
constitute the bed or bank of the river will be withdrawn from all
forms of appropriation under the mining laws, as specified in






section 9(a) of the act. Prospecting and issuance of leases,
licenses, and permits, however, may be conducted within the
eligible river segment under the mineral leasing laws, subject to
such conditions as the Secretary of the Interior may prescribe, as
provided in section 9(b)} of the act.

INTERRELATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS

There are a number of projects, plans, authorities, and studies in
Colorade related to the Gunnison Wild and Scenic River Study.
These range from public laws and tand orders to existing plans and
ongoing studies,

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

There are presently no rivers in Colorado that are included in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, but several streams in
Colorado besides the Gunnison River have been identified for study
in section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Among these are
portions of the Big Thompson, Cache la Poudre, Colorado, Dolores,
Elk, Green, Conejos, Los Pinos, Piedra, and Yampa Rivers (see
figure 1-3). Except for the Dolores River, whose study was
compieted in 1976 (FES 76-56), evaluations of these rivers are in
progress at this time.

Endangered Species Act

Provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act concerning the preser-
vation of outstanding wvalues are in conformity with the Endangered
Species Act (18 U.S.C. 1531-1543, 87 Stat. 884) which went into
effect on December 28, 1973, The Endangered Species Act made it
a violation of Federal law to take any species listed as endangered,
except under permit or in order to enhance the propagation or
survival of the species, and established a new "threatened" classi-
fication. Several species covered by the act and listed in the
Federal Register of June 14, 1976, inhabit the proposed wild river
area. Provisions of the Endangered Species Act are in accord with
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Executive Order 11593

As provided in section 2(b) of Executive Order 11593 (May 13,
1971), cultural rescurces within the proposed river corridor are
being protected in consultation with the Colorado State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. This requirement is in keeping with the wild and
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Scenic Rivers Act which states that ". . . primary emphasis shall
be given to protecting (component's) . . . historic, archeologic,
and scientific features."

Public Law 94-567

A wilderness area containing 11,180 acres (4,524 ha) was estab-
tished within Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument on
October 20, 1976 (FES 73-56 and supplement FES 76-37), including
a portion of the river covered by this proposal. Designation of the
Gunnison River would be compatible with the wilderness area in the
monument.

Presidential Proclamation No. 2033

The Black Canyon of the Gunnisan National Monument, through
which a portion of the proposed wild river segment flows, was
established as a part of the National Park System by President
Herbert Hoover on March 2, 1933, under authority provided in the
Antiquities Act of June 8, 1906. The boundaries of the area were
enlarged by Presidential Proclamation 2286 and 2372 of May 16,
1938, and October 28, 1969, respectively. The three proclamations
specifically direct that no unauthorized person shall "appropriate,
injure, destroy, or remove any feature of this monument."

Public Law 85-391 of May 1, 1958, authorized certain land
exchanges for the monument. Presidential Proclamation No. 3344 of
April 13, 1960, excluded certain lands from within the monument's
authorized boundary. No conflict would exist between authorities
under which the monument was established and river designation
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Public Land Order No. 5261

All lands proposed for designation outside the National Monument
are within the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands administered by
the Bureau of Land Management. Approximately 30,080 acres
(12,173 ha) comprise this withdrawal area designated by Public
Land Order No. 5621 on October 1, 1972.

The Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands established by the order
were withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the public
land laws (30 U.S.C. chapter 2), but not from leasing under the
mineral leasing laws. The intent of this order is in accord with the
proposat for river designation.



Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-579)

This act authorized the Bureau of Land Management to give priority
to the designation and protection of areas of critical environmental
concern. The proposal resulting from the Gunnison Wild and Scenic
Rivers study recognizes the outstandingly remarkabie values of the
river corridor through the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands and
the potential for loss of these values through the construction of
proposed water resource development projects in the area. Thus,
proposed river designation is compatibie with requirements of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act.

National Park Service Master Plan

A master plan setting forth objectives for management and develop-
ment of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument was
published in 1974, In keeping with the Presidential Proclamation
that established the monument, this plan recognizes the geologic,
scenic, scientific, and educational values inherent in the area and
provides guidance for their proper use and enjoyment. The pro-
posed river designation is compatible with the monument's manage-
ment plan.

Bureau of Land Management Framework Plan

Prior to establishment of the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands by
Secretarial Order, a management framework plan was completed for
the Gunnison Gorge Planning Unit on January 1, 196%. Efforts to
develop a master pian for the withdrawn lands in the gorge were
initiated in November 1972. This master plan, which will be
finalized within one year after the Gunnison River has been desig-
nated, provides for (1) historic/archeologic site stabilization and
restoration, (2) development of camp and picnic sites at the con-
fluence of the North Fork {Pleasant Forks area), and (3) construc-
tion of similar facilities at each of the trailheads in the gorge. In
addition, scenic and public use easements, including those required
to ensure access to the Chukar Canyon Trail, will be negotiated.
The objectives of this proposal are in conformance with the recom-
mendations of the draft framework plan.

Statewide Comprehensive Qutdoor Recreation Plan

The proposal to preserve a segment of the Gunnison River is con-
sistent with the goals of the preliminary Colorado Statewide
Comprehensive Qutdoor Recreation Plan (1976). In 1969, the
Colorado Department of Natural Resources established an ad hoc
committee to consider criteria for a State Wild and Scenic Rivers



System. As a result, criteria were established for identifying
rivers as "wild," "scenic," and "recreational," which closely parallel
Federal definitions for comparable rivers; however, legislative action
will be required before a State Wild and Scenic Rivers System is
established in Colorado.

Nationwide Outdoor Recreation Plan

The proposed action is in accord with the first natiowide outdoor
recreation plan which was completed in 1973. The report on that
effort, Qutdoor Recreation--A Legacy for America, recommends the
inclusion of additional rivers into the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

Four Corners Regional Planning Commission

Among the goals and objectives set forth by the Four Corners
Regional Planning Commission in the Colorade Preliminary State
Development Plan of May 1969 is the recommendation for strong
legislation and/or firm implementation of legisiation to protect
Colorado's water resources from misuse and contamination. . This
type of protection will be provided by the proposal.

Colorado Land Use Commission

In its report, A Land Use Program for Colorado, April 1974, the
Colorado Land Use Commission provided an outline for environmental
programs within the State, suggesting the creation of linear parks
along the rivers and streams or other environmental corridors in
order 1o preserve shorelines and other environmental qualities,
Environmental concerns are recognized by the commission as being
critical and worthy of special attention in Planning Region 10, in
which the Gunnison River is located (see figure 1-4). Objectives of
the Land Use Program and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are
compatible.

Gunnison River Basin Study

A cooperative study of the water and related land resources in the
Gunnison River Basin in Colorado was completed by the Colorado
Water Conservation Board and the U.S. Department of Agriculture
in November 1962. While this study does not specifically identify
the potential for national designation of the Gunnison River, it does
recognize the need to provide public recreation opportunities.

I-10



Colorado River Storage Act of 1956

Public Law 84-485 states that "It is the intention of Congress that
no dam or reservgir constructed under the authorization of this Act
shall be within any national park or monument." This law, not
Presidential Proctamation No. 2033 or wilderness designation, is the
statutory basis prohibiting water resource development projects
authorized by the Colorade River Storage Act from encroaching on
fands within Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument.

Water Resource Projects

The existing Curecanti Project of the Bureau of Reclamation, which
is located immediately upstream from the proposed river designation,

is discussed in chapter |l under "Water Resources." Other water
resource development projects proposed for development in the
study corridor are also discussed in chapter Il. These include

proposals by the Colorado-Ute Electric Association, Pittsburg and
Midway Coal Mining Company, and the City of Delta, Colorado.

Ciean Air Act of 1977

Public Law 95-95, as amended, designated the Black Canyon of the
Gunnison National Monument as a Class | area concerning air
guality. Under this classification the monument is considered to
have "pristine air," and no deterioration of air quality is allowed.
According to the act, visibility is one aspect of this classification;
therefore, no activities are allowed which would detract from the
monument's scenic vistas. Since use expected to occur due to river
designation is not expected to reduce air quality to any significant
degree, the proposal is fully in accord with this act.

I-11
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il. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

The Gunnison River rises among the high peaks of the Sawatch
Range and flows generally west for about 250 miles (402 km),
joining the Colorado River near the City of Grand Junction. The
Gunnison and its tributaries drain parts of the Sawatch, West Elk,
and San Juan Ranges, as well as the Uncompahgre Plateau, totaling
some 3,000 miles (4,828 km) of river channel. The natural environ-
ment is extremely diverse within the Gunnison basin.

REGIONAL SETTING

The region described in the following text corresponds to the
Gunnison River Basin located in southcentral Colorado (see figure
2-1). The basin encompasses about 8,020 square miles (20,772
km~), or approximately 8 percent of the State, and is slightly
Iarger than the State of Massachusetts (7,826 square miles or 20,269
km~). At its greatest dimensions, the region is some 145 miles (233
km) across from east to west and 95 miles (153 km) wide from north
to south.

Physiography and Geology

The region ranges in elevation from approximately 4,550 feet (1,387
m) at Grand Junction to about 14,300 feet (4,359 m) at
Uncompahgre Peak in northwest Hinsdale County. Mountain ranges
in the eastern part of the region are composed mostly of
Precambrian metamorphic and igneous rocks that have been uplifted,
except for the West Elk and Elk Mountains.

The West Elks are composed of thick wvolcanic piles and several
uplifted structures that were formed by Tertiary igneous intru-
sions. The EIK Mountains are composed mostly of folded and
faulted sedimentary rocks. In the western part of the region,
several thousand-feet-thick beds of sedimentary rocks, chiefly of
the Paleozoic and Mesozoic ages, rest on the Precambrian basement.
In the southern part of the region, the San Juan Mountains consist
chiefly of wolcanic rocks. The basin's geology is illustrated in
figure 2-2.

Mineral Resources

The eastern mountains rimming the region, particularly in the
southeast, lie partly in the Colorado mineral belt (see figure 2-3).
Large amounts of precious and base metals, as well as significant
amounts of uranium, tungsten, manganese, molybdenum, iron, and
titanium, have been produced in the Gunnison River Basin.

[-1
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Records of the Grand Junction Office of the Energy Research and
Development Administration (ERDA) show that as of January 1,
1977, 10 properties within the region have produced 414,500 tons
(376,032 metric tons) of uranium ore having an average grade of
0.27 percent U Og- Considered to be high-grade, the ore
contained 2,266,4‘60 pounds (1,028 metric tons) of uranium oxide.
Nearly all of the ore was processed at a Gunnison, Colorado, mill
which operated from February 1958 to April 1962 with a capacity of
200 tons (181 metric tons) of ore per day.

Energy Resources

Coal, oil, and gas are the primary fossil fuels found in the region.
In addition, there are a number of both thermal and hydropower
electric generation facilities. Although there are some geothermal
resources in the region, they have limited values for recreation,
space heating, and other minor uses. As mentioned in the "Mineral
Resources” section, uranium is another important energy source
found in the region.

Fossil Fuels, Most of the fossil fuel resources are concentrated in
the western half of the region. The Uinta coal region, which
overlaps the lower part of the study area, contains the largest
deposits of any of Colorado's eight coal regions.! Coal fields of
this region occur on moderately-to-steeply~dipping flanks of the
Piceance Basin, a southeastward extension of Utah's Uinta Basin.

Much of the region is not favorable for cil and gas occurrence due
to a lack of potential source rocks. Broad areas are underlain by
igneous rock, or by Precambrian rocks at or near the surface.
The remaining sedimentary areas of the region have not yet been
fully explored. Only Delta, Mesa, and Montrose Counties are
known to have oil or gas resources. There were 34 producing wells
in Mesa County and none in either Delta or Montrose Counties at
the close of 1976. Total accumulative production to date for Mesa
County is 16,646 barrels of oil and 61.4 million cubic feet (1.74
million cubic meters) of natural gas.

Electric Power Sources. Facilities for producing electric power in
the region are depicted in figure 2-3. Except for a few small

1. Hornbaker, A.L. and Holt, Richard D. "1972 Summary of Coal
Resources in Colorado," Special Publication No. 3, Colorado
Geological Survey, Department of Natural Resources, 1973, p. 14.
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plants built by electric utilities as single-purpose power projects,
hydroelectric power resources in the region have been developed
mainly by the Bureau of Reclamation as part of the Curecanti
Project. In 1977, the installed capacity of the project's two exist-
ing reservoirs (Blue Mesa and Morrow Point) totaled 180 megawatts
(MW). The installed capacity of the two remaining developed hydro-
power facilities in the region (Ouray and Redlands) is about 2 MwW.
The OQuray plant was struck by lightning in 1974 and has been out
of operation since then. The Crystal project, located immediately
upstream from the study area, has an installed capacity of 28 MW
and was completed in 1978.

There are four thermal-electric power facilities in the region. Two
of these plants, Oliver and Jim Bullock, are steam-electric and
owned by the Colorado~Ute Electric Association, Inc. While they
have a combined capacity of 13 MW, only the Jim Bullock plant (10
MW) is presently in operation. The Delta plant is an internal
combustion facility of about 5 MW installed capacity owned by the
Delta Municipal Light and Power Company. The only existing
industrial power facility in the region is a steam-electric generation
plant of 2.5 MW capacity at Delta which is owned by the Holly
Sugar Corporation. .

It is estimated that total electrical generation from all sources was
about 716,400 megawatt hours (MWH)} in 1975. Loads partially
served by these facilities are located primarily in Arizona,
Colorade, and Utah.

Climate

Average annual precipitation wvaries from more than 40 inches (102
cm) at the higher elevations to less than 10 inches (25 c¢cm) in the
lower wvalleys., Annual precipitation at Montrose and Gunnison
averages about 9.5 and 11.2 inches (24.2 and 28.5 cm),
respectively.

Temperatures also vary considerably. The record official low
temperature in Colorado occurred within the region on February 1,
1951, at Taylor Park Dam north of Gunnison when it dropped to
-60°F (~51°C). Summer temperatures in the lower basin occa-
sionally exceed 100°F (38°C). Average annual temperatures at
Montrose and Gunnison are 49.1°F and 37.7°F (9.5°C and 3.2°C}),
respectively.

Soils

Fifteen general soil map units occur in the region {see table 2-1).
These units represent areas containing more than one kind of soil
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TABLE 2-1

Gunnison Rivar Region !

50ILS

Elevation Pracipitation
G011 Map Unit fecureence Fasr Where Formed inchea
(mezeTa) {centimeters}
Typic Cryoboralf - Mountsilnous aress. Tlmbered and wounrain slopes, bigh 7,500 - 11,500 In materlals weathered from a 20 - 40
rock outcrep plateius, medas, sparsely vegatared sacarpments, and rock {2,286 - 3,505) | variety of cryatalline and (51 - 102)
outcrope - over i broad area in the region. sedimentary rocks. Hostly snow
Typle Crycboralf - Mountalonous areas. (Rortheasc corner of regien.) Moumcain 9,000 - 11,500 | In materials weachered in placs 1% -~ 25
Loasy slopes, glaclal mocaines, cill plaina, and alluvial fans. {2,743 = 3,505) | ovr locally rransported frewm a {38 - 63)
variery of crystallipe and
sed lmentary rocks.
Typic Haplargid - Irrigated croplands. {(Major portfon of this wnit.) 53,000 — 6,000 10 -
Loamy Majority in private ovmership. Confined mainly to narreow {1,524 - 1,829) - - {25)
bands north and west of the river srudy area. Occuples
nesas, hiph cerraces, and allevial fang.
Ustollic Haplargid - |Mesas, high benches, and mwountaln slopes; NeTTow canyons 5,000 - 8,000 In materlals weachered residu- 10 - 15
loamy - Tock cutcrep | through che lower portion ¢f the clver study coercider (1,524 - 2,438) [ally or locally tranaported {25 - 18)
and to che wagt. from sedimentary rocks, pre-
dominantly sandsrone.
Typlc Caloirothid, Horthwest corner of the region. Mesas, benches, ridges, 5,000 - 6,000 In materiale weathered residu- 3
Ske letal-Ustic hillcrests, and ldgh fans and rervaces, (1,524 - 1,829) |ally from shala and sandstone {20)
Tarciorthent - loamy and in ealcarecur, cobbly
alluviam-from weathered baszle
and candstone.
Typle Terrifluvent - Nearly level flood plains, alluvial fans, and narrow 4,800 - 6,500 In ailt alluviaw from alkaline 10
zilcy alluvial valleys such as occur only in & very limired (L4653 - 1,481) shales. {25}
erea just east of the river stuldy corridor.
Typle Terrierthent — Immedlacely ro the west of the river atwdy corridor, 4,500 - 7,500 Tn materials weathered In 10
clayey Hills, rfdgee, and shale breaks, (1,372 — 2,282) | place from saline shale. (24)
Lithic Ustic Torrior- |¥icinity of river arudy corridor. Low hills, upland 3,500 = 7,500 In materiale weathered La 1 - 15
theng ~ loamy « rock | byeaks, and colluvial slopea, (1,067 — 2,286) | place from sapdatone aod shale. (25 - 38)
oyLarop
Pergellc Cryumbrepr, [Mainly aleng che eastern and scuthern periphery of the 11,000 ~ 14,500 | In waterial wearhered in place 30 - 50
Pergelic Cryochrept - |rcegion. Compriasd of alpine areas, most of which atraddle (3,353 - 4,420} |or locally cransported largely (76 - 120)
skelatdl - rock out— | the Continental iivide from norcth to scuth. Soils in from crystalline racks.
cTop this unlt cccupy slopes in alpine meadows where thera are
massive mountaln peaks, rock ourceops, and rock sliden.
Aridic Argiboroll — Mostly on mountain slopes, mesas, and banches. 6,000 - 2,000 [h marerial weathered in 15 - 35
clavey; aridic (1,829 - 2,743) |place from shale and sandsrone. (38 - 63)
Hap.oboroll - clavey
Typlc Cryoboroll - Secattered throughout the extrexe easeern and southern 8,000 - 10,500 | In a wide variety of materials 15 = 20
loamy - rock oud— parts of rhe reglom. They oceupy subalpine mountaln slopee, (2,438 - 3,200} |consisting of glacial till and {38 - 51)
Cra mesas, and uplanc benches, and old high terraces and fans. outwach, weachered sandstone,
shale, digintegrated granite,
and stony and cobbly coarse-
textured alluvigm.
Typic Cryoberoll - In several I{solated areas In the eascera and scuchern 7,000 - 11,500 In materlals largely weathersd 15 - 25
clavey; Typic half af the reglop. (2,104 - 3,50%) in place from shgle and aapd- T3 - 63
Cryobovall - stome at lower elevetion and
skeletal from lgneous and matamorphic
rocks at higher elevarions.
Typae Cryaborail - Oceupy benches, mountain slopes, and alluvial fans §,000 = 10,000 | In materials wearhered In 15 - 20
clavey; Typic wainly 8long the western border of the regilom. (2,438 - 3,048) |place From shale or sandstone. (38 - 51)
Ceyorthent -
claway
Arguc Crycborall - {m benches, wountain slopes, high rerraces, hills, ridges, 8,000 - 11,000 | In vesiduum from 4 varlecy of 15 - 30
1oamy; Ivple fans, till plaine, meralnes, and valley aide slopes in the (2,438 - 1,353) |crystalline and sedimentary (38 - 76}
Cryoborail - eastern central part of the reglon. rocks, glacial ourwash, and
loamy colluvial-alluvial material.
Lichic Haploborell - Located only Ln 2 very limited area on the castern border 5,500 - B,000 15 - 24
skeletal - rock of the region. Cccupy mountaln slopes, Foorhills, and (L,67h = 2,438) - - (38 - 61}

QUELTOP

ridges (hogbachs) formed by uplifted sedimentary rocks
and colluvial marerials from these rocks, [gneous and
motamorphic rocks are the mast comnon throughout most
af the arsa where rhese soils occur.

"Baged on the Bulletin He. 566 5., Solls of Colerade, Coleorado State University Experloent Stacion, Fore Collina (1977).

wlth the Soil Conservatlon Service, U. §. Department of Agriculrure.
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which are closely associated and characteristically found together
within a particular type of landscape setting. Soil map units
having good potential for such uses as camping, picnicking, hiking,
and development of recreation facilities include two types--the
Ustollic Haplargid unit, which is noted for the scenery associated
with it; and the Aridic Argiboroll-Aridic Haploboroll unit, which has
wildlife development potential, particularly for deer and grouse,
These units, as well as the Lithic Ustic Torriorthent unit, are
found in the study corridor,

Sediment yieid, the mass of sediment transported per unit area per
unit time, is very minor in the higher zones where most of the
runoff is snowmelt and wvegetative cover conditions are generally
good. Sediment vyield classification parameters are defined in the
following table:

SEDIMENT YIELD

Type of Erogsion Definition

Severe Stream banks or gullies with average depth
of 5 feet (1.5 km) or more and having a
sediment vield of31.0-2.0 acre feet/bank mile/
year (770-1530 m”/bank km/year)

Very High 1.0-3.0 acrg feel’z/square mile/year
(480-1430 m~/km“~/year)

High 0.5-1.0 aceg feﬁtfsquare mile/year
(240-480 m~/km"~/year)

Moderate 0.2-0.5 acrg fe%t/squar'e mile/year
{100-240 m~/km"~/year)

Low 0.1-0.2 agre feet/square mile/year
50-100 m~/km"/year)

Very Low 0.1 acye f%et/squar'e mite/year
{ 50 m~/km“/year)

Naturally high vyields have been increased by overgrazing in the
lower zones, and the arid climate has inhibited regeneration of the
vegetative cover. As shown in figure 2-4, areas of both moderate
and high sedimént yield exist in the study corridor.
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Vegetation

A wide range of cover conditions exists, making this an area of
great ecological diversity. In addition to irrigated and dry farm-
land, there are five major vegetative types present (see figure
2-5). Of these, approximately 52 percent of the pinyon-juniper-
sagebrush, 37 percent of the salt desert shrub, 10 percent of the
ponderosa pine-scrub oak, and 1 percent of the spruce-fir types
have been converted to irrigated farmland. These altered lands
now produce such cash crops as fruit, grass, and alfaifa hay.
Less than 1 percent of the pinyon-juniper-sagebrush type has been
converted to dry farmland which produces some hay and winter
wheat.

Water Resources

Melting snowpack in the high mountain areas is the region's
principal water supply. Water yields to the Gunnison River range
from more than 30 inches (76.2 cm) per year of runoff in parts of
the Anthracite Range and West Elk and San Juan Mountains, to less
than 1 inch (2.5 cm) per vear in the low, dry, warmer parts of the
region. The drainage area above the study segment accounts for
60 percent of the undepleted flow of the Gunnison River, i.e., the
flow that would have existed without the influence of man.

Surface waters of the region are generally of excellent quality and,
in most areas, well suited to irrigation. There are a few places in
the lower part of the region where return flows from irrigated
areas, or inflows from salt or sediment-producing areas, contain
undesirable amounts of sediment or dissolved salts. These small
flows are rapidly diluted by the larger streams into which they
flow. The adverse effects are generally localized, and they have
little influence on the quality of the water supply of the region as a
whole.

The Gunnison River above the study segment is used for generation
of hydroelectric power as well as for municipal, industrial, and
irrigation purposes. Small guantities are diverted from the head-
waters of the Gunnison to the Arkansas and Rio Grande Basins by
the Larkspur, Tarbell, and Tabor Ditches. The Gunnison Tunnel,
whose intake is located just upstream from the study segment,
furnishes water for irrigation to the nearby Uncompahgre Valley.
Completed in 1910, it was the first Bureau of Reclamation project in
Colorado.

The only significant change altering average upper basin depletions
since 1960 was the development of the Curecanti Unit. This unit,
authorized by the Colorado River Storage Project Act (P.L. 84-485)
in 1956 and constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation, supplies
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long-term hydroelectric power and carryover water storage for the
Upper Colorado River Basin. This unit consists of 3 dams and
reservoirs--Blue Mesa, Morrow Point, and Crystal--and inundates
nearly 35 miles (56 km) of the Gunnison River above the Study
segment. Figure 2-5a shows regional water resource developments.

North of Blue Mesa Reservoir in western Gunnison County, the
Bureau of Reclamation's authorized Fruitiand Mesa Project would
take water from three Gunnison River tributaries--5cap, Curecanti,
and Crystal Creeks. Soap Creek flows would be regulated by Soap
Park Reservoir. The project would irrigate lands in Montrose and
Delta Counties, east of the study area. Return flows would enter
the Gunnison River via the Smith Fork and Crystal Creek.

Ground water in the region is uncommon and high in dissolved
solids. Consequently, there has been relatively little use of this
water source, and relatively little data have been developed on its
use. It is estimated that ground water provides less than one
percent of the region's total water consumption.

Fish and Wildlife

The diversity of vegetative cover and water temperature conditions
provides a wide variety of fish and wildlife habitat types. (Figure
2-6 illustrates some popular game species' distribution in the Gunni-
son Basin.) Virtually all lakes and streams are managed by the
Colorado Division of Wildlife, with primary emphasis on such trout
species as the rainbow, German brown, and cutthroat. With some
exceptions, such as mule deer, which are increasing from a sub-
optimal level, most fish and wildlife popuiations within the region
are currently at or near optimum levels with respect to their
habitats.

The valley floors below 6,000 feet (1,829 m) in elevation are pre-
dominantly agricultural and are of limited wvalue to wildlife relative
te natural vegetation. Lands up to 1,000 feet (300 m) above the
irrigated fields contain primarily sagebrush and associated plant
species, many of which are utilized by wildlife, These areas gen-
eraily constitute the lower limits of big game winter range and are
valuable to a host of other wildlife species, inciuding many small
mammals, raptors, and songbirds.

Areas between 7,000 and 8,000 feet (2,134 and 2,438 m) elevation
are the heart of big game winter range for mule deer and elk, and
they also support a small number of Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep
in the winter. Above 8,000 feet (2,438 m)}, subalpine and alpine
vegetation provide summer range for big game. Sparsely vegetated
high mountain peaks and isolated rocky crags provide summer range
for the bighorn sheep.

Endangered fish and wildlife species of the region that are on the
Federal list include the American peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and
-18
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Colorado squawfish.2 The razorback sucker (humpback sucker),
proposed for inclusion on the Federal list as a threatened species,
is found in the Gunnison River below the study area. The river
otter, peregrine falcon, greater sandhiill crane, humpback sucker,
Colorado squawfish, and white pelican appear on the Colorado
threatened and endangered species :j‘ist and are found, at least
occasionally, within the regional area.

Cuftural Resources

Archeological evidence indicates that the Gunnison River area has
been sporadically utilized on a temporary, seasonal basis over the
past 10,000 years by a wvariety of cultural groups. Fragmentary
Folsom points, dating from approximately 10,000 years ago, have
been found on the Uncompahgre Plateau and near the town of
Cimarron just south of Morrow Point Dam. Excavated sites in the
general region suggest intermittent occupation and possible influ-
ence by Desert Archaic, Basketmaker, Fremont, and Anasazi cul-
tural groups.

It has been suggested that Shoshonean speakers, historicaily known
as the Utes, gradually moved into the area after A.D. 1150. The
Tabeguache of the Uncompahgre Ute band wintered along the Un-
compahgre and Gunnison Rivers between present-day Montrose and
Grand Junction. During the summer they hunted at higher eleva-
tions in the San Juan Mountains to the south and in the headwaters
of the Gunnison River along Tomichi Creek to the east. Many of
the small, temporary campsites located in the vicinity of Bilue Mesa
Lake and along the rims of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison
National Monument are apparently related to this late prehistoric
and early historic occupation.

The Black Canyon region has been known to Europeans since the
late 1700s. In 1765 the Juan de Rivera Expedition found the Black
Canyon area of the Gunnison River while searching for silver. In
1776 the Dominguez-Escalante Expedition crossed the North Fork of
the Gunnison, which they calied the San Javier. Exploration of the
region resumed in the 1830s with the arrival of fur trappers. The
area became so well traveled that Antione Robidoux buiit a fur
trading fort by the Uncompahgre River in 1835 which tasted until

2. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, U.S.D.I.,
Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal Register, Thursday, July 14,
1977, Part V.

3. Colorado Threatened and Endangered Wildlife List. An action
of the Colorado Wildlife Commission. February 1, 1976.
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the 1840s. In addition to fur trappers, some of the more prominent
visitors to the Gunnison country Iincluded Marcus Whitman, of
Oregon mission fame, and Captain John W. Gunnison, for whom the
Gunnison River was named.

The 1860s saw major deveiopments in the region, including the
discovery of silver and gold in the San Juan Mountains in 1861.
The Ute Indians blocked exploration, however, and it was not until
they were moved as a result of the Brunot Treaty of 1873 that the
San Juans boomed.

In 1875 a road over Marshall Pass was completed, and the town of
Gunnison had effective transportation. That same year, Ferdinand
V. Hayden, one of Colorado's best-known surveyors, provided the
first accurate surveys for the Gunnison and Tomichi dreas. In 1881
tracks of the Denver and Rio Grande Railrcad reached Gunnison.
This narrow gauge line provided the San Juans with cheap trans-
portation, and mining boomed. Though most of the route of the
narrow gauge railroad is now inundated by the Curecanti Project, a
small section is exposed above Morrow Point Dam.

In 1910 the Gunnison Diversion Tunnel was completed, sending the
Gunnison River's water from East Portal to the Uncompahgre Valley
to irrigate 80,000 acres of land. This was one of Colorado's first
diversion tunneis. Because of its historic significance, the tunnel
has been named a National Engineering Landmark by the American
Society of Civi! Engineers.

Recreational Resources

Today the region is renowned for Hs abundance and diversity of
recreation resources. More than 95 percent of the Gunnison River
within the study corridor, about 28 miles (45 km), is contained in
either Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument (12.7 miles,
20.)4 km) or Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands (13.5 miles, 21.7
km).

Major recreation areas, or areas where recreation is a primary use,
attract visitors from a large geographic region. These areas are
depicted in figure 2-7. Nearly 90 percent of the approximately
256,000 acres (103,600 ha) associated with these areas, as sum-
marized in table 2-2, is in Federal ownership. Recreation acreage
represents about 5 percent of the total land and water surface in
the region. Besides Federal areas, the total includes State, local,
private, and quasi-public facilities, as well as sites listed on the
National Register of Historic. Places and the National Registry of
Natural Landmarks.
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Although most of the reservoirs in the region have been
constructed to serve irrigation water needs, many also suppily such
recreation opportunities as boating and fishing. Numerous fishing
lakes are concentrated northwest of the study segment on Grand
Mesa, one of America's largest flat-top mountains, at efevations of
about 10,000 feet (3,048 m).

Several rivers and streams that possess noteworthy wvalue for
fishing and river floating, located within 150 miles (240 km) of the
study corridor, are shown in figure 2-7a. Among these, the Taylor
River is well known for its fishery and the Dolores, Colorado, and
Arkansas for floating and related activities.

Tabte 2-2

GUNNISON RIVER REG!ON
Existing Recreation Acreage

Ownership Acres (Hectares) Percent
Federal:

U.S. Forest Service 141,800 ( 57,400) 55

National Park Service 57,200 ( 23,100) 22

Bureau of Land Management

(Public Lands) 30,300 ( 12,300) 12

State 2,906 ( 1,200) 1
Local:

City 800 ( 330) less than 1

County 100 ( 50) less than 1
Private 22,800 ( 9,200) 9
Quasi-public* 100 ( 50) less than 1
TOTALS 256,000 (103,600) 100

*Under private ownership or control, but open to the public.

I-25



WAIAN ERITTING BECRLATIDN WREAE

¥ "
febend Lake Eampgroned
Littie bes oapieans
o Wark Leve Tesbinn Puok
< ARl bEr View Eewmgimana

i
Fign

R 1]
Eemngraund

= Eampys
Biddle Beaits

B, Bunit Cowpgieang

. Ged Ereed Gewpgreeni

Wl Campgivund

" In Compgii
15 My Lane Eemapiawnd
o R in B

rawnd Trailal Purk

Eampwn Fienin Bivand
at

P
| -1 Luke Jus Cr
f !
i
Lamp. l
(T B B
Bwwrnid Lovn Pienin Sremnd WOE. Buray Sofp (tuen) ane ®aiah .
Wi Canngivand [T
Wuad LIL Wi0E draw PR Berey 300 D |
o Beave) Pend Flavie Bieand M Lalerite Biid Bewn l
Ly in Sewppiwesd 123, Temichi Eoosk Fienis bim 1
Tan *Lenatad in Nignl 1 Brand i
- Umwp Cresk Comgpioesd Baan Laken Bieil met ahess an mag,
Cammingary Compgrount 1 _\
i et s ! mﬁ s
Wunn Eonnd Camppinssd ;
fuiin fein ﬂ‘.:tl-l 1
L
wral dinn | %

ERaRE AT wamey

o

L3 " E ;
Crmeford L
FCRELTION Lamp pad Croeroce Rare

ETUDY

AREL LOCATIO®

Repidenea Biias
LTI EEE ST

§ Cimuiven Cempgeand
Labe Campgronnd

14 Brann

e Ground

reend
Fiowne z-7

~————Basin Boundary

Wb Jerbenasas Cenggiaand
Wi, Ealestine Campgenund
A Aaring Tempgrauni
an Spring Sempgrennd
Wi, Rennioad Rarge Wecieation Leidy

LERET LN WSRS | 20,007 yn|TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
DSC | JAN 79 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

GUNNISON RIVER BASIN
WAIBR ERISTINE WECHEATION RESOURCE




qane?

_ ! e
¢ .
= -§ o 1orgde lenwood Springs
o -
& +h 0 2
Ly -6 .-SA
) ¥
: . o
qe( Grand fJunclion
Q'\
Fork
: %, i) L4
Study Area k- (’i A
(36° Y > River ¥ o
1) 3 "
~ (lo\ * " i 1
1 Moab = - Gunni son P
- q> %’f
o Rz 5.
H Biue Mesa Reservorr

7

Jon 1

+n

5Y Lake Fowell

-

folorado
New Mexico

Mavaso Reservorr

—d

- e— e S &

g 0 2 im mi les

e ——
0 0 a0 100 150 kilometers

FIGURE 2.7

COMPARATIVE RIVERS

WITHIN 150 MILES OF STUDY AREA
GUNNISON WILD AND SCENIC RIVER

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

WSRS | 20,015
DsC | JAN 79



Estimates of recreation use occurring in the region during 1973 are
given in table 2-3, ranked in their order of popularity. For the
activities shown, the length of recreation season varies between
about 250 days for hiking and 150 days for snow skiing.

According to the 1976 Coiorado State Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan (SCORP), recreation needs exist in Region 10 for
all activities. listed in table 2-3. Although the exact magnitude of
these needs is not known in many instances, the SCORP does
recognize that Colorado's rivers should be protected for their scenic
and environmental values, in addition to making them available for

recreation use.
Table 2-3
GUNNISON RIVER REGION

Participation in Selected Activities in 1973

Participation {Activity Days)1

Colorado

Activity Residents Non-Residents Total
Fishing 2,312,7002 991,.1002 3,.303,.8002
Hiking (x-country/trails) 852,700 2,181,600 3,034,300
Camping : 949,900 1,512,900 2,462,800
Picnicking 453,400 1,753,200 2,206,600
Four-wheeling (Roads/Trails/

x=-country) 345,400 1.046,500 1,391,900
Pleasure driving (Parks/

Recreation Areas) 64,800 1,230,300 1,295,100
Horseback riding (Trails/

x=country) 528,900‘2 335,.0002 863,9002
Hunting 312,600 78,100 390,700
Game playing (Open Space) 356, 200 25,800 382,000
Snowskiing (x-country) 183,500 51,800 235,300
Power Boating 21,600 125,400 147,000
Snowmobiling (Open Space) 129,500 12,900 142,400
Boating-water skiing 10,800 91,100 101,900
Technical mountain climbing 10,800 68,700 79,500

TOTALS 6,532,800 9,504,400 16,037,200

1Except as noted, all data are estimated from the 1974 Interim
Colorado Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (Region 10) and are
rounded to the nearest hundred activity days.

2Estimate, based on Colorado Division of Wildlife information.
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Population and Economy

Between 1960 and 1970 population grew within the region at the
rather slow rate of 1.8 percent. More recently (1970-75), popula-
tion has increased 8 percent as the recreation industry, migration
from urban centers, the ingress of retired and semi-retired people,
and manufacturing and energy-minerals sectors have expanded.
Western State College in Gunnison, the new Delta-Montrose Area
Vocational School, Crested Butte ski area, Curecanti National
Recreation Area, and Black Canyon of the Gunnison National
Monument enhance the attractiveness of the region as a place to live
and work,

In 1970 Delta and Montrose Counties accounted for 75 percent of the
region's population of 45,000. Population density in some areas of
the region was as low as 0.2 persons/sq mi (0.08 persons/sq km) in
1970. Compared with Statewide figures, the region had a higher
proportion of persons over 65 years of age; a stightly lower level of
formal education attainment; and a slightly lower level of housing
quality based upon the number of persons per unit.

in fiscal year 1972-73, 12.5 percent of the total population was on
welfare, and 6.7 percent received food stamps. Both of these
figures exceed comparable data computed on a Statewide basis.
This suggests that a significant percentage of the residents are not
sharing in the region's general economic well-being.

Agriculture is the major employer, accounting for 17.8 percent of
the total civilian work force in 1973. Aithough total farm income is
generaliy smaller than totali non-farm income, it is larger than any
other industry sector.

Mining continues to run second as an employer, but it has the
potential to expand substantially as coal deposits in the region are
developed. Most of the present coal exploration and mining
development is located between Delta and Paonia Reservoir;
however, some coal mines also occur near Cedaredge and south of
Montrose.

income in the trade and services sector reflects the significance of
recreation and tourist activities. For Delta and Montrose Counties,
it is estimated that tourists contribute nearly 50 percent of
revenues from lodging and 25 percent from restaurants, with lesser
amounts from gasoline, retail food sales, retail trade, and other
services. In fiscal year 1975, Delta County received about $1.5
million in tourist dollars, and Montrose County received about $2.5
million, representing a combined increase of approximately 30
percent since 1965. '
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Total employment in the region increased from 15,000 to 17,000
between 1970 and 1973, and unemployment decreased from 6.2 10 4.2
percent between 1970 and 1974. Labor force participation rates for
the region were significantly lower than the State average in 1970,
a fact only partially explained by the large retirement population.
Regional per capita personal income, although below the $5,514
average for Colorado, has shown consistent growth since 1970.
The percent of families (15.9) below the poverty level further
indicates a financial disparity or deficit for some segments of the
population.

Transportation

While scheduied public transportation is available to Montrose,
Delta, Gunnison, and Grand Junction, special arrangements must be
made to get to the river study area. Major airports, railroads, and
highways that serve these cities and towns are shown in figure 2-8.

Federal, State, and county highways account for about 4,700 miles
(7,564 km) of roadway in the region, ranging from the all-weather
U.S. highways to "primitive" roads on which no maintenance is
done. East-west Interstate 70 passes through Grand Junction
immediately outside the region and is the closest interstate highway
to the study area.

Transcontinental U.S. Highway 50 provides the principal access to
the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument. Eight miles
(13 km) east of Montrose this highway connects with State Route
347, the 5-mile (8 km) entrance road to the south rim of the monu-
ment. It is about 80 miles (129 km) by road from the south rim,
through Montrose, Delta, and Crawford, to the north rim of the
monument.

Four commercial airports serve the region--Walker Field, north of
Grand Junction off Interstate 70; Blake Field, north of the U.S. 50
and State Highway 92 intersection at Delta; Montrose County
Airport, located north of Montrose off U.S. Highway 50; and
Gunnison County Airport, also off U.S. Highway 50 south of
Gunnison.

Although passenger and freight rail service have declined, expand-
ing development of resources in this area may reverse this trend.
Since the Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad line from
Montrose to Ridgway was abandoned recently, freight rail service in
the region is quite limited. The only passenger rail service avail-
able is immediately outside the region at Grand Junction.
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Landownership and Use

About 3.7 million acres (1.5 mitlion ha), or 70 percent of the
regional land area, are publicly owned. The majority of these
public lands are in Federal ownership, with the national forests
accounting for some 2.3 million acres (930,800 ha). Most of the
region's remaining 1.4 million acres (583,000 ha), about 28 percent
of the total acreage, are in private ownership. Less than 1 percent
of the total acreage consists of State and local areas.

Lands are used primarily for the production of minerals, timber,
range-forage, mountain meadow hay, and irrigated crops. There
are approximately 246,000 acres (106,841 ha) of irrigated land
within the region. Fruit and truck crop farming, together with
general and cash-crop farming and the production of forage and
grain crops for livestock feed, are the principal types of agricul-
tural cropping. Private and publicly owned nonirrigated land
furnishes summer grazing for livestock enterprises.

RIVER CORRIDOR SETTING

The most prominent feature of the Gunnison River is the 50-mile (80
km) Black Canyon which begins near the community of Sapinero and
extends downstream to the vicinity of Austin, below the confluence
of the main stem with the North Fork. The upper Black Canyon,
which extends from near Sapinero to the Crystal Dam site, was set
aside for hydropower development in the 1950s; the lower Black
Canyon remains essentially undeveloped, especially through the
study area. The study area described in this chapter is a narrow
visual corridor, averaging about 3/4-mile (1.2 km) wide, immedi-
ately adjacent to the river in the lower Black Canyon from the
upstream boundary of Black Canyon of the Gunnison National
Monument to the confluence with the North Fork (see figure 2-8a).

The Gunnison River was considered in two segments because of
their differing quality of resource vajues within the study corridor.
The 26.2-mile (41.8 km) upper segment, from the upstream
boundary of the monument to about 1 mile (1.6 km) below the Smith
Fork confluence, was considered as a unit because of its consis-
tently outstanding geologic, scenic, wildlife, and recreation values.
On the other hand, the 2.7-mile (4.3 km) lower segment, from
below the Smith Fork to the North Fork confluence, exhibited
virtually none of these to an outstanding degree.

Scenic_and Geologic Resources

The overall dominant character of the study corridor is the awe-
inspiring and overwhelming magnitude of the river-carved canyon,
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as depicted in figure 2-9. The canyon ranges from extremely steep
and narrow upstream in the monument to very wide, with a small
inner canyon, in the gorge downstream. Scenic values found here
are inextricably interwoven with the geologic and physiographic
features of the area.

From certain vantage points along the rim of the canyon, the best
being in the monument, outstanding panoramas are possible of the
canyon and the surrounding hills and valleys. The river, nearly
1/2 mile (0.8 km) below, can be seen and heard, but distance
obscures the turbulent flow of the river and a casual glance gives
no indication of movement--the river and its canyon apparentiy
frozen in time. Even when one realizes and respects the tremen-
dous power of water and the resistance to erosion of the rock
through which it has cut, it is difficult to comprehend a feature of
such proportions.

It is impossible to pass along the river for the length of the study
area without getting in the water. The shoreline is generally
narrow, leaving only the river and sheer, high walls in many
locations. The upstream part of the river in the monument has a
very steep gradient, resulting in a series of rapids and deep, dark
pools. In the lower part within the gorge, the gradient is gradual
and the river more placid.

Riparian vegetation is typical of other rivers in the southwest, but
it contrasts with the adjacent pinyon-juniper and exposed rock,
creating an oasis-like appearance. Each twist and turn of the river
offers a new view of the canyon walls, streambank vegetation,
rocks, rapids, and pools. As a result, the quality of the scenery
is outstanding.

With its narrow, sheer, dark walls, the monument is breathtaking
and unique. It has no significant permanent intrusions, as
indicated in figure 2-10. The gorge is not as overwhelming, but
its inner-outer canyon relationship is geologically more diverse. it
is relatively free of intrusions down to the Smith Fork. Down-~
stream from the Smith Fork the scenic quality is not outstanding
and a few minor, permanent visual intrusions exist. However, the
peaceful waters provide an opportunity for whitewater boaters to
relax after the hectic rapids. These and other scenic and geologic
values are summarized in table 2-4 and discussed by segment below.

Upper Segment. This 26-mile (42 km) reach of the study corridor
extends from the upstream monument boundary te about 1 mile (2
km) below the Smith Fork, as shown in figure 2-10. From a scenic
standpoint, this segment is further divisible into three distinct
elements--the upper monument, lower monument, and gorge.
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FIGURE [} 2-9
GUNNISON RIVER STUDY, COLORADO
CANYON PROFILES

{see Visual Intrusions Map for locations)
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TABLE 2-4

CUNHISON EIVER CORRLDOR
Scenlc & Geoclogle Resources

UFPER SEGHENT

Compat1§on LOWER SECHENT
Criteri
riteria Upper Honument Lower Morument Corge 2o wiles (4.3 Wm)
7.3 milea {12.1 km) 5.2 miles (8.4 km) 13.5 miles { 21.7 Lm}
Canyon of dark rock, narrow | Steep, oarrov Lonsr canyon Gradually diminlshing
Fi * F k k and .
Land Form E:':i‘:;eiy ﬁ::rﬂ::ce a but morg [laring. of dark rock severely (vertically) canyan.
¢ PER-. deformed; 400-B00 fr. (122-
in narrows {40 fr. |1} m]} | Weils broken and eroded, 244 W} high, L8174 mile Precambe lan disappears at
across at river, 174 002500 Erec {610-742 n) T0.2-0.4 2.5 wide upper boundary of this
wile (0.4 km} #t top, high. " b ) BEgMment .
1,750 fr. (533 high. .
! @ € Lazs Epectacular nerworh of Eaposed faults Sedimentaty strata are
Zome wallz sheer and dikes and sills. Duter canyon of horizontally- | highly eroded and not
unbroken wich necwork of Rock layets oftan seversl orlented red and tan sedimen- | well defined.
pegmatite dikes and sille. dafo ’; ¥ cary gtrvata, L0OD co 2000 fe. Shallow canyon
. {M05-610 m) high, 7 miles )
Rock layars ofcen severaly
deformed. Shoreline narcow, rocky. {1 im} wide.
Lacgar shoreline Elats of
E::.““e VETY mavrow, 90il and sand narrowing
¥ again below Die Trail.
Two large tributary strTeame
in Smith Fork and Red
Canyons.
Vagatation Minor Lo non-exisctent om Hinor on walls but more Dyrer canyon coverad with Scatrered pinyon-juniper
walls; scattered Douglas Dowglas fir and pinyon- pinvon-juniper. on norch side, no perceptlon
fi d pil - i . .
r and pinyon=junipar g::mp::‘t::n lnLLl'pper Riparian at bottom of Inmer of vegetation on south side
Riparian: Douglas fir Ripariap: Pmycm:junlper canyon, pinyoen~juniper, Riparlan - reeds; grassas.
and ponderosa pine in occaslonél cottonwands and grasses, shrubs, occaslonal
upper half, lush playoen— box elders: 4 cottonwond, and box elder.
juniper in lower hall, shrubs P grasses an
grasgy shrubs, occasjonal :
cottonuwoods, and box
elder.
kater Steepest gradient, swift, |Steep pradient, awlit, Gradeal gradienr, alower, Ehatlow gradient, placid,
clear, average rate of elear, average rate of not very ¢lear, average rate | meandaring.
Fallb 120 fe./mi, (23m/ke} | Fall 45 Fe./mile (B wikm). of Fall 27 ft./mile {5 mfkm). Water mot clear, but not
480 feat (L46 i s
Imilje{']fkm) ::r::::“e Lacge boulders creace Few rvapids, excepr for as muddy as North Fork
" many rapids. amveral good rapids In a 2- downatream.
Earge boulders create mile {3-km} screcch upsrream
many rapids and falla. Muddy water enters (III_'ough from Smich Fork.
Red Rock Caovom from irri-
Huge boulders at Matrowvs ated fields
hide river. (me water= & )
Fall 17 (6. (3 a) high
witd-foor (13-mh
cataract,
Landwmarks Named rock formations; Warnar Palnt. Ramed (eatures; Pitts Meadow, |bone,
e.g., Patnced Wall, The Pleasant Pard, Buttermilk
Harrows, Pulplf Rech. BEidge, BRlack Ridge, Red
43-foot (li-m}i-long Canyen, Smith Fork; geologlc
cataract cerminating in Eayles in Ute Trail and
a t7-foor (5-m} waterfail, Chukar Canyon areas.
ipacial EXLF#me, Extreme but less 30 chan Sreong in bottom of loner Weak.
Eac leaure in the Upper Monument canyon bub mof ax|reme
Jegment . becauge of low walls,
Moderate in Ute Trail area
and in owter canyon.
lanoramas Breathtaking views from Questanding views but loss Oucgcandiong views of inner Mone owtstandipg.
canyon rim and Tiver impreseive than Lo the and cuter canyons and fault
bottom. Upper Monumeny sepment. zones from Pee Trail and
other high poincs along rim.
(ultural Bone . L T Six hiatorlc cabins; chree Twe hiscoric cabina.
Features along the river and three
others wichin the ouker
rim.
Visual Very few: toilet and Very faw: coilet and Fire Several: crash of lishermen Severat: powerline, steel
Inktugiang Fire rings at base of rings at base of Warner and boaters; twe Jou- towtrd; two Llow-standard

Gunrison Poink; trash
of fishermen and hikers
along river.

Fointt trash frem filsher-
men and hlkers| irrigation
water discharge down Red
Rocks Canyan,

standerd divt roads, neicher
wisible from the river;
cable acrass top of inner
canyon: 34 mile (1.2 im)
upstteam from Smith Fork;
rusty water From Smith Forki
area of recent mining
activity {not visible from
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Upper Monument (7.5 miles; 12.1 km). The upper reach of the
Gunnison River in the monument, from its southern boundary to the
vicinity of Painted Wall, flows through a deep, sombre, precipitous
gorge of dark Precambrian rock where the pilummeting wvertical
aspect of the canyon walls is extreme. At its most constricted
point--a site known as the Narrows (see figure 2-9, profile F)-~-the
canyon is only 40 feet (12 m) across at its base, 1,750 feet (530 m)
from river to rim, and 1,100 feet (335 m) across those rims.

Average stream gradient is 120 feet per mile (22 m/km), in compar-
ison to 80 feet per mile (15 m/km) for the Yellowstone River in its
Grand Canyon. In one 2-mile (3 km) stretch, the Gunnison drops
480 feet (146 m). An even steeper gradient occurs within a 1-mile
(2 km) segment of this reach where the river drops 275 feet (84
m), and there is a 43-foot {13 m) cataract terminating in a 17-foot
(5 m) waterfall.

The Painted Wall in this segment is the highest ciiff in Colorado,
averaging 2,250 feet (685 m). The shoreline varies between narrow
and nonexistent. It is clogged with rocks and boulders, though
there are also some small beaches and thickly vegetated streambanks
where box eilder grows.

Rainbow and brown trout are common here. Wildlife tends to be
sparse down in the canyon, though in warm months birdlife usually
is abundant. Violet-green swaliows are among the most common
birds, often skimming in flocks just above the river, hunting
insects., Higher up, wildlife is generally typical of the regional
ecosystems.

Lower Monument (5.2 miles; 8.4 km). The lower reach of the Black
Canyon through the monument from the vicinity of Painted wall to
the monument-gorge boundary is deeper than the upper stretch--
maximum is 2,700 feet (820 m) near Warner Point--but is not quite
as spectacular. The walls start to flare outward as shown in figure
2-9 (profile E), and the river's gradient itself is less, averaging 45
feet/mile (9 m/km). The shoreline remains narrow and rocky, the
canyon walls dark and rugged, and the vertical aspect extreme and
often dizzying. Vegetative and wildlife communities are similar to
those of the upper monument, though box elders appear more often
on the streambank.

The Gorge (13.5 miles; 21.7 km). About 1 mile (1.6 km) below the
monument boundary in the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands, the
landscape changes abruptly. In this reach which continues down-
stream to about 1 mile (1.6 km) below the Smith Fork, and which is
represented in figure 2-9 (profiles D, C, and B), the younger
sedimentary rocks have been stripped partly away over eons of
geologic time but are well preserved in an outer wall and rim. The
result is a double canyon, composed of an inner and outer gorge.
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Colorful pegmatlte dlkes mter‘lace across Painted Wall.



A broad outer canyon dwarfs the narrow inner
canyon through the gorge.



The river itself is entrenched in a steep, narrow inner canyon of
dark Precambrian rocks, many of which are severely deformed.
The distance from river to inner rim varies between 400 and 800
feet (120 and 240 m); inner rim to inner rim distance varies from
600 feet (180 m) to a quarter~-mile (400 m). Above this lower inner
gorge flares a broad, spacious canyon carved through a succession
of lavender, red, green, gray, and tan Jurassic and Cretaceous
strata. Depth of this outer gorge ranges between 1,000 and 2,000
feet (300 and 600 m); its width is approximately 2 miles (3 km).
Three major tributary canyons drop down to the Gunnison along
this segment. The largest of these, the Smith Fork, rises in the
West Eik Mountains and contains a fairly large stream, but nearly
all of its water is used for irrigation on land northeast of the study
area. Red Rock Canyon Creek drains the Bostwick Park area to
the south of the monument. Chukar Canyon provides the primary
access to the river just below the monument.

The sequence of rocks, which extends from Precambrian to
Cretaceous, covers a span of 1.75 billion years. The wide variety
of strata tend to color this segment more brilliantly than in the
monument; here, in addition to the somber grays, are buffs,
greens, lavenders, tans, and reds. This color variety is closely
related to the geology which shows many unique structural
features, the most prominent being the dramatically exposed Ute
Indian Fault and the equally evident Uncompahgre Unconformity.

The shoreline of the inner gorge is variable. [n places there are
broad flats and benches; almost as often there is little but a rubble
of boulders and steep walls dropping directly into the river. Some
box elders grow on the riverbanks, along with grasses and shrubs.
The outer canyon is sparsely covered with juniper and pinyon, and
in many places it is virtually without soil.

The river in this segment drops an average of 27 feet/mile (5
m/km) creating a swift flow in its own right, but it is hardly
comparable to the roar and crash of the river in the monument.
There are many rapids, the most notable being in a 2-mile (3-km)
stretch just below Red Canyon of Crystal Creek where the gradient
is 43 feet/mile (8 m/km). Water quality remains high, though there
is slightly more suspended matter in the Gunnison here.

There are a number of cultural sites atong this segment, including
siX historic cabins, the Ute Trail, and an abandoned lime Kiln,
Several comparatively recent manmade intrusions are also present:
two rough dirt roads, a cable across the top of the inner gorge
about 1 mile (1.6 km) upstream from the figure 2-9 (profiie B)
representation and an area of recent nonproductive mining near the
point represented by profile C. None of these, except the cable,
is apparent from the river. Mule deer are occasionally seen and elk
less commonly, except in the winter. Resident raptors include the
golden eagle, red-tailed hawk, kestrel, and turkey wvulture; the
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Chukar Canyon in center foreground provides
access to the river upstream in the
Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands.

(view northwest)

' The Uncompahgre Unconformity

is evident at the canyon rim above
the Narrows.



Numerous rapids line the river
just upstream from
the Smith Fortk confluence.

The gorge is prime habitat
for the endangered river o

tter.
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prairie falcon may aiso nest on the upper rims of the gorge and
bald eagles winter here. Thousands of waterfowl also use the
gorge as a resting area in the winter months.

Lower Segment. In the last 2.7-mile (4.3-km) portion of the study
corridor, extending from 1 mile (1.6 km) below the Smith Fork to
the confluence with the North Fork, the Gunnison riverscape
changes. The dark Precambrian rocks of the Black Canyon pass
below the surface of the river and the sandstone slopes diminish,
leaving the area surrounded by Mancos shale. The river flow is
placid and the stream course meandering. As opposed to the upper
segment, which contains only very minor manmade intrusions, this
lower segment has two rough dirt roads, a high-voltage transmis-
sion line, and a diversion that are readily visible from the river.
Vegetation is sparse, and the landscape lacks features of outstand-
ing quality.

Mineral Resources

When the region was Tfirst settled in 1873, mining was the principal
economic activity. Areas in both Delta and Montrose Counties near
the study corridor have been subjected to insignificant mining
operations. The exploratory mines, shown in figure 2-10, have
been nonproductive. Principal minerals within the corridor include
gypsum, sand, and graveif; gold exists in the river gravels. None
occur in commercially significant quantities. Further complicating
commercial extraction are access to the mineral resources, which is
poor, and transportation to nearby market areas, which is inade-
quate. As a result, there are no known mineral deposits either in
the gorge or monument that exist in concentrations and quantitiea
suitable to permit commercial extraction under existing conditions.

Energy Resources

Within the corridor there are no known fossil fuels or gecthermal
resources. The only mineral adjacent to the study area that may
have an economic influence on the designation of the Gunnison
River is coal. Located several miles north of the study area in the
vicinity of the North Fork Valley are the Grand Mesa and Somerset
coal fields.

4. Brauch, Earl F., Mineral Reconnaissance of the Btack Canyon of
the Gunnison River and Vicinity, Delta and Montrose Counties,
Colorade, U.S. Bureau of Mines, Denver, Colorado (September
1976, unpublished) pp. 1 and 13.
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Roads border the river' above the North Fork confluence.
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Formations that contain uranium in other parts of the region are
found in the northern end of the gorge. An anomaly of several-
times-the-background-scintillation count has been observed by Al
Hornbaker of the Colorado Geological Survey in the Salt Wash
member of the Morrison Formation along the Ute Trail located about
1 mite (1.6 km) south of the area represented in figure 2-9 (profile
C). However, subsequent examination did not revgat any surface
mineralization to indicate the source of the anomaly.™ There are no
other known records to suggest the possible presence of uranium in
the study area.

According to the U.S. Bureau of Mines, "The area in and adjacent
to the Gunnison Gorge is an unlikely province for petroleum accumu-
lation because the cgre of the gorge is composed of igneous and
metamorphic rocks." The only other energy resource is the
river, which has potential for hydropower production as discussed
in the section on "Water Resources." '

Climate

Few climatological data are available for the study area. Based on
readings taken at a weather station on the south rim of the monu-
ment at an elevation of 8,100 feet (2,470 m), the annual mean
temperature for the period 1969-1975, inclusive, was 42°F (5°C).
Anl)'tual mean precipitation for the same period was 16 inches (41
cm).

The deep chasms, sharp ridges, and tributary ravines of the
canyon, especially through the monument, cause abrupt micro-
climatic variations. Some recesses of the canyon that are shieided
by cliffs receive little or no sunshine. Other parts, including the
stretch between The Narrows and Chasm View, are exposed only for
an hour or so at midday. The response of vegetation to such
microclimatic wvariations is obvious in the canyon. The north- and
south-facing exposures of High Point, for example, show clearly
defined boundaries between pinyon-juniper woodland, oak-
serviceberry brushiand, and patches of Douglas fir forest.

5. tbid, p. 8.
6. Ibid, p. 12.
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Soils

The major portion of the study corridor consists of rock outcrop
and extremely shallow soils. There are no prime or unique agri-
cultural lands located here. Three main groups of soils occur in
the study area, namely, (a) Aridic Argiboroli-Aridic Haploborol!,
(b) Lithic Ustic Torriorthent, and (c) Ustollic Haplargid general
soil map units. Figure 2-11 shows the general location of soil
complexes and land types associatesl with these units, while table
2-5 lists the characteristics of each.

Vegetation

There are seven basic vegetative types along the study corridor,
which have been combined into three generalized groups (see figure
2-12). These vary with elevation, exposure, slope, and proximity
to water. The seven vegetative types and their associated dominant
species are (a) mountain shrub -narrow leaf cottonwood and box
elder; (b) conifer - ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, and aspen; (c)
steep and rocky- pinyon and Utah juniper; (d) shoreline -box elder
and willow; (e) sagebrush and greasewood - big sagebrush, black
greasewood, and salt cedar; (f) pinyon-juniper - Utah juniper,
pinyon, salt cedar, and narrowleaf cottonwood; and (g) saltbush -
shadscale, yucca and cactus. A summary of the acreage within
each vegetative type appears in table 2-6 and includes the area
within the outer rim of the gorge.

7. A soil complex consists of areas of two or more soils so inter-
mingled that they cannot be shown separately on a soil map. Each
area of a complex contains some of each of the dominant soils, with
the pattern and relative proportions being about the same in all
areas. Land types which are given a descriptive name consist of
soils material that is so rocky, shallow, or variable in textures that
it cannot be classified by a soil series.
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Table 2-6

GUNNISON RIVER CORRIDOR
Area by Vegetative types

Vegetative Type Acres (Hectares) Percent
Mountain shrub 740 ( 299) 3.0
Conifer 482.5 ( 195) 2.0
Steep and rocky 7,072.5 (2,862) 28.7
Shoreline 97.5 (39 .4
Sagebrush-greasewood 135 (  55) .6
Pinyon-juniper 15,690 (6,350) 63.7
Saltbush 407.5 (  165) 1.6

TOTALS 24,625.0 (9,965) 100.0

Because of variations in microclimate and topography within short
distances aiong the study corridor, some of the vegetative types
overlap. Grasses are found throughout the corridor. On the
extreme lower end below the Smith Fork, desert shrubs predom-
inate.  Above this short segment, sagebrush, oakbrush, and
pinyon-juniper are found in each of the vegetative types. At the
upper end of the study corridor, in the monument, there are
scattered occurrences of aspen and conifers.

Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Plants. Gunnison rock
cress (Arabis gunnisoniana), which has been proposed for en-
dangered status, is known to occur outside the visual corridor in
the monument. Gunnison rock cress may barely extend into the
gorge below the monument where there are approximately 1,200
acres (486 ha) suitable for its survival. Several plants found in the
monument have been provisionally recommended for listing in the
Federal Register as threatened species by the Colorado Native Plant
Society. These Iinciude: Arabis crandallii (Rock cress sp.);
Arabis demissa demissa (Rock cress sp.); and Penstemon teucriocides
{Germander penstemon).

A number of plants which are either rare or endemic (limited in
range to a certain locality) to Colorado and adjacent States have not
yet been included on the Federal Register list of endangered and
threatened species. These are present along the Jower Gunnison
River, both in the gorge and the monument. They include the
following four species which have been classified as "sensitive" on
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Douglas fir exists within the

monument segment of the river corridor.



the <Colorado Native Plant Society list: Astragalus oophorus,
Mahonia fremontii, Chamaechaenactis scaposa, and Penstemon
teucrioides. i

Numerous other endangered, threatened, or sensitive species are
found in the region. It is probable that some of these also occur
in the study corridor, but no survey has been conducted to verify
this.

Water Resources

The flow of the Gunnison River through the study corridor is
derived almost exclusively from upper Gunnison Basin runoff. The
discharge of the river is regulated by water releases from the
Curecanti Project and by diversions through the Gunnison Tunnel.

The watershed boundaries along the river form a relatively narrow
corridor that follows the outer rim of the canyon. This results in
many small drainage paths toward the river that have extremely
steep gradients, short channel lengths, and relatively small water-~
shed areas.

Because the corridor is located in the semi-arid portion of the
region, these gullies flow for only brief periods during the spring
snowmelt and during intense summer thunderstorms. Although
runoff from this source is sporadic, it does have a significant effect
on flow by creating rock dams and changing the course of the
river,

River flow has been gaged continuously since 1903 by the U.S.
Geological Survey about 1/4 mile (0.4 km) below the Gunnison
Diversion Tunnel. Discharge 3for that period has averaged 1,380
cubic feft per second (39 m"/s), or 999,800 acre-feet/year (1.2
billion m~/yr).

The Gunnison Tunnel was constsucted with a diversion capacity of
approximately 1,000 cfs (30 m“/s). These diversions generally
occur from April through October and have reduced the daily flow
of the river below the tunnel.

During the latter part of the irrigation season in 1936, 1949, and
1950, there was no flow in this reach of the river. The Curecanti
Project has regulated streamflow so that the discharge is more
evenly distributed throughout the year. The effect of regulation is
to greatly reduce the spring runoff and to increase the late summer
and winter discharges.

Prior to construction of the Curecanti Project, the maximum dis-
charge of the Gunnison River was recorded on June 15, 1921,
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when 19,000 cfs (54 m3/s) poured through the canyon below the
Gunnison Tunnel. With completion of Crystal Dam (FES 7§-21)
minimum flows are expected to stabilize near 200 cfs (6 m”/s).
Crystal Dam will also trap heavy sediments discharged by the
Cimarron River before reaching the monument.

Since the completion of Morrow Point Reservoir, the river has been
subjected to daily flow wvariations of as much as 400 c¢fs (10 m™s)
below the Gunnison Tunnel. This is because large quantities of
water are released through the electrical generating units at Morrow
Point during peak demand pericds.

Water releases from Morrow Point will be stored in Crystal Dam and
released at a fairly constant rate. The Curecanti Project, is
obligated to provide a consistent flow of about 1,000 cfs (30 m~/s)
to the Gunnison Tunnel during the irrigation season when there is
available storage in Taylor Park Reservoir or when there is
adequate streamflow. This ‘project must also maintain a minimum
flow in the river below the Gunnison Tunnel of 200 cfs (6 m“/s).

Specific operating criteria for Crystal Dam, other than project
obligations, have not been formulated. However, the. Bureaté of
Reclamation expects to maintain a flow of at least 400 cfs (10 m~/s)
below the tunnel whenever Blue Mesa Reservoir is full, This is
expected to occur during the March-through-September period in 85
percent of the years. '

The Gunnison uplift and the hard, crystalline Precambrian rocks
that predominate in the canyon are not conducive to the occurrence
of groundwater within the study area. Although there are no
measurements, groundwater probably contributes very little, if any,
flow to the Gunnisen River between the upstream boundary of the
monument and the North Fork. There are no known wells and only
one developed spring within the study corridor. All domestic water
used within the monument is brought by truck from outside
sources.

The entire reach of the Gunnison River easily meets State water
quality standards as well as criteria required for eligibility as part
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Although the
Gunnison River is low in dissolved minerals (i.e., low salinity), the
entire reach of the study area is high in iron derived from natural
sources. Fecal coliform bacteria levels, which are an indication of
contamination by warm-blooded animals, are very low and indicate
the cleanliness of the water. The pH of the water is a fairly high
8.3, but this is common for natural waters throughout Colorado.
There are no known elements in the water in quantities sufficient to
be toxic for fish, wildlife, or humans.
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water flow characteristics through the study reach are partially the
result of water rights that are held by upstream and downstream
appropriators. Within the study segment there is one small diver-
sion located on the west bank of the river about % mile (0.4 km)
upstream from the confluence with the North Fork. Several condi-
tional water decrees have been awarded by the water courts which
could affect the reach proposed for designation. Conditiocnal water
rights in the segment are held by the City of Delta, Pittsburg and
Midway Coal Mining Company, and Colorado-Ute Electric Association,
Inc. Since the proposed water development projects associated
with these decrees generally overlap each other in location, as
shown in figure 2-13 only one, or possibly two, of the projects
could conceivably be constructed.

Colorado-Ute. Colorado-Ute Electric Association has a conditional
dgcree for a reservoir with a capacity of 72,650 acre-feet (90 million
m~) located on the Gunnison River below the confluence with the
North Fork. Their Tri-County project would back water to the
vicinity of the Smith Fork and inundate about 1 mile (1.6 km) of
the eligible river in the lower study corridor. Water from the
proposed reservoir would be used for steam electric and power
generation. Initially, this project would have a generating capacity
of 250 to 500 MW. According to Colorado-Ute, the costsof storage
water would be about $13.00 per acre foot ($13/1,233 m”) initially,
then decreasing to no net cost during the sixth year due to
increased power and energy revenues., Total cost of such a facility
would be approximately $32.5 million.

Pittsburg and Midway. One of the Pittsburg and Midway Coal
Mining Company's five conditional decrees for the development of
Gunnnison River main stem water i% for a dam and large reservoir
of 162,700 acre feet (220 miliion m”), althgugh revised projections
call for a 193,300-acre foot (237 million m~) reservoir. Known as
the Cedar Flats project, it would be located approximately halfway
between the Smith Fork and North Fork, backing water up to a
point just downstream from the monument's northern boundary.
Cedar Flats is one feature of Pittsburg and Midway's comprehensive

8. Awarding of conditional water decrees by the Colorado courts
establishes a priority date for storing water should a project ever
be constructed and is a preliminary and tentative action before
applying to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
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Figure 2-13

GUNNISON RIVER STUDY AREA
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Gunnison Main Prc:je«:t.9 (Several smaller impoundments, canals,
and pipelines are associated with the decree; but these would be
entirely outside the eligible river segments.) The water would be
used to generate 60 Mw of elect;ic power while making available
100,000 acre feet (123 miflion m~) of water for coal-fired steam
generation and, possibly, coal gasification plants. Based on an
economic analysis conducted by the Bureau of Land Management for
a similar project in the same area, }he cost of water would be about
$100 per acre foot ($100/1,233 m~). |If the reservoir were con-
structed, it would inundate over 90 percent of the river below the
monument that was found eligible for inclusion in the national
system. Total construction cost of the Gunnison Main Project is
estimated to be $103.5 million; the Cedar Flats project accounts for
$62.8 million of the total figure.

City of Delta. An absolute decreesjs held by the City of Delta for
the diversion of up to 50 cfs (1.4 m“/s) of water from the Gunnison
River for domestic water supply. According to the City of Delta,
additional domestic water sources will be needed by 1990 if its
projected growth rate continues. The decreed point of diversion
for their right is located approximately 1.2 miles (2 km) upstream
from the confluence with the Smith Fork. However, Delta is a
participant in Project 7, a regional water supply project, and has
signed an interim agreement with the Burau of Reclamation to obtain
water from the Curecanti Project. This will be taken from an
alternate point of diversion, the Gunnison Tunnel, which is above
the study segment. Project 7 is now under construction.

Delta's other proposal--the Smith Fork project--involves a hydro-
electric dam within the study segment to provide a replacement
power source for their diesel-electric generating facility. The
proposed damsite, focated about 1 mile (1.6 km) upstream from the
confluence with the Smith Fork, was ccnsidered an altematjue to
the present Curecanti project in the late 40's and early 50's. As

9. Master Plan for the Gunnison Main Project. Tipton and
Kalmbach, Inc., Denver, Colorade. May 1976.

10. Reconnaissance Geolfogical Report of the Ridgway Dam Site -
Reconnaissance Geology Report of the Smith Fork Dam Site -
Gunnison River Project, Colorado. J. Neil Murdock, August 1947,
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proposed, the 275-foot (84-m) high concrete argh dam would create
a reservoir with 54,000 acre feet (66.6 million m”) which would back
water up through the gorge to the downstream border of the monu-
ment. The proposed installed generating capacity of 35,500 Kilo-
watts would have an average annual energy output of about 186,000
megawatt-hours. Electrical output from this project would be
significantly in excess of the city's own requirements, and it is
assumed that' such energy would be marketed on a regional basis to
meet needs in other areas. Based”on a reconnaissance study
conducted of the Smith Fork project,”  the cost of water would be
about $180 per acre foot ($180/1.233 m™) annually. Preliminary
estimates indicate that total investment costs to Delta, including
interest during construction, would be about $40 million. The
possibility exists that some arrangement may be made with another
project sponsor to accommodate Delta's domestic water supply and
electrical needs In their proposed water development project(s).

Sulphur Guich Alternative. An alternative to the Cedar Flats,
Smith Fork, and Tri-County projects has been formulated which
would be totally outside the wild river proposal area. It cails for a
dam and reservoir at Sulphur Gulch, with water being pumped from
a small impoundment of the Gunnison River below its. confluence
with the North Fork (see figure 2-13a). Construction of this
project is estimated to cost $18.2 million, and would vyield an
estimated 100,000 acre-feet (123.3 million m~) of water for
coal-based energy development. In addition, water and power could
potentially be made available to meet the expressed needs of the
City of Delta. Project feasibility is contingent upon obtaining the
necessary authority to Fé'vert the water and to construct the dam,
reservoir, and pipeline.

FERC Role. Section 7(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act places
a moratorium on the issuance of permits or licenses by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on rivers designated for
study as possible additions to the national system. To date FERC
has not issued licenses for development of any of the described
proposals. However, FERC received an application for a
preliminary permit from the City of Delta in February 1977 for its

11. Smith Fork Project Reconnaissance Report, City of Delta,
Colorado. R. W. Beck and Associates, Denver, Colorado. August
1976. .

12. Gunnison Main Project.
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proposed Smith Fork hydroelectric project. On August 1, 1978,
FERC--over the cbjections of the Department of the Interior--issued
a preliminary permit authorizing investigation of this proposal (see
appendices A & B). The preliminary -permit, however, does not
authorize any construction activity.

In commenting on the preliminary application for the Smith Fork
project the U.S5. Department of the Interior insisted that a permit
not be issued until details of the investigatory work to be under-
taken are known and an assessment can be made of the resultant
effects on the river study area (see appendix for the Department of
the Interior's response to the City of Delta's preliminary application
for the Smith Fork project). It was pointed out that ". . . the
project would likely have a direct and adverse effect on the values
for which the river might be designated" and ". . . that even the
study of this project may jeopardize the area's unique values."
The project also ". . . has the potential for causing serious
adverse environmental impact to the fish and wildlife resources of
the Black Canyon area of the Gunnison River," an area that
", . . serves as critical winter range for deer' and. elk and is a
very important raptor area.”

Other statements contained in the Department's comments on the
Smith Fork project preliminary application addressed the fact that
"Even if the Wild and Scenic River Study did not result in a desig-
nation of this segment of the Gunnison, our Bureau of Land
Management has two additional obligations under the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976. First, it would have to review
the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands withdrawal for continuation of
that land status. Second, BLM would have to review the same area
as a potential wilderness if the recreation withdrawal were to be
terminated, because it contains roadless areas of more than 5,000
acres."

Fruitland Mesa Project. The Bureau of Reclamation's authorized
Fruitland Mesa Project would irrigate lands in Montrose and Delta
counties, east of the study area. Return flows from the project
would enter the river via Smith Fork and Crystal Creek in Red
Canyon. While the return flows would carry relatively concentrated
volumes of teached salts, the small total flow of these tributaries
would be diluted by the Gunnison, without serious downstream
effects on water quality.

Fish and Wildlife

Within the study corridor fish and wildlife are relatively abundant
and quite diverse. Five basic habitat types provide food and
shelter for big game mammals such as elk and deer, small game
mammals, furbearers, a host of nongame birds and mammals, and a
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large number of game birds and waterfowl. Raptors are relatively
abundant, and several species are represented. Various amphi-
bians, reptiles, and several game and nongame fishes are also
present.

The river segment provides excellent cold water game fish habitat,
and an excellent trout fishery. Three species of game fish--
rainbow, brown, and cutthroat trout--inhabit the river. Northern
pike, brook trout, mackinaw trout, and kokanee salmon have also
been reported, but they are uncommon. Other fish include four
species of suckers, two or more hybrid sucker forms, roundtail
chub, fathead minnow, sculpin, carp, and dace. Although fishing
opportunities are limited by the wild, rough nature of the canyon
and river, the fishery provides unique and satisfying angling.

The entire study area is critical winter range for mule deer and
elk. Key winter browse species such as sage, mountain mahogany,
oak, and bitterbrush are abundant and reveal heavy seasonal use.

Pinyon pine and juniper trees supply a minor amount of nutrition to
big game, but function primarily as escape cover adjacent to
feeding areas. Additionally, these areas host several species of
wintering birds, including the endangered bald eagie.

In a recent survey by the Colorado Division of Wildlife, other
raptor species found to be residents in the gorge were the golden
eagle, red-tailed hawk, prairie falcon, kestrei, and turkey vulture.
Nesting sites were found for golden eagles and prairie falcons, and
it is believed that with more effort kestrel eyries would also have
been found.

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife. The American peregrine
falcon and bald eagle are the only species listed in the Federal
Register as endangered that may be inhabiting the study segment.
Although peregrine falcons were last seen in the monument segment
of the study corridor in August, 1976, much of the canyon contains
habitat that is ideally suited to this species. Falcon habitat in the
gorge is also excellent from the monument downstream to approxi-
mately the Montrose-Delta county line and at intervals below this
point wherever high cliffs exist. In addition, the ruggedness and
inaccessibility of the gorge limits human disturbance. The monu-
ment is high on the list of potential peregrine reintroduction sites.

The river otter, sighted in July 1974 and again in August 1975, is
included on the Colorado endangered species list. Six otters were
planted within the study segment in August 1976 by the Colorado
Division of Wildlife as part of a reintroduction program authorized
in 1975. An additional eight otters were released into the outstand-
ing habitat of the canyon in 1978.
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The greater sandhili crane and white pelican may stop over within
the eligible segment for a brief period during their spring
migration.

Cultural Resources

A complete cuitural resource inventory and evaluation has been
carried out in the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument
and the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands by Breternitz (1973,
1974, and 1976) (unpublished); Carpenter and Stiger (1975); and
Oliviera (1876) in accord with Executive Order 11593, the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and National Park Service historic
preservation policies. Based on these recent surveys, many his-
toric and archeclogic sites were located, none of which is listed on
the National Register of Historic Places. Also, there are no
National Historic, Natural, or Environmental Education Landmarks in
the study corridor.

Prehistory. Aboriginal settlement patterns indicate that the Black
Canyon region was used by both prehistoric and historic Indians on
a seasonal basis. Winters along the canyon rim are severe, so
habitation was limited to temporary camps and tool production areas
that were probably used during the spring, summer, and fall.
Movement in this area was governed by the seasonal availability of
edible vegetation and by the transitory movement of game. Many of
the narrow points of land that jut into the canyon and have very
steep sides may have been used as game traps, as is suggested by
the presence of several isolated projectile points found on these
prominences.

Remains of 38 campsites were discovered primarily on sandy soils.
Only two above-ground archeological structures were identified.
The remaining 36 sites give no indication of the depth of strati-
graphy. All the sites located in the monument are on the canyon
rim; none has been found in the river study corridor. Analysis by
Stiger and Carpenter (1975) showed that 90 percent of the flakes
collected from these sites were produced by soft hammer percussion
and that some of the rock used for tool production was subject to
heat treatment during preparation.

An archeological survey was conducted in the lower river study
corridor through the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands in the
summer of 1976 (Breternitz 1977). The results of this survey are
not yet awvailable.

History. Though the Gunnison River is named for Captain John
W. Gunnison who explored the region in the early 1850's, he and
others before him carefully avoided the inhospitable canyon. It was
not until 1874 that the Middle Division of the Hayden Survey
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skirted the length of the north rim, establishing several survey
stations within what is now the monument.

Byron H. Bryant, in charge of construction for the Uncompahgre
Extension of the Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad, was
requested to explore the Black Canyon for a possible railway route.
Early in December of 1882, Bryant proceeded with a survey from
Grizzly Gulch to Cimarron. Completed in the spring of 1883, it
indicated the canyon was impractical for a railway line.

In September 1900 William W. Torrance assembled a group of five
volunteers to survey the Black Canyon to determine if a water
diversion would be feasible. Four weeks later they gave up after
confronting what appeared to be impassable cascades.

Probably the most famous trip through the canyon was made by
William W. Torrance and A. Lincoln Felliows, irrigation engineer and
resident hydrographer of the U.S. Geological Survey at Montrose.
The trip, which started on August 12, 1901, was an extremely
rugged journey covering 33 miles (53 km) in 9 days. The data
they accumulated made possible the construction of the Gunnison
Tunnel which provides irrigation water for the Uncompahgre Valley.

After 1900 there was increasing recognition of the scenic value of
the Black Canyon by local conservationists and civic leaders. In
the late 1920's, citizens of Montrose, led by the Reverend Mark
wWarner, began efforts to have the canyon preserved. On March 2,
1933, a Presidential Proclamation established the Black Canyon of
the Gunnison National Monument.

The Great Depression of the 1930's brought miners into the depths
of the canyon. During the period from the 1940's to the early
1970's, there was limited use of the canyon for grazing, and cattie
were driven through the fower end over the Ute Trail. Prospecting
continued in parts of the Gunnison River canyon, excluding the
monument segment. However, the silver and gold prospects were
abandoned and replaced by uranium prospect pits along the west
rim of the canyon and up the Smith Fork. Gypsum was mined along
Buttermilk Ridge. These industries failed during the mid 1950's for
lack of profits.

A historic structures survey carried out in the Black Canyon of the
Gunnison National Monument in 1976 (Otivieri 1976) indicated that
the majority of structures located here were built after the monu-
ment was established and possess little historical or architectural
value. Structures located on the north rim, some dating from the
early 1930's, include several utilitarian buildings constructed of
frame and corrugated sheet metal, Quonset huts, and framed
privies. Several frame and corrugated sheet metal utifitarian struc-
tures, trailer homes, and a simple frame and weatherboard struc-
ture, also dating from the early 1930's, are iocated on the south
rim. None of these are located within the river's visual corridor,
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A recent preliminary field survey of the lower study segment
through the gorge (Athearn 1976) recorded a number of historic
sites, including the Ute Trail and eight cabins, three of which may
qualify for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.
These structures are generally no older than 30 or 40 years and
represent limited use. Although there may be other historic values
in the area, an additional survey will be needed to locate them.

Recreation Resources

Throughout the study corridor there are a limited number of
established recreation facilities, as shown in figure 2-14. The river
itself is inaccessible except in a few areas. Aside from the monu-
ment segment, the river is not nationally known for its recreational
values.

A major portion of the monument, including the study corridor, is
now part of the National Wilderness Preservation System. Primitive
camping for small groups of people is possible along the river at
several locations. Because of the sheer vertical rise of the canyon
walls, this use is limited to sandbars and other small, relatively flat
areas.

River trips through the monument, which involve more scrambling
over rocks and portaging than actual floating, are feasible for
individuals with considerable experience. The 1-mile (1.6-km)
segment between The Narrows and Chasm View is the wildest and
most scenic in the entire canyon, but it is also the most arduous
and hazardous.

Immediately downstream from the monument the gorge provides
opportunities for hiking, fishing, rock collecting, whitewater river
floating, and hunting for waterfowl and chukar. There are three
existing trails here--the Chukar Canyon, Duncan, and Ute Trails,

The ruggedness and limited accessibility of the gorge have limited
man's use, thereby preserving much of its wild character.

In the gorge, fishing and hiking represent the greatest amount of
use as measured in visitor days. Fishing is confined mostly to the
North Fork area and to the vicinity of the Ute, Duncan, and
Chukar Canyon Trails where they meet the Gunnison River,
Estimates of current use are given in table 2-7,.
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Table 2-7

GUNNISON RIVER CORRIDOR
Canyon Visitation (1975)

Activity Monument1 Gorge2
: Visitor Days)

Canyon viewing 349,872 2,450
inner canyon hiking 2,276 600
thner canyon camping 2,143 100
Technical rock climbing 32 -
Fishing 1,500 1,500
River floating - 50
Hunting - 100

TOTALS 355,823 4,700
1

Actual Visitation

2Estimated Visitation

Most of the river through the gorge is outstanding for river
floating using small rafts with oars, inflatable canoes, decked
canoes, or kayaks, A challenging series of rapids exists in the
3-mile (5-km) reach gbove the Smith Fork with flows of approxi-
mately 400 cfs (10 m~/s). Below these rapids the river is essen-
tially placid and lacks features which require great floating skills.
The hike reguired to carry boats and other equipment to the
river--about 1 mile (1.6 km)--tends to deter individuals in poor
physical condition and to eliminate those with very heavy or large
rafts. Also, depending on the boater's skill, some portages are
required.

A flow of 400-600 cfs (10-20 ms/s) is optimal for river floating.
With less flow the river is too rocky for easy boating, making
portages frequent and laborious. Above 600 cfs (20 m™/s),
landings become difficult and chances for a spill are increased.
However, the rjver through the gorge has been run at a flow of
1,100 cfs (30 m™/s).

Access

Except at the extreme lower end of the corridor and at East Portal
immediately upstream from the study area, there are no roads that

-84



[

B2 & 4
River floating provides many challenges
in the gorge.

= - |

The Ute Trail provides river étcess in the gorge.



enter the canyon. As previously discussed, all access is by trail.
Although there are unimproved jeep roads that parailel the outer
canyon rim in the lower section of the river between the monument
and the Smith Fork, these are not visible from the river and are
otherwise inconspicuous to those within the visual corridor. Down-
stream from the Smith Fork, near the confiuence of the North Fork,
there are unimproved jeep roads on both sides of the river for
varying distances. Because of their proximity to the river, these
roads provide easy river access and are visible from it at various
locations.

The Ute Trail, shown on figure 2-14, is the only improved traii
providing river access in the entire 29-mile (47-km) study corridor.
This trail and the Duncan and Chukar Canyon Trails are the usual
access routes to the river in the gorge. There are no designated
trails in the canyon within the monument, and those using the river
must enter and leave at their own risk.

Land Ownership

In the monument the visual corridor averages about 0.9 miles (1.5
km) in width, and through the gorge segment, 0.8 miles (1.3 km),
Within this visual corridor is an average of 580 acres per mile (15
ha/km) for the monument and an average of 402 acres per mile (101
ha/km) for the gorge. This represents a visual corridor with an
overall average of 491 acres per mile (123 ha/km) for the entire
29-mile (47-km) study segment.

As shown in figure 2-14, almost all of the land within the study
area, which includes that portion within the visual corridor, is
administered by the National Park Service or the Bureau of Land
Management. Only a very small amount of private agricultural land
exists within this corridor, as table 2-8 reveals, and none is
located in the eligible segment. Combined, the lands within the
study corridor represent a wvery small fraction of the region's
overall recreation acreage--256,000 acres (103,600 ha).



Table 2-8

GUNNISON RIVER CORRIDOR
Land Ownership

QOwnership Acres (#-h‘-:t:tar‘es)‘I Percent
Federal:
National Park Service 7,540 (3,051) 54
Bureau of Land Management 6,073 (2,458) 43
(Public Lands)
Private 366 (148) 3
TOTAL 13,979 (5,657) 100
1 .
Estimate.

PROBABLE FUTURE ENVIRONMENT WITHOUT THE PROPOSAL

Current trends in land ownership are likely to continue should the
Gunnison River and its immediate environment not be included in
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Approximately 97
percent of the land in the study area is federally owned, with the
remainder in private ownership. Public lands administered by the
Bureau of Land Management account for 43 percent of the total,
while the National Park Service administers some 54 percent of the
study corridor. All lands in the area proposed for designation are
in Federal ownership. Conditions expected to prevail in the monu-
ment and gorge sections of the study area are described below.

Monument Segment

The use and management of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison
National Monument will not change significantly uniless national
priorities demand that the affected resources be used for other
purposes. The study area through the monument will continue to
be administered under provisions of Presidental Proclamation No.
2033 and Public Law 94-567 to protect its outstanding recreational
and wilderness values. Only those improvements that provide for
visitor safety and protection of the environment will be allowed.
According to the existing master plan for the monument, the canyon
is to be preserved while some of the upland areas outside the visual
corridor of the river will undergo limited development consistent
with wilderness designation and protection of existing resource
values.
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Table 2-9 contains projections of recreation use expected to occur
in the monument portion of the study corridor should the river not
be designated as part of the HNational Wild and Scenic Rivers
System. As a result of studies conducted by the National Park
Service, overall use will be limited to no more than 750,000 visitor
days per year to insure that associated inner canyon use will not
exceed the area's carrying capacity.

Table 2-9

GUNNISON RIVER CORRIDOR
Projected Canyon Visitation in Monument
(Existing Management Conditions)

Activity 1976 1990
(Visitor Days)
Canyon viewing (overlooks) 379,000 630,000
Hiking 2,500 4,000
Camping 2,300 _ 3,000.I
Rock climbing 150 3001
Stream fishing 1,600 2,000
Visitation totals 385,550 639,300

1Subject to change, pending the establishment of management policies
related to wilderness designation and stabilization of river flow.

Gorge Segment

As discussed in the section on "Water Resources Develocpment,"
there are several proposals to utilize the river in the study area
for hydropower and municipal/industrial water supply. Except for
a combination of the City of Delta and Colorado-Ute projects, any
two other projects are mutually exclusive because they overlap in
their location on the river. Thus, it is likely that not more than
one project could be developed. Even that possibility is
guestionable considering the presence of endangered plants and
animals in the study corridor and the existence of feasible
alternative reservoir sites outside the eligible river segment.
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Other conditions that may prevent such development are the
requirements that permission to construct a project of this type
must first be granted by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
and the Department of the Interior, on whose lands it would be
located. Due to a lack of statutory authority, it is possible that
the Secretary of the Interior could rescind all or part of Public
Land Order No. 5261, which established the Gunnison Gorge
Recreation Lands, in order to accommodate such a project.
However, under provisions of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (P.L. 94-579), the river canyon within the
Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands qualifies for study as a potential
wilderness since it is roadless and contains more than 5,000 acres
(2,023 ha). This area also is recognized as possessing outstand-
ingly remarkable resource values that may qualify for protection
under that act.

Provisions of the Endangered Species Act couid possibly be invoked
to protect outstanding wildlife wvalues if other legislation proved
ineffective in preventing their loss.

Because there are no known mineral reserves of economic importance
in the gorge, mineral production is not expected to occur here in
the foreseeable future. Although Public Land Order No. 5261
allows leasing under the mineral leasing laws, lack of suitable
access to the canyon and inadequate transportation facilities further
reduce the possibility that any significant mining will occur in the
study area.

Based on BLM's preliminary management plan for the Gunnison
Gorge Recreation Lands, only portable toilets and improvements to
existing trails that insure public safety will be allowed in the
canyon. All other recreation facility development is planned for the
area above the outer canyon rims, beyond the visual corridor of the
river. These proposed developments include improved roads,
overiooks, parking spaces, picnic and camp areas, interpretive and
sanitary facilities, and a visitor center. Where necessary, arche-
ologic and historic site stabilization also will be undertaken. Public
use easements will be acquired to insure access to the gorge over
the Chukar Canyon Trail. Projections of visitation expected to
occur in the gorge with such development appear in tabile 2-10.
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Table 2-10

GUNNISON RIVER CORRIDOR
Projected Canyon Visitation in Gorge
(Existing Management Conditions)

Activity 1976 1990
' (Visitor Days)

Stream Fishing 1,500 3,000?
Hiking 600 1 ,2501
Picnicking 400 5,000
Canyon Viewing (overiooks) 300 3,3001
Camping 300 3’5001
Hunting 100 100,I
Photography 100 5001
Horseback Riding 75 4‘-1002
River Floating 50 800
Geologic, Historic, Cultura 1
Interpretation ' 0 500
Visitation Totals 3,425 © 18,550

1

Subject to change, pending possible revisions in management policy
to accommodate other uses.

2Until Crystal Dam flow releases are stabilized,
visitation projections for this activity are subject to change.

Based on these conditions, it is anticipated that in the gorge below
the monument the visua! corridor of the river will continue to be
devoted primarily to outdoor recreation use and preservation of
natural resource values. Economic activities expected to occur near
this part of the study area inciude continued development of coal
resources and the development of new water resources projects to
store or divert water for industrial and domestic purposes.
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I1l.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Lands within the eligible river segment are already in Federal
ownership and are being managed to protect and enhance the
river's natural and recreational values. The monument segment is
within designated wilderness and is managed in accordance with the
provisions of the Wilderness Act. The act prohibits permanent
roads and, with some exceptions for administrative purposes,
temporary roads, motorized vehicles, structures, and installations
which conflict with the area's pristine character. But the
Wilderness Act does not prohibit water projects and ancillary
facilities in designated wilderness. According to the National Park
Service, however, under provisions of the Colorado River Storage
Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 105, 107), dams and reservoirs authorized by
that act must not encroach on national park or monument lands.

The gorge segment is within the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands
withdrawn by Public Land Order No. 5261 to protect the area's
beauty, integrity, and character. Inclusion of 26 miles (41.8 km)
of the Gunnison River and 12,900 acres (5,200 ha) comprising its
immediate environment in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
will extend to the gorge statutory protection already afforded the
monument segment, effectively preserving the river's free-flowing
condition and existing natural values.

Since the eligible river segment is already subject to protective
management, the principal impact of inclusion in the national system
is to prohibit the construction of water resource development
projects and other incompatible developments along the 26-mile
(41.8-km) reach of river. Implementing the proposed action will
also cause minor increases in recreation use and attendant visitor
impacts over those expected to occur without designation.

IMPACT ON WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

implementing the proposal will prehibit construction of any project
which may diminish existing geologic, scenic, recreation, wildlife,
and related wvalues of the proposed area. Water development
projects which may conflict with national designation have been
proposed by the City of Delta, Pittsburg and 1l\*lideray Coal Mining
Company, and Colorado-Ute Electric Association.

1. Figure 2-13 shows that the Cedar Flats and Smith Fork
projects and Cedar Flats and Tri-County projects are mutually
exclusive. Thus, the proposal could preclude only one or possibly
two of the projects, but not all three.
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City of Deilta--The City of Delta's Smith Fork hydroelectric project
calls for a dam, located about 1 mile (1.6 km) upstream from the
canfluence with the Smith Fork, and a 54,000 acre-foot (66.6 million
m~) reservoir. The site is entirely within the Gunnison River
proposal area, and the project would be precluded by wild river
designation.

Delta also §|b|ds a conditional decree for the diversion of up to 50
cfs (1.4 m~/s) of water for domestic supply. The point of diver-
sion, approximately 1.2 miles (2 km) upstream from the confluence
with the Smith Fork, is located within the wild river proposal area,
and it would have to be shifted outside the corridor.

Four alternative sources to augment Delta's existing municipal water
supply were identified in an engineering report done for the city:
two were completely independent of any Gunnison River diversion;
the other two were situated on the Gunnison River, weill outside the
eligible segment, above Austin and near Delta--thf latter considered
the best long-range plan of the four alternatives.

Pittsburg and Midway--Pittsburg and Midway Coal Mining Company's
Cedar Ftats hydroelectric/industrial water project calls for a dam,
to be located outside the proposal area between the Smith Fork and
North Fork, and a 162,700 acre-foot (200 million m~) reservoir
which wouid inundate more than 90 percent of the eligible segment
below the monument. The project would be precluded by wild river
designation.

Colorado-Ute--The 72,650 acre-foot (90 million rn3) reservoir
associated with Colorado-Ute's Tri-County hydroelectric/industriat
water project would extend upstream to the vicinity of the Smith
Fork, inundating about 1 miie (1.6 km) of the eligible river segment
in the lower study corridor. The proposed wild river designation
will require modifying the Tri-County project so that its reservoir
does not encroach on the wild river segment. |If the project cannot
be so modified, it would be precluded.

Prohibiting water resource development projects from the segment
eligible for wild river designation wilt result in the loss of 36-50 MW
of hydropower generation potential because stream gradient in the
eligible stretch is much greater than downstream. In addition,
the economic

2. Engineering Report on the Municipal Water Supply for the
City of Delta. Morcan Engineering, Denver, Colorado. March
1975.
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impacts on the individual proponents of the projects are potentially
significant, If these respective projects are not constructed,
affected proponents would not be able to export power outside the
region, nor would they be able to market water for municipal or
industrial purposes. Since detailed plans for the projects have not
been formulated, however, the opportunity cost foregone by not
constructing the projects can only be approximated; it couid
approach $50 million for facility construction and $3.7 million in the
value of annual power output.

An alternative water development project, located entirely outside
the river corridor, has been formulated. As described in chapter
I{, the Sulphur Guich alternative could make water and power
available to the City of Delta while achieving the project's primasy
objective--making an estimated 100,000 acre-feet (123.3 million m”)
of water available annually for coal-based energy development.
Feasible coal-fired generation and water diversion sites are also
potentially available outside the eligible segment. Generation at
these sites could replace the amounts of hydropower that would
have been generated by the projects. Since water and power
alternatives exist outside the proposal area, the severity of regional
impacts resulting from precluding water and power developments in
the proposal area cannot be determined.

No impact on the Fruitland, Mesa Project is anticipated, sice it lies
out of the study corridor and its impact on water quality in the
designated area would be insignificant.

IMPACT ON RECREATICN

Overali use of the area is projected to be 663,970 visitors days in
1990, and 99 percent of this use is expected to occur even if the
proposal is not implemented (see table 3-1). As shown on table
3-1, designation is not expected to affect visitation to the monu-
ment, but the number of visitor days in the gorge attributable to
wild river designation will increase from an estimated 18,850 (under
existing management) to 24,700 annually by 1990, primarily in the
form of additional river floating, hiking intc the canyon, and can-
yon viewing from the rims. Because individuals generally engage in
several activities while visiting the area, the 6,120 increase in
visitor days represents 1,640 additional visitors in the gorge (1,250
hikers and 390 fioaters) and 2,560 viewing the canyon from the rim.
The remaining 1,820 visitor days represent ancillary recreation use
and not additional visitors.

The amount of potential activity within the canyon itself is limited
by the natural inaccessibility of the area and, therefore, is ex-
pected to be compatible with the carrying capacity of the resources.
Overall, the proposal will have a beneficial impact by precluding
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water resource developments, and thus preserving freeflowing river
values and attendant resource-based recreation opportunities.

Table 3-1

GUNNISON WILD RIVER PROPOSAL
Projected 1990 Visitation in Visitor Days

Projected Use Projected Use
Existing Management Wild River Proposal
River Segment  Activity (1990) {(1990)
Monument Canyon viewing (rims) 630,000 630,000
Hiking 4,000 4,000
Camping 3,000 3,000
Stream fishing 2,000 2,000
Technical climbing 300 300
Visitation Subtotals 639,300 639,300
Gorge Stream fishing 3,000 3,500
Hiking 1,250 2,500
Picknicking 5,040 5,040
Canyon viewing (rims) 3,360 5,920
Camping 3,510 3,510
Hunting 100 100
Photography 540 1,500
Horseback riding 400 400
River floating 810 1,200
Geologic, historic/cultural
interpretation 540 1,000
Visitation Subtotals 18,550 24,670
VISITATION TOTALS 657,850 663,970

IMPACTS ON ENDANGERED SPECIES

it is recognized that significantly increased human activity in the
canyon may potentially have an adverse effect on some animal
species found in the river corridor. According to the U.S. Fish
and Wwiltdlife Service, however, projected vistation increases due to
the proposed action will not adversely affect endangered species.
tn fact, wild river designation will preserve existing natural values.

The American peregrine falcon is very sensitive to human activity,
but the small increase in visitation due to the proposal generally
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would not conflict with the breeding and rearing seasons of this
species. The Division of Wildlife has found that the river otter has
been very tolerant of existing human use of the gorge segment.

The increase in visitor days due to wild river designation will not
conflict with the otters' early spring breeding and rearing season
and is not expected to adversely affect their successful reintroduc-
tion along the river. The greater sandhill crane and white pelican
may be found in the lower eligible segment during their migration in
the early spring; this coincides with a period of low visitation and
the birds are not expected to be adversely impacted by the
proposal.

Overall, there will be no significant impacts on any endangered fish
or wildlife.

Gunnison rock cress (Arabis gunnisoniana), which has been
proposed for endangered status, is known to occur either in the
gorge or monument. As noted in chapter 2, other plants of the
area have been recommended for listing in the Federal Register as
"threatened" or are now classified as "sensitive" on the Colorado
Native Plant Society list. Although these plants may occur within
the proposal area, increased human activity is expected to have
little or no impact on them.

OTHER IMPACTS

The small increase in recreation use by 1990 (4,200 visitors
accounting for 6,120 visitor days) resulting from inclusion of 26
miles (41.8 km) of the Gunnison River in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System will cause minor increases in soil erosion and
trampling of vegetation along the Ute, Duncan Canyon, and Chukar
Canyon trails and at river access points; air pollution (exhaust and
dust) from four-wheel-drive use outside the river corridor; and
water poliution, littering, and potential wvandalism in the gorge.
There will also be a minor increase in the need for general policing
and cleanup, search and rescue, and fire control activities,
especially at the river access points and in remote areas along the
shoreline. Because the same personnel and equipment will be
needed to carry out existing management policies, no increased
operation and maintenance cost will result from implementation of the
proposal.

Further development of North Fork Valley (Somerset Field) coal
resources would probably require such anciilary facilities as power-
lines, pipelines, and water diversion structures, but neither the
probability nor the scope of such an action can be accurately
foretold at this time. There facilities would not be allowed in the
river corridor if they would detract from the outstanding wvalues of
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the area, and this exclusion may potentially constitute an adverse
economic impact. However, the severity of these hypothetical
impacts, like the probability and scope of future regional coal
development, is unknown.

Because of existing Federal land ownership and preservation
management objectives, Iimpacts of the proposal on all other
resources-~-inciuding land use, fishing, physiography, geology,
minerals, and transportation--will be negligible.
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IV. MITIGATING MEASURES INCLUDED
IN THE PROPOSED ACTION

As specified in section 3(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, a
master plan will be completed after designation of the Gunnison
River as a component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System, This plan will include, among other things, measures
designed to mitigate adverse impacts, as discussed in this section.

Although the natural ruggedness and inaccessibility of the river will
precilude extensive use of the area proposed for designation,
managing agencies will monitor the effects of increased visitor use
and, if necessary, will take measures to restrict the amount and
type of recreation use to a level consistent with the carrying
capacity of the affected resources. Should the need arise, limita-
tions on the amount of use and restrictions on areas open to the
public will be implemented to ensure the preservation of those
values for which the river was designated.

In addition, four-wheel-drive roads within and outside the proposal
area will be upgraded by the Bureau of Land Management under its
existing management plan to mitigate dust problems created by the
slight increase in vehicular traffic and to comply with established
air quality standards.

Every effort will be made to protect the endangered American
peregrine falcon, river otter, and associated habitats, as well as
other Important predatory species of wildlife. To accomplish this,
human activity in the canyon may be curtailed during the critical
breeding and rearing seasons of these species and certain areas of
critical habitat will be identified and use of them restricted.

Pertable toilets will be provided at trailheads and river access
points to reduce the potential for water and land pollution. A
"pack it in--pack it out" program will be implemented. Should this
prove ineffective, the use of cans, bottles, and other nonhurnable
containers wiil be banned.

Qutstanding scenic and geologic features will be identified and
protected, as will known historical and archeological sites. All
activities that affect cultural resources will be in compliance with
Executive Order 11593 and regulations of the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, according to "Procedures for the Protection
of Historic and Cultural Properties" (36 CFR, Part 800). In all
cases, damage caused by vandalism and natural deterioration will be
mitigated by a combination of protection, interpretation, stabiliza-
tion, and limitations on use.



V. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Designation of the 26-mile (41.8-km) eligible segment of the
Gunnison River and its immediate environment as a component of the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System will cause certain unavoid-
able adverse environmental impacts. Although minor, these impacts
will range from increased visitation and littering to loss of soil and
vegetation in the gorge.

Although management policies will be implemented to protect
endangered wildlife, the potential for adverse Impact exists.
However, since most human use wiil occur outside breeding and
rearing seasons or at limited locations, adverse impacts are con-
sidered to be minor.

Additional problems of increasing litter and pollution of water and
air, while greater than exist at this time, will be minor. Mainten-
ance of the area will be improved and pollution due to human waste
will be alleviated by the provision of portable toilets,

Water resource development projects proposed in the river corridor
would be prohibited, as would any other projects or programs in
the area that would diminish outstanding values within the eligible
river segment. This may be considered an adverse effect on the
human environment. However, as described in the study report,
needs that would be served by such water project development can
probably be met outside the river corridor.

Although historic and archeologic sites are already protected under

existing Federal laws, a limited amount of vandalism and destruction
of these sites will probably continue to occur.
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Vi. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE OF THE
ENVIRONMENT AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Short-term use of the corridor for hydropower and associated
features would be foregone unless Congress found it in the national
interest to lift the designation of the Gunnison as a Wild and Scenic
River. These cases would therefore be deferred rather than pre-
cluded.

The existing management policy in the monument now protects the
river. In contrast, national designation of the Gunnison River in
the gorge under the proposed action will enhance its long-term
productivity for human enjoyment and ecological diversity. This
long-term productivity will be ensured by the maintenance of a
free-flowing river and preservation of its outstanding scenic,
geologic, recreational, and wildlife values and other natural features
for future generations.
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VI, IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS
OF RESOURCES

Major physical changes or alterations to the existing environment
are not contemplated with the proposed action. All use of natural
resources in the proposed Gunnison River corridor would be
committed to preserving the river in its free-flowing condition and
maintaining its high water quality. In addition, the proposal would
preserve natural, historic, and cultural values and the immediate
river environment.

Designation as a wild river, however, does not constitute an
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources. Should
future national emergencies and priorities dictate the need to
reverse these management objectives, this could be accomplished by
Congress.
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VIII. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

tn addition to the proposed action, several alternatives for
preserving the natural resource wvalues in the Gunnison River
corridor have been considered. These alternatives include (1)
continuing the existing management of the area (no action), and (2)
designating the river as part of the national system under a less
restrictive river classification, i.e., scenic or recreational,

Regardless of the alternative chosen, the eligible river segment,
which extends from the upstream boundary of the monument to
about 1 mile (1.6 km) below the Smith Fork, would remain in
Federal ownership. Since management and use of the river through
the monument will remain basically the same for any alternative
considered, the following discussion will focus primarily on impacts
in the gorge below the monument. Impacts expected to occur within
the monument portion of the eligible river segment, as presented in
chapter I, would be the same as for the following alternatives.

EXISTING MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE (NO ACTION)

Under this alternative, the 12.7 miles (20 km) of the Gunnison
River in the monument and the 13.5 miles (22 km) in the gorge
would not be designated as a wild river, nor would they be
included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System under less
restrictive classification. Since the monument segment is currently
protected as a wilderness area (P.L. 94-567), its future management
would not be affected. As discussed in chapter |, the existing
BLM management plan calls for upgrading river access within the
gorge to provide for public safety. Public use easements will also
be acquired outside the proposal corridor in the Gunnison Gorge
Recreation Lands to assure access to the Chukar Canyon Trail.
Except as noted below, impacts of the "No Action” alternative would
be the same as with the proposal.

Impacts on Water Resources

Even though the gorge has been administratively designated by
Public Land Order (P.L.O.) number 5261 for recreation use, there
is no statutory assurance that it will continue to be managed to
protect existing free-flowing river qualities. Depending on local
needs and political pressures, the existing land order would be
easier to revoke than Congressional wild river designation provided
by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (P.L. 90-542, as amended).
Revocation of P.L.O. No. 5260 requires only the signature of the
Secretary of the Interior or his designee, but revocation of national
river designation would require an amendment to the act.
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It is highly probable that impacts of the "No Action" alternative on
water resources will be the same as the proposed action, but for
different reasons. Although P.L.O. No. 5261 lacks the statutory
authority of P.L. 90-542, other legislative, Congressional, and
Presidential mandates may preclude construction of proposed water
development projects in the gorge. Inciuded among these mandates
are the Public Land Policy and Management Act, Endangered Species
Act, and the requirement that approval for construction of such
projects must first be obtained from the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission as well as the Bureau of Land Management which
administers the affected lands.

Impacts on Recreation

Under existing management, increases in recreational use will be
about the same as with the wild river proposal (see tabie 8-1).
The primary difference would be in the amount of visitation in the
gorge. The difference of about 6,100 fewer visitor days annually
in 1990 without the propesal represents only 1 percent of total
canyon use under either plan and would not adversely affect
existing wvalues.

Other Impacts

Since the river and adjacent lands already are recognized for their
recreation wvalues, air quality standards established for the region
reflect the need to maintain clean air in the vicinity of the monu-
ment and gorge. Any activities conducted in the area, including
the use outside the visual corridor of off-road wvehicles (ORVs),
which create dust and contribute minor amounts of hydrocarbons to
the atmosphere, will be regulated to comply with these standards.
Thus, the existing management plan will comply with established
State and Federal air guality standards.

CLASSIFICATION OPTIONS

Alternative means of resource allocation involving trade-offs between
environmental enhancement and resource development were con-

sidered. These alternatives reflect "discretionary" changes in
classification of the eligible gorge segment below the monument from
"wild" to "scenic" or from "“wild" to "recreational." All impacts are

the same as for the proposed action, except as noted in the follow-
ing discussion.
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TABLE 3-1
ALTERNATIVE PLAN VISITATION PROJECTIONS

ALTERNATIVES

1 Existing Manag it Classification ggtions?'
Prasent Usa Proposed Action No_Actlg ic Of Option
1575 ot : :

River o TN 50 ) ) © 1930 $ o 3 [

Segmant Activity Visitor Days Total Visltor Days Totat Visitor Days Total Visitor Oays Total Visitor Days Total

Monument (See table I1t=1

T isitation Subtotais: -385,550 99 639,300 96 635,300 97 638, 300 2 839,300 80
Stresm Fishing 1,500 1 3,500 1 3,000 1 4,000 1 5,000 1
Hiking 60G 1 2,500 1 1,250 1 5,000 1 20,000 1
Picnicking 400 1 5,040 1 5,040 1 7,200 1 13,320 2
Canyon Viewing {(rims) 300 1 5,920 1 3,380 1 24,000 3 9,400 12
Camping 300 1 3,510 1 3,510 1 4,050 1 7,830 1
Hunting 100 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100 1
Photagraphy 100 1 1,500 1 540 1 2,700 1 7,200 1
Horseback Riding 5 1 400 1 400 1 00 1 L 1
River Floating 50 1 1,200 ] 1] 1 2,430 1 4,050 1
Gedogic, Historic, & ] - 1,000 1 540 1 2,700 1 7,200 1

Culturat intsrpratation
Visitation Subtotals 3,425 1 24,670 4 18,550 3 52,580 8 156,500 20
Visitation Totals: 388,975 100% 863,970 1008 657,850 1006 691,880 1004 795, 800 100%

1. Estimates based on National Park Sarvice and Burepu of Land Management data.
2. with either classification siternative, the river would be designated “wild" tn the monument and “"scenic" or “recreational” in the gorge.




Scenic River Option

This alternative is identical to the proposed action, except that the
13.5-mile (21.7-km) eligible river segment in the gorge would be
classified "scenic" instead of "wild" (see figure 1-1). The primary
difference between this aiternative and the proposal would be an
increase in recreation use due to facility expansion and a greater
emphasis on public access to the area's scenic attributes.

Impacts on Recreation. By 1990 there would be approximately
28,000 more visitor days of use annualty with scenic river classifica~
tion compared with the wild river proposal. This amounts to about
a 3-1/4 percent annual increase in use throughout the eligibie river
segment. As with the proposal, canyon viewing wouid remain the
dominant activity, accounting for about 95 percent of total
visitation.

This increased recreation use would result in a doubling of annual
operation and maintenance costs over the existing management plan,
from $25,180 to $50,360. Generally, the higher levei of recreation
use would still be within tolerable limits to provide a quality recrea-
tion experience, but there would be a dimunition of the existing
pristine wilderness-type atmosphere.

Impacts_on Endangered Species. Due to increased human activity
in the gorge, there would be greater impacts on the endangered
American peregrine falcon and river otter. This activity wouid
likely cause some of the falcons and otters, as well as other
species, to leave the area over a period of time, depending on the
extent of human interference. Thus, this alternative would likely
cause some serious impacts on wildlife.

Other Impacts

Due to increased visitation, there wouid be additional trampling of
vegetation, soil erosion, littering, dust and exhaust from four-
wheel-drive vehicles, facility development outside the visual river
corridor, and wvandalism. However, all of these impacts are con-
sidered to be within the limits of the area's carrying capacity.

Recreational River Option

The primary difference between this alternative and the proposed
action is that the 13.5-mile (21.7-km) eligible river segment in the
gorge would be classified "recreational' instead of "wiid" (see
figure 1-1). As a consequence of expanded facilities, improved
access, increased signing, and construction of a visitor center,
there would be an estimated 156,500 visitor days of use in the
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gorge in 1990, compared to some 25,000 under the "wild" designa-
tion. Effects of this increased visitation would be more intensive
than for any of the previously described alternatives and, except
as noted in the following paragraphs, would have impacts similar to
those of the scenic river option.

impacts on Water Resources. There would be some reduction in
water quality due to increased problems with human waste disposal
and soil erosion in the gorge. This would necessitate the provision
of portable toilets at strategic locations, both inside and outside the
visual corridor, and the improvement of roads and trails to help
reduce these problems. Overall, water quality would be maintained
within acceptable limits for body contact recreation.

Impacts on Recreation. Under the recreational river option, visita-
tion in the gorge would be more than six times greater than with
the "wild" proposal, reaching 156,500 visitor days by 1990 (see
table 8-1). To accommedate this use, operation and maintenance
costs would exceed $110,000 annually, more than four times as much
as required by existing management or by the proposal. Recrea-
tional facilities within the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Ltands would
be expanded to include more improved roads, additional signs, and
a visitor center outside the visual corridor. As a result, wilder-
ness qualities would be considerably diminished by providing
opportunities for a greater number of people to use the area.

Impacts on Endangered Species.  According to the U.S. Fish and
Wiidlife Service, added pressure induced by human disturbance
would be critical for some species of wildlife, threatening their
continued utilization of natural habitat. This is especially true for
such species as the endangered American peregrine falcon and river
otter, as well as prey species on which they depend for survival.
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IX. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL
STATEMENT '

An interagency study team was formed in January 1976 to conduct
the study and prepare a report and environmental statement.
Study team agencies consisted of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
(now the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service), Colorado
Department of Natural Resources {(Colorado Water Conservation
Board), National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation/Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (BOR/
HCRS) and the Colorado Department of Natural Resources were
study co-leaders. As a result of a reorganization within the
Department of the Interior, responsibility for this study was trans-
ferred from BOR/HCRS to the National Park Service on March 27,
1978.

Assisting in the study was a work group which was comprised of
study team as well as other Federal and Colorado State agencies
with special expertise in various subjects treated in the report and
statement. Agencies other than those already mentioned that
participated as members of the work group included:

Federal Agencies

Bureau of Mines

Bureau of Reclamation

Energy Research and Development Administration {(now part of
the Department of Energy)

Soil Conservation Service

UJ.5. Forest Service

U.S. Geological Survey

State of Colorado Agencies
Department of Health

Division of Planning

Division of Parks and Recreation
Division of Wildlife

State Forest Service

State Geological Survey

Highway Department

State Historical Society

Because of their interest in water resource development and other
projects involving the study area, representatives of private
industry were invited to contribute information to the study.
Special meetings for this purpose were held in Delta, Colorado, in
August and September of 1976. Those participating included:
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Colorado Mining Association
S.J. Groves and Sons Company
Utah International

Bear Coal Company

Mayor, City of Delta

Adolph Coors Company

Gulf Corporation

Colorado Westmoreland
Sunfiower Energy Corporation
G.H. Allen

Colorado-Ute Electric Association
Atlantic-Richfield Corporation
U.S. Steel Company

West Slope Carbon, Inc.

Three series of public meetings were conducted to obtain citizen
input to the study. These meetings were held in the communities
of Hotchkiss, Delta, Montrose, Grand Junction, and Denver. Both
oral and written comments were solicited from the public at these
meetings and used to aid the study team in making their decisions
and recommendations.

The first series of public meetings was held March 15-18 and 29,
1976, to inform the public about the study and its purpose, scope,
and organization. Individuals identified as auditor/consultants were
elected by attendees to represent public views throughout the study
process. A second series of public meetings was held September
13-16 and 22, 1976, to present various management alternatives to
possible national designation of the river. The third and last
series of public meetings was conducted January 31 and February
1-3 and 9, 1977, to explain findings of the Principles and Standards
(socio-economic) analysis undertaken for the study and to present
the study team recommendation concerning the selection of the
proposed action, as covered in chapter |.

Field reconnaissance of the study area was conducted from May
18-20, 1976. During this time, the five-man study team examined
the entire river study segment by helicopter and on foot. in
addition, auditor/consultants, work group members, representatives
of private industry, and interested organizations were invited to
participate in a ground reconnaissance of the areas so that they
might also become familiar with resource values in determining river
eligibility and cilassification.

Although close coordination and consultation has been maintained
with all concerned interests in developing the study report and
environmentai statement, the conclusions and recommendations of the
study are those of the interagency study team.
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COORDINATION IN THE REVIEW OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT .

Copies of the draft environmental statement (DES) for the Gunnison
Wild and Scenic River study have been made available for review
and comment to the following agencies and organizations. Additional
copies of the DES were made available for public review at local
BLM coffices, libraries, and similar locations.

Federal Agencies:

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of Agriculture

Soil Conservation Service

U.5. Forest Service
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
Department of Commerce
Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Energy

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Department of Transportation
Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management

Fish and Wildlife Service

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service

Bureau of indian Affairs

Geological Survey

Bureau of Reclamation

Bureau of Mines

State Agencies:

Review and comment on the report and statement was coor-
dinated for all concerned State agencies through the Colorado

Division of Planning (Colorado Clearinghouse). In addition,
areawide clearinghouses that assisted with the review process
included:

San Luis Valley Council of Governments
District 10 Regional Planning Commission
Colorado West Council of Governments.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
Homnry, Towgescr 37020

April 26, 1979

Mr, Deight ¥, Bettle, Chief

Office of Park Planning and
Enviromental Quality

Macional Perk Service

United States Deparument of the Interior

Vashipgton, DC 20240

Dear Mr. Rettie:
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ~ GURNISOR REIVER

Thank you for glving us the opportunity to review the
subject draft ELS. e have no comments or suggested
changes.

Sincerely,

P

1 D. Ramsey

Recrpation Program Coordinator
Recreation Resources Branch

Division of Land and Forest Resources
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

United States Department of the Laterior

FISIL AN WILDLIFE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, DL 20040

Io Reply Rafer To:
ns/es
DES 79-14

Hamorandos
To: PMrector, Narional Park Service
From: Director, Fish and Wildiife Service

Subject: Curnison River {Colorado) Wild snd Scenic River Study--Commemt
on Draft Envirommental Statesent

In responss 1o the memorandum from the Acting Chief, Office of Park
Planning and Eoviromsental Quality, we have reviswed the subject
snvironmental statemant and offer the following comment.

1 On pages II-65 and ITX-5, it is stated that Arabis gunnisoniana has been 1 This correction has been made.
listed as an Endangered species. It has been proposed for such Iiscing,
but the proposal has not been finalized. Should ir ba finalized, we
would mot axpect the -pec:l.u to be adversely affected by inclusion of
the Gunnison River seg . ded, in the Wild apnd Scenic
Rivers System. On page III—S the name of this plant ia misspelled.

We appreciate the opportunity to commsnt on this envi tal .




RESPONSES

United States Department of the Interior

GEOQLOGICAL SURYEY
RESTON, VA, 12082

In Reply Refer To: May 1, 1979
BGS-Mail Stop 441

Memor andum
To: Chief, Office of Park Planning § Environmental Quality, NPS
Froa: Assistant Chief I{ydrologist for Operations

Subject: Review of draft stutement, Gunaison Wild and Seenje River
Study

Personnel in cur Colorado Water Resources Division District Office
have reviewsd the draft statement and offer the following comments:

1 "™e have reviewed the sections of the subject draft dealing with 1 We have revised the flow figures using 1977 data, the most
hydrology and have found these sections in good order. We did notice recent available,
that the 1974 Water Resources State Report was used for flow statistics
on the Gunnison River below the tumnel. Those additional yesrs of
record should have been available at the time the report was being

Bocse bl

4 Thomas J. Buchanan

One Hundred Years of Earth Scieace in the Public Service




COMMENTS RESPONSES

United Seates Department of the Inrerior

HERITAGE CONSERVATION AND RECEEATION SURVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2u240

JUN 61979

Memovrandum

Tot Ragional Director, Mationsl Park Service,
Denwver, Colorado -

From: HMrector, Beritage Consarvarion and Recreation
Sexvice

Subject: Draft Environmental Statement - Cunnison Wild
and Scemic River

The subject document sdequately sddressas the envivorssntal
concerns of this sgency.

Voo P

Test Chrie Therral Dalaporte



COMMENTS RESPONSES

United States Deparunent of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFTAIRS
WASHINGTON. D. €. 20245

INREFLY RIFIR TO:

Trust Services
Wildlife and Parks
459
Hemorandum
To: Chief, Office of Park Planning and Environmental

Quatity (NPS)

From: Acting Director, Office Wﬂ;iities

Subject: Draft Bnvironmental Impact Statement - Gumnison R:wer

This is in response to your March 29 memorandim, file reference:
L7617{130), that requested our review and comment on the subject

Please note that our Novewber 11, 1977 memorandum, in reply to
your October 19, 1577 request, states that we are of the opinion
that our trust mpnnsibzhties will not be involved in the
Gurnison Wild and Scemic River, Colorado, designaviom. Following
our cursory review of the subject document, our opinion has not
changed. We offer no further comment at this time., Thank you
fm'?mndmgusmth the opportunity to review the DEIS -
Gumison River.
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United States Department of the Interior
Jw Rk BUREAU OF MINES

(/ 2301 E STREET, KW.
=y Y~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20241
April 24, 1979
Kemorandum
To: Chief, Office of Park Plaoning and Envircowestsl Qualicy,
Raticoal Park Service
Trom: Acting Chief, Office of Environmental Coordination

Subject: Draft environmental statement, Wild amd Scenfc River Study,
Gunnison Kiver, Colorado

The document discusses a 26-ulle segment of the Cunnieon River and
12,900 sdjacent acres in Delts snd Montzose Counties, Colorsdo, for
inclusion in the HMational Wild and Scenic Rivers Syatem. Hinerals
known to occur in the propossd corrfdor include gypsum, gold, and
posatibly fluorite.

] The environmental starewent senticos the wineral resources in the 1 The paragraph on page 11-1 was not madified since gold is a
ares, axcluding gold, and states that there are oo knowve coomercial precious metal. The suggested correction on page 11-54 was made.
deposite, We agree with thar statement; however, the gold cccurtencs
in the river gravels should be mentioned in the mineral resourcas

section on pages II-I sud 11-54&.
David M. Rope

"
&)
Mgt

g1
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United States Department of the Inienor

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
UPPER COLORADN RECIONAL GHENE
rO BOK Mi5AE
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH M7

ieres TlC- 150
20.1
MAY 4 1979

MemoTandum

To: Waticmal Park Service, 655 Parfet Street, P.O,
Daover, C0 80225

From: Eegional Director

Subject: Review of Draft Envix al Scat for the Gunni

Wiver Wild and Scenic River Study

1 The report i a well-written document and presents impacts of the
propoged action adequately. The action should not affect any
potential Beclamation Projects although the teport fails to sddress
the Fruitland Mesa Project. Under potential water resource projects,
the Proitland Mesa Project should be sddressed. This auchorized
project would ot impound the Gumison Biver but it would Lrrigste
lands in Montrose and Delta Councies east of the Cunnisom River.
Retern flows would enter the river in the study area by way of
the Snich Fork and Crystal Creek (Red Canyon)}. The Frultland Mesa
Fipal Bovironmental Statement containg a description of thees returan
flows (FE5-77-10, page C-12). The effect of the proposed desig-
aation on the Fruitland Mesa Project needs to be addressed.

Specific comments:

2 FPage 1-3: What are the “scenic and public use sasements” Tequiced
outside the tiver corridor? How will rhege easements affect the
quality of the area and what are the impacts of these casements on
landovnara?

Page 1-11: Public Law 84-485 {a stated to be the statutory basis
prohibiting downstream vater recocurce developmant projecta from

3 sncroaching on lands within Black Canyon of the Gunnizon Hational
Monusent. This law would only apply to Colorade River Storage Act
projects, none of which are proposed in the study area. Private
reservoir developments area not covered by this law.

4 Page 11-18: The statement that "valley floors below 6,000 feet in
#levation are predowinantly agricultural and are of marginal value
to wildlife" should be gqualified. These lands are valuable to non-

&‘Du" ﬁ;‘gm species, small gane, and in many cases wintering deer and elk.
2
S
%‘» s &
Vgt

RESPONSES

The suggested changes have been made in chapter {1, under

'water Resources“(in both the "Regional Setting" and "River
Corridor Setting” sections), and in chapter |11, under “Impacts on
Water Resource Development Projects."

The easements are for access to traitheads. Their impacts will
be assessed by the Bureau of Land Management when definite plans
for acquiring them are made. This item is addressed in Lhe FES
under "8ureau of Land Management Framework Plan," in the section
titled "Interrelation With Other Programs," Chapter ! (page -9 of
the DES).

This correction has been made,

A cerrection has been made, but the statement has been

qualified so as to narrow the reference to "natural vegetation.®
While these lands are in some cases of value to deer and elk in

severe winters, the animals cause increased damage claims for the
Colorado Division of Wildlife, and therefore any benefits are
negated.
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Page 11-25:
It is & very marginal float acresm.
flowing

The Uncompahgre Xiver is not a well known float stresms.
The Taylor River is not frese

Page 11-63; Tha first paragraph is correct in that winimm flows sre
axpected to be around 200 cfs. Howaver, average flows willl be greater
and therefore, the words ™. . . or 144,800 acre fest . . .* should be

deleted,
Page 11-71: Tha City of Delta's condicional decree for 30 cfs 1is
digcwssed. Ao alterostive diversion is discusssd using axistiog

camals pesr Awstin. The practicality of using this alternative
is the winter showld be considersad. Also, the differesces in
water quality ac Awstio as compared to the study area should be
pointed out. dustin is dowvnstresm frowm the confluence of the
Borth Pork, which conctributes considerstle sediment.

Page 1I-75: The statement is made that the Colotado squawfish snd
mpback sucker mo looger inhabit the atudy segment becsuss of Flue—
tustion in upstresm water releasss frow the Curecantl Unit which de
ot cofncide with natural flows. The study ssgment probably pever
reprasented habicac for thess specles. Hl.l:l.:lan T. Wilezsius, 1978

ng the ]nstrilmt —

indl.ﬂc md:l.cat.dtlur. no uwru otthn c:vl.o:ado oqunr!uh wstm .

Tow Belta are known, Wiltriup also indicated that the "Curecanti
Tait was in no way responsible for the rapid historical decline of
bumpback suckers in the Gunmison River" primarily becsusa che declime
occurred prior to the Curscamti Unit.

Page ¥-1: Ome of the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts of
the project is that ce devel 3 fa the river
cortidor would be prohibited, 1t 1s then indicated that most of the
purposes of thess projects can be satisfied outaide the river
eorridor. This may or may oot be true but a solid cass for this
conclusion is lacking iu the report.

The potential for over-use of rhe area by recrsstionists attracted
to & "wild” river is wery real and should be addresssd. Potential
restrictions on game management, particularly honting, should be
copsiderad under this esection also.

RESPONSES

.1 This correction has been made.
[ ] The delstion has been made.
7 The paragraph In question has been modified to explain that

Detta will be diverting their water from a point just above the
study area, and then taking it through the Gunnison Tunnsl.
References to the Austin area diversion have been delstad.

8 while the Fish and Wildlife Service, 5alt Lake City, disagress
with the latter statement attributed to Mr. Wiltzius, reference to the
sndangered fish formerly inhabiting the study segment has been
deleted

9 The paragraph has been rewritten.

0 Given the difficulties of access to the area and current
management strategies (low intensity, dispersed use) davelopsd by
the BLM, overuse by recreationists was not considered a problem.
If it becomes a problem, it will be addressed in management plans
for the area.
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20240

"y % B9

Hamorandum

To: Chief, Office of Park Planning and Environmental Quality
From: Assistant Solicitor, Parks and Recreation

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Gunmison River
We have reviewed the subject Draft EIS, and 1n our view ft

meets the statutory requirements. /
# Jﬁ

David A. Matts

RESPONSES
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pr "‘ Department of Local Affairs
- % } Colorado Division of Planning
‘”"L;-;J“ Philip H. Schosuck, Ditector
Richard D, Lasse, Goveroor
May 15, 1979

Ks. Karen L. Green

0ftice of Communications and Public Affairs
Rocky Mountain Region

Mational Park Service

655 Parfet Strest

P. D. Box 25287

Denvar, Colotsdo 80235

SUBRJECT: Draft Environmental Statement
Gunaison Wild and Scenic River Study
DES-T9~-14

Dear Ms. Creem:

The Colotado Clearinghouss has received the above-referenced Draft Environs
mental Statement and has distributed 1t to interested state agencies. Com—
sents received from State Historic Preservation Officex, Department of
Health, Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation, Colorado Geological Survey
and Division of Wildlife are enclesed for your informatiom.

Thamk you for the opportunity to review this satter.

Sincerely,
2,
: (j&é/
st%z:—nu- Ak
Chief ?l_omcr
SENE e
Taclosure

cct Office of the Governor
Dapactmant of Natural Resources
Colorado Historical Scciety
Department of Health
District 10 Regional Planning Commiszsion
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STAYE OF COLORADD
Warhatrd ©. Lo, Garwiriar
BERPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE
ook R Brieb, Director

B0 Brosdway

Jenver, Cowrado 008 (E25-1193)

May 15, 1979

TO: Steve Ellis
State Clearinghouse

‘FROM:  Don Smith
Wildlife Program Specialist

SUBJECT: Gunnison River - Draft Environmental Statement « Wild
and Scenic River Study

1 This Division has reviewed the subject document and supports the propoaal 1 The study team's unanimous finding was that the 2.7-mile
to include the Guonison River in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers reach lacked outstandingly remarkable values and was therefore
Systemns as 2 wild river. We are disappointed in the decision to exclude ineligible.  See response to Colorado Wilderness Netwark.

the 2, 7 mile segment below the Smith Fork because we feel it is eligible
and ¢ould be clansified as recreational. The draft report is well written
and most of our previous comments have been incorporated. However,
we do have several additional commeats.

2 Page JI-75 Endangered and Threstened Wildlife, Our information 2 We have incorporated this information.
. Indicates the last sighting of a peregrine falcon in the Monement was
In Aogust, 1976,

3 An sdditional eight river otter were transplanted by the DOW in the 3 This change has been made,
study segment in 1978,

Page J1-84, Table 2-7 - Add hunting to the list of activities and 100
visitor days under Gorge.

PGS:dlh

cer Hurris Sherman
Jack Grieb
Bob Evans
Wayne Sandfort
Bob Rosette
Rick Sherman
Jirm Houston
Dan Miller

DEPARTMENT OF NATIRAL RESOURCES. Harris Sherman. Exeeviive Direcior » WILDUIFE COMMISSION. Sam Caudill  Fhairman
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TORADO
HISTORICAL
SOCIETY
‘The Colorado Heritags Center 1300 Broadway Denver, Colorado §0203
May 10, 1979 :
Btephen O, Ellia

. Colorato Clearinghouse

520 State Centennial Building
1317 Swrman Strest

Denver, Colorade 80203

Dear Mr, Ellinss
This is to acknowledge receipt of Guwnison ¥11d and Scenle Biver

Study, draft envircnmentsl siatement, #79-107 (NPS)

DATE RECEIVED April 6, 19% DATE DUE_May 10, 1979

We find Cultural Rescurces have been adequately considered and
oals and objectives of the National Historie Preservation

meet the i
Act et alia and those of thie Office.

Thank you for the oppertunity to comment on the proposed
project.

1f this Office cen be of further assiatance, please do not
hesitate to call upon ES Reviewer Betty LeFree (0ffice of the State

Axchaeologist) at 839-339%,
’szcerely. ) ;
rthur C.”"Towmsend .
State Hiscoric Presexrvation QOfficer

e¢c; Dr, Bruce Rippeteau; State Archaeologist
Mr, James Hartmann; Coordinator, Historic Preservation

RESPONSES
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STATE OF COLORADOD
Wahart . Larwm, Gamgrrar

e OF NATIRAL
Harria D. rorman, Enstvii Dirpcir

DIVISION OF PARKS AND OUTDOOR RECREATION

oo 1313 SHERMAN 518, DENVER, CO. B2 GEORGE 7. O'MALLEY, JR., Diracior
PARME AND ONTOOOR RECREATION BOAND:

BMENORANDUM Cherke Baitinger, Mawber

TO0: Stephen 0. EYs, Coordinator
Colorade Clearinghouse

FROM: Ralph Schell, Planaer
Colorade Diviston of Parks and Dutdoor Recreation

DATE: Aprdl 13, 1979
SUBJECT: Gunnison Wild and Scenic River Study

The Division of Parks and Outdoor Recroaticn has reviewed the Draft
Ervironmental Statsment for the Eunnison River and concurs with the
B. 5. Depa t of Interior, National Park Service, and the
Colorado Department of Matural Resources in recommending that the
Guanison River be added to the Mationa! ¥ild and Scenic Rivers
System as a "wild* river.

RS/3b
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il

o)

COLORADD OEPARTMENY OF HEALTH

4200 EAST tITH AVENUE - DENVER COLORADO #0220 + PHONE J20-8333
Frank Traylor, M.D., Executive Director

DATE:  apedl 24, 1979
SUBJECT:  NON-STATE ASSISTANCE

REVIEW AND COMMENTS
ro: Mr, Stephen 0. ¥llis

Colorado Clearinghouse
DMvision of Planning

PROJECT TITLE: Sunnison Wild and Scenic River Study, U.S. Forast Service/Mationsl
Park Service £75-107

STATE IDENTIFIER: n

COMMENTS 1 Water Quallity Contral COMMERTS DUE: May 14, 1979

1 From » water quality prospective we urge the proposed Wild and Scenic River
$tudy include the lower segaent from one mile below Smith Fork to the
confluence of the Horth Fork of the Guenison River.

Our data shows no appreciable difference in water quality below Smith fork
and consider it to be a logical Inclusion for wild and scenic designation.

) j(c/u 092 bl

Name, Title
Micki BParmes, Prograw Adninistrator

S0C-3, Jan 79

1

RESPONSES

The study did include this segment, but it was found ineligible
for designation. Good, naturally degraded, or restorable water
quality is & necessary but not sufficient condition for a finding of
tligibility under the "Guidelines® for ewvaluating potential additions
to the system. .
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HARD D LAMM
Gowe

JOHM W, LD
LI

"COLORADO GEQLOGICAL SURVEY
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

G STATE CENTENNIAL TUHLOING — 1112 SHERMAM STREET
DEMVER, COLORMADD 03 FHONE {303} 5392411

April 30, 1979

Mr. S. 0. Ellis

Colerade Clearinghouse
Colorado Division of Planning
1313 Sherman Street, Room 520
Penver, CO 80203

RE: GUNNISON WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY
U.5. FOREST SERVICE/NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

¥We have received and reviewed this document and from a geologic
standpoint find it adequate for its intended purpose. Subject
to any other re-review as required by other agencies we give our
conditional endorsement of this study. -

Sipcerely,

A v ?:'" 5‘-~f‘1‘_.'—-
mex M, Soule
ineering Geologist

JHS/vt
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Gt 1 O
s ,_} Distvice 1O anwul pfuuiay Commission
S«Wﬁe Locel Governmantel Unity within the Covties of
Diwdts, Gunnrson, Hemsdode, Morvrose,

, Momirose, Duegy, snd Sen Migoe!
DATE: May 25, 1979

TO: (Applicant)

Ms, Karen L. Green

Office of Coommications and Public Affairs

Rocky Mt. Region

National Park Service

P.0. Bax 25287, Denver, O0. B022S

FROM: Gloria Slaker, Executive Secretary

RE: Draft Environmental Statement/Gunnison Wild § Scenic River -Study

PROJECT RAME: Abave

DISTRICT 10 CONTROL, MMBER _80-79  STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NMBER

on 21, 1979 the District 10 Board of Directors reviewed
your apgﬁcatrim for finding. This review was completed as a part of their
irospon:;b;:ny a#s a Regional A-95 Clearinghouse. Action on your application
s Dot oW

They support the proposed project.

They supported the proposed project with the reservations
and/or provisions listed below.

They are in opposition to the project for the reasons
listed below.

They do not wish to comment on the proposed project.

They have tabled the application for the reasons stated
below. Please provide our office with a response to
the Board's concerns as your application will be reviewed

on
REVIEW COMMENTS:

Montrose and Delta Counties are in opposition to any inclusion of this
portion of the Gunnison River into the Wild and Scenic River Act.

CC: State Clearinghouse
Funding Agency
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Colorado-Ute Electric Association, Ine.
P. O. Box 1149
Montrose, Colorade Bl401

May 30, 1879

Mr. Glen T. Bean
Regional Director
National Park Service
F. 0. Box 25287

penver, Colorado 80225

Attention: Mr., Chuck Adams
Gentlemen:

Draft Environmental Statement
Gunpison Wild and Scenic River Stody

Colorade-Ute Electric Association, Inc., has reviewed the
braft Environmental Statement (ES) on the Gunnison River Wild
and Sceniec River Study. We have previously submitted comments
on the Draft Study Report, and one of our staff members partici-
pated in the Wild and Scenic River Study as an auditor-consultant.

Qur comments are limited to the ES sections that address
the lmpact on water resource development projects of the proposed
addition to the Wild and Scenic River System. A genéral comment
on these sections is that the concepts do not seem to be clearly
stated and are treated as being unimportant. Further, ioput
from the anditor-consultant group was not addressed in any
depth in the ES5.

1 The footnote on Page TII-1 states that *...economic feasi- 1 Portions of the footnate have been deleted. The purpose of
bility has not been demonstrated for any of thesfe water resource our environmental statement is not lo analyze (recreationat) benefits
developments,..". On June 1B, 1977, Colorado-Ute submitted of propesed project developments that may have a relationship to

the wild and scenic river proposal, but to present impacts the

ti Devel t P y
information on an alternate National Economic Development Plan proposal would have on the.project developments.

for the Gunnison River study area £¢ the Bureau of Land Manage-

ment. This information shows the economic feasibility of
Colorado-Ute's Tri-County Project which provides hydroelectric

power and energy and water storage for future thermal electric gen-
erating facilities and other beneficial purpos=es. This project would
inundate about one mile of the lower end of the Wild and Scenic
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Mr. Glen ‘T'. Bean ~2= May 30, 19%79

seguant but would &ffect recreational potantial outside
the stody area. The analysis does not address benefits
of recreation potential at tke confluence of the Plack
Canyon of the Gunnison and North Pork of the Gunnlson Rivers.

The same footnote on Page I1I-1 also states that ".,.
it is not known if the wild river proposal would, in fact,
effectively praclude even one of the projects®. The projects
referred to are the Smith Fork, Cedar Plats, and Tri-County
Projects described in III-2. On Page III-2, it is statad
that both the Cadar Flats and Smith Fork water projects will
be precluded by the Wild River desjgnation and the Tri-County
Project would be precluded unless modified,

2 On Page IXI-3, it is stated that "... slectric energy 2 Portions of pages I1-2 and N1-3 have been modifisd to clarify
could be obtained from other sources, including facilities the loss of potential hydropawer if the proposal is implemented.
that are part of the Colorado River Storsge Project (Chst) o o e o ot s e oee? S a0 e
and others that contribute to the regjonal p?wr gf“’ - This the loss of hydro-power that could result fﬂ;m designation,
statemant may be true, in theory, as far as "other” projects
are concerned; however, the elimination of the proposed
hydroelectric projects in this area will permanently reduce
the amount of hydroelectric power potentially avajilable to
the pevple of Colorado and the loss will most probably be
replaced with additional coal-fired generation. This aspect
has not beén addressed in the draft ES,

On Page IIX-3, it iz stated that "If these respective
projects are not constructed, affected proponents would not
be able to export power outside the region...”. It is not
clear why electric power exported from one region to another
region is related to the designation of a aection of river
as Wild and Scenic. The facts of the matter are that the
State of Colorado has been a net importer of electric energy
in the past and Colorado-Ute, the principal power supplier
in western Colorado, is not a net exporter of power and has
no plans to do so. To our knowledge, the United States is the
major, and perhaps only, exporter of power from the western
Colorado region. At the present time, only a small amount of
CRSP power is actuvally marketed in this region and noc more
is avallable under current conditions. HRecently, Colorade-Ute
wag excluded from receiving an allocation of previously
unmarketed CRSP peaking power even though it qualifies as a
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Mr, Glen T. Bean May 30, 1979

preference customer, is within the marketing area, has a valid
contract to buyer power from the tUnited States, and serves

in the area where a auvhstantial portion of the peaking power
iz to be generated. The irony of the situation is the
government ‘e pious concerh about exporting power while at

the same time leaving the impression that power for future
nesds might be obtained from CRSP.

On Page III-3, it is stated that “Since detailed plans
for these projects have not been formulated, howaver, the
opportunity cost foregone by not constructing the projects
iz unkpown". A significant amount of planning has bean
sccomplished by Colorado-Ute for its Tri-County Project;
certainly encugh to indicate its economic feasibility as
stated previously, Detailed plans cannot be made and sub-
stantial funds expended for a project if it is determined
that the project is precluded by the Wild and Scenic River
designation,

Significance is placed on the capability of the Sulfur
Gulch Alternative {(Page II-72}) to the Cedar Flats, Smith
Fork, and Tri-County Projects. As noted on Page 13 of the
Colorado-Ute report submitted to the Bureau of Land Management
{a member of the Wild and Scenic River Study Team) in Jone 1977,
there are serious deficiencies in the concept of the Sulfur
Gulech Alternative. Further, power is consumed rather than
generated by this project. In addition, the methodology
subscribed to in the Government's NED plan for arriving at
the economics of the Sulfur Gluch are questionable.

In conclusion, it appearsz that input which is contrary
to the Government proposed Wild and Scenic River designation
has not received serious consideration. Specifically, we
believe a careful analysis of the one-mile section located at
the lower end of the eligible Wild and Scenic River Section
would show substantial overall benefits to electric consumers
of Colorado and the public in general if designated as a
multiple-use area.

4

RESPONSES

We have modified the sentence in question.

The Gunnison Wild and Scenic River study team did not
attempt to evaluale the feasibitity of the Sulphur Guich alternative.
The team simply utilized the numbers and data from the repart
submitted by the engineering firm retained by Gulf Qil and
incorporated the information into the Mational Economic Developmant
Plan as prescribed by the Principles and Standards guidelines.
The Colorado-Ute Electric report was not submitted to the study
tesm in time for consideration in preparing the Principles and
Standards analysis._

We regrat this impression. Attempts were made throughout the
study to meet with project proponents and to utilize the data
furnished by them,
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Mr. Glen T. Bean g~ May 30, 1979

We appreciate the opportunity to make these commants.
Please advise us if further assiztance is needed.

Very truly yours,

Vice President
System Planning Division

FAE :map

cc: Mr. Robert L. McPhail, Western Area Fower Administration
Mr. Albert M. Gabiola, Westerpn Area Powver MAministration
Mr, Harris D. Sherman, Colorado Department of Natural Resources
Mr. Dennis M. Kirtland, City Manager, Delta, Colorade
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cityof delta / (

£.0. Box 19
colorado suie ot

May 29, 19T9

Mr. Glen T, Bean, Regional Director
National Park Service

655 Parfet Street

Post Office Box 25287

Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr, Bean:

Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Statement
for Gunnison River Wild and Scenic River Study

This letter containa the review and comments of the City of Delta,
Celerado {City) on the Draft Environmental Statement for the Gunnison River
Wild and Scenic River Study (DES) dated January 1979. The City wishes to ex-
press its gratituie to the NHatlional Park Service for the oppurtunity to subait
comments and for extending the deadline for subsittal of comsents to June 1,
1979.

SIRSHURY

The City is opposed to the DES proposal that the gorge segment of
the Gumison River, located downatregm of the Black Canyon of the Gunniaon
Wationa} Monument (monument segment), be included in the National Wild and
Scenic Nivers System because such designation would prohibit water resouroe
developoent in the gorge segment of the. river, The designation would forego
water rescurce beneflts such as water supply, irrigation, electrical power
production and recreation svailable to the City of Delta, the Uncompahgre Val-
ley and the State of Colorado.
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{2)

The DES faila to recognize or conaldsr an sltsroative to the Wild
and Sosnio Clasaification of the gorge segment that would include development
of uater resources in oonjunction with sanagement for the protsction and en-
tanoement of the gorge's scenic, fecreational, geologleal, fish and wildlife
walusa. Tha City, howaver, doss not take sxoeption to the inclusion of the
outstandingly remarksble Blaek Canyon of the Gimnison Fatlonal Monument Seg-
ment in the Wational Wild and Scenio Rivers System, since it is slready part
of the Natianal Park System within a designated wilderness area.

The City proposes to construct a hydroelectrio project, referred to
barein as the 3aith Fork Project, to be located entirely within the gorge feg-
pat. This project would consiat of & dam, a parrow canycon reservolr, and a
powerhouse with an installed capacity of 35.5 segavatis with an aversge annual
snargy production of 186,000,000 kilowatt-hours. A PrelimSnary Perait for
initisl investigation of the Smith Fork Project has been spplisd for by the
City and recelvad I'ron the Federal Energy Regulatory Comaizasion {(Projeat No.
2792), dated August 1, 1978. The Preliminary Persit, which was iasued for &
pariod of 36 montha, doss not suthorize constructlion of the Project, but
serely allows the City to maintain priority of Application for Licenss while
it gathers and prepares neocessary supporting inforsation.

The soonomic feasibility of the Smith Fork Project has been olearly
demonstrated from atodles which have determined the annual coat of power from
the Saith Pork Project to bs 14.7 milla per kilowatt-hour {in today's time
frame} while the City 18 ourrently purchasing wholesale powsr at a cost of 28
mills per kiloamtt-hour. Interest in developing the Saith Fork Frojlect has
bam documsntad by parties auch as pover companies, financial plannera (ses
letters attached as Exhibits A and B) and others. The Projeot would utilize
water, & reapmaabie, non-polluting natural resourcs, to generate snough snercgy
to save the squivalent of 17,000,000 gallons of oll each yesar, which is a alg-
nificant savings in view of the current national shortage of fusl oil and gas-
oline.

The development of the Saith Fork Profect would have sinimal ad-
verse inpacts on the scenic, geplogical, fish and wildlife resources in the

RESPONSES

Such alternatives were considered in the Gunnison Wild and
Scenic River Study Report (1973), the companian document o this
anvironmental statement. Among other conclusions in this report, it
was noted that resarvoirs in the Gunnison Gorge Arsa would risk
axtirpating the endangered river otter, disturbance o nasting
raptors, and inundation of historic and archeclagic sltes.
Recreation of a type already available in the region, lake boating,
would replace existing river-oriented recreation.

These plans wers npot analyzed In the EIS under the Existing
Managemant Option because it was considered that hydropower
development would not be permitted, even without designation, due
to the opposition of the Interior Department and disturbance of
endangered species. Alsc, the same type of ecpnomic/environmental
analyses required by the U.S. Water Resources Council for Wild and
Seenic River Study reports are not required for environmental
statements.

Prior %t any mandate to study the Gunnpison River for possible
inclusion  into the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the BLM
designated and withdrew from appropriation the Gunnison Gorge
Recreation Lands. These administrative actions were intended to
recognize and protect the river and canyon environs. It is
reasonable o assume that the BLM and Department of the Interior
would oppose any actions which might jecpardize the wvalues for
which the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands have besn recognized.

We do not agree that the Smith Fork Project would have
minimal adverse impacts on the scenic, geologic, and fish and
wildlife resources of the Gorge. According to the Fish and Wildlife
Service, Salt Lake City, a Isrge reservoir would favor establishment
of a sizeable, nongame fish population in competition with more
desirable troul species. Large incresses in recreation fishing use
would compound the problem and require an annual stocking
program by the state. Such a program would be costly and in
conflict with long-term management goals of the state to further
fimit the annual stocking program in favor of wild, seif-producing
trout species. In addition to the foregoing, some of the geologic
and scenic features that contributed to findings of “outstandingly
remarkable values" would be inundated. Also see our responsa to
Comment #5. '
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gorge segment, The Prolect would have a beneficial impact on the recreationsl
reasurces of the area by forning & parrow lake with increased but controllable
notess ta the arsa,

The prinaipel objective of the DES propoasl is to prohibit the de-
velopuent of water rescurces in the gorge segment of the river while lesving
the overall protective managewent cbjectives For the gorge the same. The Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act providea the legislative mechanism to mccomplish this,
sipee the Lot providea wildernesa aréa’ mapagenent to a rlver corrldor baot at
the same time explicitly prohibits water resource developsent. The City main-
tains that a more beneficial management scheme for the gorge segeent would in-
cluds continued protective maoagement of the scenle, fish, wildlife and geo—
logioal resources a3 well as water peacurce development and Ia therefore eap-
posed to the proposed action.

SMITH FORE PROJECT ALTERNWATIVE

The proposed Smith ForkX Project, a hydroelectric development, would
be located about ooe mile upatream fros the confluence of the Ssith Pork and
the Guanison River or about 2 miles upstresas frow the downstream boundary of
the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands, The propoaed Frojeot would conalat of a
21%-lfoot high concrete arch dam with an ungated overflow spillway at the
orest. The normal maximms reservolr slevatlon would be 5,825 gt with a max-
iwue drawdown of %D feet. An putlet works would be provided through the dam
for esargency drawdown and fish releasesa when the powerhouss is not opera-
ting. The poserhouse would be of an indoor surface type, located at the toe
of the den. The powerhouss would contain two Prancis turbines rated at 20,300
horaspower each. The total rated plant capacity would be 35,500 kW and the
average annual energy gensrated by the Project 1s sxpected to be 186,000,000
KWh.

An econcmic feasibility analyais has been completed for the pro-
posed 3aith Fork Project and 1s referenced in DES reference 12, "Saith Fork
PFroject Reconnaissance Report, City of Delta, Colorado by R, W. Beck and Asso-
ofates dated August 1376", The DES states ilnmcorrectly on pages II-72, II-HA

RESPONSES

The principal objective aof the wild and scenic river proposal is
to preserve for existing and future citizens of the nation the
outstanding geologic, scenic, recreational, and fish and wildiife
values of the free-flowing Gunnison River; a result of designating
the river will be the prohibition on water resource development
within the designated area.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides management for wild River
Areas that is not completety dissimilar to that prescribed in the
Wilderness Act, but wild river areas snd wilderness areas should
not be confused.

References to the economic feasibility of the project have been
deleted,
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sod III~1 that economic feasbility has not besn demonatrated for Delta's
hydroelectrlic project.. The economic feasibllity of the Saith Pork Project waa
based on a comparison of the annual cost of the Project to the annual cost of
the moat economic alternative powsr generation source, This ulternatlive
ource was a ocal-Tired base locad plant for energy and an oil-{ired coabuation
turbine for peaking. The Project showed savings over the alt.em‘tive souree
in the first year of operation (time frame 1979) with an eatimated benefit-to-
oost ratic of 1.30 and an annual cost of energy of 15.7 mills per kilouatt
bour. In determining the Project benefits, only the pover benefits were util.
1zed and aipce there are other available benafits to the Project suah as addi-
tional water yield for domestic use, irrigation and water use for fossil fuel
plants and recreation, the overall benefit-towcost ratio would be aignifi-
cantly greater than 1,30,

Development of the Seith Fork Project would not result in signifi-
¢ant changea in the overall wisual appearance of the area in the gorge segment
and would not affect the outstanding wisual qualities of the monument segment
whatsoever. Ssall changes in the appearance of the gorge area ¢ould be ex-
pacted with the change to & marrow reservolr from a river. Unllke most reser-
volrs which look like a lake, the reservolr behind the proposed Saith Fork Dan
would resesble a 3lowly flowing river becauss it would be so narrow and situ-
atsd dewp dowm In & canyon. Huch of the exlsting river i3 now not vizible
from the outar canyon rims. Although sections of the proposed reservolr will
be visible much of it's length would still be hidden by the inper canyon
walls., The imner canyon walls will rise above the ressrvoir water surface
feom 500 feet to over BOO Fegt for over 55% of it's lensth. The average res-
srvolr width would be N7T0 feet which is approximately thres-fourths of the
average width of the existing Morrow Point Reserveir, which is located up-
stream of the nonument as the middle reservolr in the three ressrvoir Cure-
eanti Unit. Typical cross agctions along the proposed reservolr are ahown in
Figa. 1 and 2,

Devealopment of the Smith Fork Project would provide exceptional
controllable recreational opportunities in the gorge segment of the rivar.
The preaence of Lhe reserveoir behind Smith Fork Dam would provide access to

5
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The "Guidelines* for evaluating polential wild and scenic rivers
require federal members of the study team to evaluate scenery ang
other wvalues from the perspective of a river user, From that
perspective the scenic impact of a reservoir 275 feet deep at the
dam would be considerable. From the rim of the outer gorge,
scenic impacts apparently would be similar to those you specily.
Please note, however, that water project developments within
proposed or existing wild and scenic river areas clearly violate the
Intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (P.L. 90-542, as
amended); thus, a choice must be made by the President and the
Congress,

At a public meeting in Hotchkiss, more than half of those
present had hiked to the bottom of the Gorge. We do not feel that
sxceptional conditioning is required for access, although we do
grant that most handicapped and elderly woutd not attempt hiking
Inte the Gorge area; however, thers are other nearby areas these
individuals can use. Demand for reservolr recreation is supplied at
Morrow Point, and Blue Mesa, and will be available at the
Dominguez-Escalante Reservoir  downstream if  that project s
constructed, so it is not established that demand for reserveir
recreation requires another reservoir. In any event, it is generally
sccepted that a wild river provides a rarer and more highly valued
recreation opportunity than that available at a reservoir, even if in
a scenit setting.
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rishing and sightaeslng opportmities in the canyon of the gorge segment. It
is clear that under existing conditiocns, entering the canyons pear the river
for climbing, boating, fishing or just hiking is only for the exceptionally
vigorous person. With the presences of the reaservoir, auch persona could be
accoamodated as well as the less vigorous elderly and handicapped people who
could pever ase the canyon fros the bottos unless froa a boat on the rea-
arvolr. Boating on the ressrvolr could be completely controlled by singular
acoess to the dam for launching purposes or restricted to tour Boats operated
by the Park Service a3 i3 presently being done at Morrow Point. Park Service
peracnite]l at Morrow Point have stated that therse iz an extresely high demand
for the tour boat sxcursion and that Cor every person to take the tour, two
are turned sy, Approximately 60 people per day during the recreation season
are¢ fortunate snough to be able to take the tour boat excursion,

The effects of the proposed ressrvolr on the wildlife have not yet
been satimated (all field work required under the Preliminary Permit has been
prohibited by the Department of Interlor) and cean only be surmissd, However,
the affect on wildlife, including endangered species, Ia likely to be negli-
givle. The existing river banks are slther rock with no vegetstion or talua
alopes and materiala depoaited by the river and covered by aparas vegetation.
This vegetation has probably developed in its present location after the
scouring floods were terminated by the upstream reservolra. Even above the
level of the historical floods in the inner canyon the wvegetation ia very
sparse and probably does not provide a slgnificant amount of habitat for the
larger species of bBirds and wammpla. The inner canyon walls which are %00 to
800 fest high (DES p. II-51) will be coversd to roughly ons~fourth of thelr
arsa by the reservoir. It is expected that vegetation needing more water than
the rain provides will develop along the banks of the reservoir wherever there
is enough s30il. Eventually the shoreline wegetation will probably ba similar
to the exiating river bank vegetation and the reduction in wildlifs habitat
will probably be negligible.

The effect of the inundation on the Mlah populations will probably
be alight, The soderately flowing strean will be replaced by a slowly flowing

RESPONSES

With or without Wild and Scenic River designhation, the BLM has
formulated management strategies, with public review, for the
Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands. These strategies provide for
low~key, dispersed wuse recreation opportunities (i.e., hiking,
fishing, primitive camping, etc.) which allow for extensive use of
the canyon. These kinds of opportunities will serve to complsment
the Intensive, but passive, recreation opportunities awailable within
the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument.

While we do not agree that the Department of the Interior has
restricted or precluded fish and wildlife investigations in the Smith
Fork Project area, we do agree that the effects of the reservair on
fish and wildlife cannot be detailed until appropriate FERC permit
studies are completed. Until such time, we rely on Fish and
wildlife Service-supplied information in the report that habitat in
the Gorge s outstanding, particularly for raplors and the
state-endangered river otter, and that reserwvoir construction wouid
disturb the raptors while nesting and could extirpate the otter,
Also see our response to Comment H2.

Current temperature conditions within the study segment are
adequate for spawning, incubation, and far juvenite and Jadult
populations of salmonids. Therefore, the reservoir would provide
ne "enhancement.” In regard to the comment at the top of page 6,
fisherman use is not a yardstick for biological quality, which was a
factor in determining the fish and wildlife values of the segment.
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raservoir with more space for fish. Cooler tesperatures conditiona will en-
hanoce the salmonid population which dominats the fish fauna. Recent studies
of the salmcndd fishing in tiw upper Gunninon River before and aftar the dams
and ressrvoirs were oonstructed have shown that the total nuaber of [ishersen
was more thin would have besn axpected without the dams. Also, the catches
were oomparable with much larger Fish of trophy alse ("Scms Factors
Historically Affecting the Distributicn and Abundance of Flshes in the Gunni-
son River, dated September 25, 1978 by William J. Wiltzius, sdministersd by
the U. S. Buresy of Recimmntion and Colorado Division of Wildlife). The net
result was a odight increass 1o pounds per man per day. This indicstes that
the Saith Fork Project Ressrvolr would probably not adversely affect the fish-
ing.

It 1a stated in the DES that the upstream projacts have lowered
watar tempartores and driven some endangersd apscies of fish further down-
atream (DES, II-75). The watsr releaszed from the Project for power production
aculd be drawn from whatever level is desirsble to control the tesperaturs of
dounatrean relemsss. Warmer water near the surface of the researwoir could be
released Irom the Seith Pork Froject which would allow theae endangered ape-
¢les more river ailes for habitat than that contemplated under deaignation as
a "uild® viver.

The reservoir, which will resemble & quiet river, would be a pres
feruble subatituta for access into the gorge rather than roads in and near the
inner and outsr canvons with all their unnaturalness and their unaightly cuts
which will heal 30 slowly in the dry climste of the arsa. Further, enpcounters
with wildlife, whether endangersd or not, when made from a boat with a guide
can be far leas disturbing to the vildlife than relatively uncontrolled sp-
proaches on foobt or by wehicle.

For the reasons stated above, the City therefors maintains that the
Smith Fork Project iz & viable alternative to the propossd designation of the
gorge segment and would provide much nesded sconcole benefits in the ares.

10
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See comment from and response to Bureau of Reclamation, #2.
The statemant regerding endangered fish has been modified.

The argument presenied in this paragraph is academic, as no
roads are proposed into the Gorge.
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COMMENTS OM_DRAPT EWVIROMMENTAL STATEMENT

Tha D2S proposes that 26.2 miles of the Guonison River be included
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System as a "wila® !f%t&r. TThis *wild”
segment, referred to herein and in the DES as the eligible segment, 13 locstsd
5 south-oentrsl Colorado near the Cities of Delts and Montrose and would
cootain 12,932 acres. The propoded eligible segment extends from the upstream
(southern} boundary of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison Mational Monument,
through the monument and through the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands to about
one Bile below the conflusnce of the Ounnison River and the Smsith Fork.

At presant there are 23 rivers with thelr adjacent lands included
in the National Wild and Soenic Rivers System as indiocated in the Wild and
Soenic Rivers Act (Aot), sz smanded through PL 95-625, Hovember 10, 1978.
Furtherwore, 75 piver segaents have been designated as potential additions to
the Wild and Soenic Rivers System, of which 12, or 163, are in the State of
Colorado. This 1a twice as many #ligible rivera aa contained in any other
State in the United Statesa, as listed in Section 5(a) of the Aot,

is previously stated, the Gunniaon Wild and Scenic River eligible
segment containa 26.2 miles of river and sncompasses 12,932 scres. Thia ia
equivalent to 494 wores per alle of river. According to Sectlon 3{b} of the
Aot, the smount of land adjacent t0o a Wild and Scenle River, which will be in-
eluded as part of the Wild and Scenic River, ®"shall include an average of not
more than three hundred and twenty acres per ntle on both aides of the
river®. Tha Gunniason Wild and Scenic River eligible segment axcesds thia 320
acre peor mile limit by 178 acres per mile, or S4S, which indicates that the
proposed width of river corridor is inconaiatent with the provisions of the
ot

The DES states that an cbjective of claasifying the eligivle seg-
mant & Wild and Scenle River 13 Lo preserve the "rree-lowing condltion of the
uaters® (DES page I-3, 2nd paragraph). The present condition of the stream-
flow in the eligible pegaent is not conaldered to be “free-Tlowing.” The
asount of atreamflow Iln the river fa algnificantly affected by the pressnce of

12
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This comment does not address the content or the adequacy of
the environmental statement,

The corridor acreage restriction referred to pertains
specifically to the eight initial rivers established as a result of the
passage of the original Wild and Scenic Rivers act {P.L. 90-542) in
1968. These “instant" rivers are listed in section 3(a) of the Act.
The *average of not more than 320 acres per mile” has been used
#% & guideline by federal agencies for section S{a) study rivers and
by federal management planning tesms for post-1968 newly
designated rivers; in some cases, where warcanted by terrain or
other factors, corridor acresges have averaged more than 320 acres
per mile. Second, the area recommendsd is all federal land, and
can be managed in keeping with the provisions of the Act even if
the recommendation for a 12,932-acre corridor is rejected in favor
of limiting the ¢orridor acreage to 320 acres per mile.

A number of rivers have bLeen designated to the Mational
System which have upstreasm dams and fairly considerable flow
modifications. Since Congress has designated them it has been
determined the intent of the Act was to bar those rivers which were
unnaturally and frequently dry, were inundated, or whoss flow was
affected excessively by channel modifications. The Gunnison in the
study segment has its flow modified, as you peint out, but jt is a
free-flawing river within the meaning of the Act.
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the three dam Curecanti Unit which consiats of thrae existing dass and reser-
woirs vpatrean fros the eligible segment. These reservoirs include Crystal
Lake, with & total ressrvolr volums of 38,190 scre-Cfeet] Morrow Point Lake,
with a total ressrvolr volums of 117,190 acre-~fest; and Blue Mesa Lake
(Colorado’s largest body of watar), with s total remervoir volums of 940,755
acre=feat. The overall eff'sot of the presance of these Pessrvolra on the
Level of streamflow in the aligible zegment is to subatantially reduce the
flow froe what would naturally (i.e., without the presecas of upstream
ressrvolrs or diversions) ocour during periods of high runoff and to
subatantially inoresss the flow from what would maturally ocour during periods
of Llow Funoff,

In addition to the ¢ffect of the thres large upaiream ressrvoirs,
Aversions of up to 3,000 ofs are presently sade, during the months of Marah
through Bovesber, through the Qunnison Tunnel wbich has its intake located
Just upstress of the eligible segment. The Gunnison Tunnel diverts water out
of the Ounnison River Basin into the adjscent Uncompahgre Yalley for irriga-
tion purposes. In addition, the Gumnison Tunnel has recently been upgraded to
allow year-roumd diversions for the new "Project 7%, » mmicipal and indus-
trial water project devalopment for the Cities of Delta and Montrose, Tri-
County Water Conservancy District, Toum of Olathe and two private water oom-
panies. Thia increased diversion will make it more difficult to saintain the
winleum 200 ofs flow in the Gupnison River in the eligible zegment. Sasll
quantities of water are alao diverted from the Gumnison River Basin above the
«ligible segnent by the Carleapur, Tarbell and Tabor Ditches,

The overall coabined effect of these diveralons along with the reg-
ulation effects provided by the thres upctriu roaarvolrs results in a stream-
flow condition in thw eligible aegmant that iz anything but "free-Clowing®™ or
*ywild,."

In a manner analogous to the effect man has had on the "free-llow-
ing® or "mtural® condition of the river, man has alao affected the river's
fish population. Based on a comprehenaive study of the distributicn and atwn-
dance of fishes in the Gunniaocn Niver (Willism J. Wiltzjus, "Some Factors His-

terically Affecting the Distribution and Abundance of Fishes in the Guanison

14
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The fish population in the Gunnison River was not referred to
Wild, self-producing trout fisheries, whether

the DES as "native."
native or intreduced,
premium in Colorado.

are very wvaluable and are considered
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Biver”, Colorade Division of Wildlife, Septesber 25, 1978), the fian
population in the Cunnison River canmot be consldered pative dus to the intro-
duotion of many othar fish specles. The current, predominant salmonid species

are the introducesd ralnbow and brown trout rather than the native cutthroat
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trout. In addition, two other salmonids have been introduced to the Gunnison
Xiver, the brook trout and kokanes salmon. Fourteen non-salmonid apecies have
also been introduced to the river ainee 1690, in competition with the then
aight native non-salmonid apecies. Thus, with 18 out of the 27 important fiash
spaclies being introduced apecies, the Gunnizon River cannot be considersd to
possesas a pative [ish population.

On page 1I1-75 of the DES it is stated that "The Colorado aquawfish
and bumpbeck sucker no looger inhabit the study segment®. It is then iaplied
that these two endangersd spscies have lsft the area due to the operation of
the upatream Curecanti Project. According to the Wiltiius report, however, it
Is doubtful that either of theas apevcies "extended upstream farther than
Delta®, which iz downatream of the eligible aegment,

The DES ztates that an objective of classifying the eligible seg-

" ment wild is to maintain the vexiating excellent water and alr quality” (page

I-3, 2vd paragraph). In the gorge segeent, the development of the Smith Fork
Project would likely result in at least saintaining the exlsting levels of
wter and alr quality and, in faet, could likely improve both.

The DES statea that an objective of claasifying the eligible seg-
ment wild 1is %o "provide high quality recreational opportunities asacclated
with a fres=flowing river For presdent and future generationa®™. Access teo the
gorge segment iz presently very lipitad, with only a few tralla leading dosn
into the canyon. Theas trails, which can anly be reached by aviomcblle or
four-ubsel drive vehicles, are falrly rugged, and as a result, recreational
wisits to the gorge segment are lislted and are undertaken primarily by a rel-
atively l'ew, robuat individuals. With the Smith Fork Project thers would be
inoressed access to the canyon and reaervoir via the project access road{s).
Ihis would provide increassd boating access and related recreational opportun—
ities for those individuals who otherwise could not get into the gorge. Thia
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The correction has been made.

See response to Comment #6.
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1a particularly true for the elderly, who sake up & relatively large poetion
of the population in this part of Colorsdo, snd the handicapped. 3Since access
to the canyon would be via at most a few roads, the amount of peopls and the
smount and/or type of boating craft in the reservoir ares could be easily con-
trolled, and thereby pravanct any adverss envirommsntsl iapacts from over-use
of the area.

Conoerning recrsation under the proposed Wild and Scenic River
elasaification, in the DES on page I11-% it atates that "no ipareased aparas-
tion and maintenancs ¢ost will result from implementation of the proposal®.
However, based on predictions in the DES {Table 3-1, page III-B) the recrea-
tional use of the gorge area in 1950 would be 18,550 wiajtor days under the
proposed "wild® river designation. This ia an increass of 6,120 visiter daya,
or 335, under the "wild ™ river proposal. It ane ble to assume
that such a large incresse in uvee would resuit in "no incrsased operation mnd
msintenance cost”.

The DES atates that the eligible ssgment, which extends from the
upstrean boundary of tha Monument to about one mile below the confluence with
the Smith Fork, wvas oonsidered as ope wnit "becauss of its conslstently out-
standing geologic, scenic, wildlifs and recreation values* (page II-37, Ath
paragraph). The DES proposes that this entire 26.2 mile stretch be clasaified
as "wild.®

Tois recosmendation would include in a aingle "wild® river unit two
very separate stretches of river which are anything but "consistent™ and are,
in fact, twoe very different scenic and pecreatlional rescurces. The sonument
segment encloses a alngle canyen that resches a maximum depth balow the rim of
2,700 feet. The river gradient 1a steep, a3 much aa 275 fest in & one alle
stretch, and most of tha river 13 very narrow. In the gorge ares the vistas
are different. Just downatrean fros the nonument the canyon walls flare out
to form a double canyon with the inner canyon dwarfled by the broad guter cane
yon. Moch of the outer canyen ia covered by sell and tha sparas vegetatlom
typlcal of thia dry area. This part of the river has an average gradient of
only 27 feet/mile (DES pp. II48-51), It is obvious, therefore, that basie
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The expected 6,120 visitor day Increass in use can be handled
by facilities and personnel already planned by the BLM for the
Gorge area, thus there would be no increased operation and
maintenance costs attributable to the proposal. This determination
was made by the Bureau of Land Management. Any incresse in use
and OIM, should they develop, will be addr d in "] it
planning for the river and Gorge.

The Monument and Gorge do differ, and the EIS acknowledges
and describes these differences. One of the notable aspecis of the
area's scenery is that two such different areas, each in ils way
outstanding, lie in such close proximity. Most pertinent, the wild
cizssification reflects the two areas’ minimal ilevel of development,
not differences in physiography,.
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differences exist between the charsateristics of the monument and gorge seg-
ments and to conalder the entire 26.2 mile stretch as ons conalatent unit is
not realistic. This idea is confirsed in that the gorge segment was nobt con-
tained in the Black Canyon of the Gunniaon National Honument land withdrawal.

It ahould be mentioned that sinoe the sonument segment of the river
ia already included in the Wational Park and Monument System and subject to
Public Law 8%.885, Colorado River Stoarags Aot of 1956 which prohibits dama and
reservolrs within the Monument, the Mild and Scenic designation is not re-
quired to prevent water rescurces developaent.

The DES atates in Sectlion VI and on page II-88 that hydropowsr pro-
ductlion and dosestic water supply syatems could be feasibly developed outaide
the sligible river corridor. However, no description of these alternative
sitss or details of the sconomic analysis for them is presented in the atudy,
Without these details an accurate comparizon with the Seith Fork Project can-
not be made. The projects may be economically fsasible, but may not be as
economic as the Saith Fork Project, since the Smith Fork Project iz one of the
fow remaining good hydroelectrie sites in the State of Colorado.

In a latter to the Federal Power Comuission (FPC) concerning the
City of Delta’s Application for a Preliminary Permit for the Salth Fork Praj-
eot {DES, Appendix A}, the Departoent of the Interior (Department) erronsously
states that the Saith Fork Project would be located on Dakota Sandatone, which
say result in sespage loases via both intergranular permeabliity and joints or
fractures. Tbe Department, therefore, recommends that further studies on the
smount, if any, of this page be ducted. However, it 1s stated in the
United States Bureau of Reclamation's (USBR} study on the geology of Rustin
Dam site, located approximately at the propoasd Saith Fork Project afte, that
all the rock below El 5500 ia, "predosinantly granite, gneisa and schist of
Archean Age. This rock is hard and free from atructural defsotsa. It 1s con-
aldered competent to support any typs or height of dam, and no conatruction
probleas are anticipated. (Preliminary Geclogical Report of the Austin Dam
and Reservoir Site; United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Recla-
mation; June 1950,) In discussing the Austin Dam Reservoir it further states

1
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Ses response to Bureau of Reclamation Comment #3.

Those details of the other projects and the economic analysis
made on them are contained in the Gunnison Wild amd Scenic River
Report. The Principles and Standards analysis that must be
performed for wild and scenic rivers studies and that is normally
included in study reports requires the generation of "National
Economic Development Plans”-«in this case invelving hydropower.
Thase plans must be feasible, but need not be probabie. Because
of the Gunnison Gorge recreation withdrawal, the possibility aof
adverse offects on endangered species, and Department of the
Interior opposition to construction in the Gorge, hydropower
development in the area was not considered a realistic enough
possibility to warrant basing alternatives on it for the EIS.
Therefore inciuding sufficient information in the DES to compare ail
of the projects for the area, even had the informalion been
avaitable in sufficient detail, was considered inappropriate and
unnecessary,

5S¢ far as we know, you are correct. Unless portions of the
Smith Fork Project, e.g., canals for municipal/agricuttural/
industrial water, cross portions of the Dakols Sandstone {we were
not  furnished route [locations for any such canals or other
structures except the dam), the project will not suffer the problems
cited in  your comment. However, this does not relate to
information tn the DES, and no changes are required.
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that, "The ressrvoir will be entirely in the Pre-Casbrian crystalline roocka
oouzisting of granites, gneiases and achists. Thesse rooks are lmpervious to
pacoolating waters and well adapted Lo serve &5 & reservoir basin. A reser-
wolr hrs 18 certain to be watertight.*

The City respectifully requeats a copy of the Final Envircomental
Statenmt for the Gunnison Diver Wild and Scenic River 3tudy. The City would
also appreciate being made aware of the schedule for proosssing of the Final
Environmental Statssent and of any futixre seetings or discussions on this
study,

eot The Honorable Cary Rart - U.5. Sspator,
The Honorable William L. Armstrong « U.5. Semator, Colorade
The Honorable Hay Kogovaek « U.S, Repressntative, Colorado
The Honorable James P. Johnson =~ U.3. Repressntative, Colorado
Toe Bonorable Rlchard Lema - Governor, Colorado
Kenneth L. Flumb - Secretary, FERC
Harris Shersan - Mrector, Colorade Department of Natural Reaources
John J. Bugas = Prealdent, Colorado-Ute Electric byspciation, Ino,
R, Fern Putman ~ Vice President, Salcmcn Brothers
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Mornbary Of The Nyw York Bioch Exchange, ine.
Orw M York Prare Exhibit A
Nowe Youh, N.¥. 10004 [242) T4T-7000

Salomon Brothers

May 21, 1979

Mr. Depnis M. Kirtland
City Manager

City of Delta

P, O. Box 19

Pbelta, Colorade 81416

Dear Dennis:

fased on our review of preliminary economic feasi-
bkility and bulk power supply reconnaissance studies of
the proposed Smith Fork Hydroelectric Project as done
by R. W. Beck dated August, 1976, we believe that under
current economic and financial market conditions the
project is potentially viable and able to be financed.

These preliminary studies describe the preven need
and demand for low cost hulk power supply by the City
of Delta. Further, Colorado-Ute Electric Association,
Inc. and others have indicated an interest to purchase
any excess power from the project,

If you have any additional guestions please call
me at (2)2} 747-7082,

Eincerely

ﬂ’f““‘ ﬂb“fﬂg

R. Fenn Putman
Vice President

ce Frank Dubar, R. W, Beck, Seattle
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Colorado-Ute Electric Association, Inc.
P. O. Box 1149
Moattose, Colorade 81401

April 20, 1979

Nr. Dennis M. Xirtland
City Manager
city of Delta
P, 0, Box 19
Delta, Colorado 81416

Dear Mr. Kirtland:

This ia to advise you that Colorado-Ute Electric Association
is interested in purchasing the excess power from the City of
pelta's proposad Smith Fork Project, providing we can work out
mutually acceptable terms and conditions.

Please keep us advised as to the progress being sade in
licensing this project.

$incerely yours,

President

JIBiirs
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Colorado Wilderness Network

P03 Eact Coltax + Devwver, Coloracks B0206 = 573-7870

Al 30, 1579

Dear Sirs:

The Colorado Open Space Councll*s Wilderness Workshop fully supports
the Fark Service's reacommendatlon on ths GCunnizon River for a wild
river, However, it 1a still unclear how the Park Service arrived at
the concluaion that the 2,7 aile segwent betwesn the Smith Fork and
the florth Fork 1s ineliglible for any classification, I disagree
with the Park Service that this segment doea not have any outstand-
ingly rezarkable valuca, Thim part of the river iz free of lmpound-
ments apd generslly ipaccesaible except by trail. It is true that
this last 2.7 slle stiretch of the Tiver 1s not as apectacular as the
part of the river that goes throuwgh the conument, The Guldelines don*t
wpecifically say that a river should be compared with itself 1n
deternining outstanding chirecteristics, How sany rivers would be
considsred outstandingly resarkable 1 they were all compared to the
Coloredo River minning through the Grapd Canyon? It seers that this
mrt of the river has been dlaqualified for a wery ailnor reaszon, Tha
explapation glven ln the Dewft EIS 13 woefully inadequate,

It is understood by the Workshop that the City of Delta does have
soms legitimats energy and water nends, These nesde can bo met
without encrosching on the proposed 26-mile wild river segeent,

It 18 ¢lear from the Draft Statement that the river otter apd
prregrine faleon habitat must be protecisd, The possibility of
reintrodveing peregrine fxlcons in the gorge should be glven
apecial attention, Everything should be done to saintaln this bab—
1tat In as pristine conditlion &8 possible.

Special care should be taken so that the values that the Act waa

usant to protect are not destroyed by overuse, If necessary, permlts
should be iasued at peak use periods, This may be espectally important
during critical tweeding periods for the peregrine falcon mnd the river
etter,

In conclusion, the COSC Vildermess Workshop supports a 2G-alle wild
Tiver seguent, A furiher explaration of why the remaining 2.7 mile
portion of the river was disqualified is necessary,

ﬁ:z;l;@. QF‘&O

Jeffrey R. Foland
Wilderness Workshep
JHPfeax of COSC

1

RESPONSES

This section of river was not compared to the Colorade River
In Grand Canyon when it was determined that it [acked
outstandingly remarkable qualities; its attributes were compared to
criteria evolved for the wvarious categories (fish and wildlife,
scanery, etc.) whose general aim was to reveal wvalues of
significance on at least a regional scale. The study team did not
conclude that the 2.7-mile reach was unigue, unusually scenic, or
regionally significant. However, the Kkey determinant was the fact
the team, in consulation with resource expercts, did not find any
outatandingly remarkable wvalues. The lower 3-mile reach also is
paratieled by two roads and contsins one diversion.



COMMENTS

Lark learson
¥ilderness Study Group
University of Colorado
e 188

Joulder, Q0 JI0509

seglonel JArector
katlonal Jarx Service
655 Tarfet 5t.

TG, pox 25267
Denver, 0 £J225

ear Sirs

Congratulations ere in order for your extensive otudy on
the suitabillty of ithe Sunnl=zon @tiver for incluslon in the
wational Jild and Seenic olvers wystem. I.su'ongly suppori
your steted recontesdation to clacsify a 2c-mile segmont of the
Gunnison as a wild river. Designation as a wild river w#lil
freatly snhance future or;ortunities fer recreational use and
enjoyment of the patural gqualitles of the river corridor,

I am rarticularly pleased with the stated intent of a
1royosed oaster plan to place the scenic ard wilalife xeguire-
pents of the Tiver above ihose of the vicitor. Limitatiens on
the amount of use and curtallment of havan activity 1n the canyon
are certalnly desirable when visltor uce tiweatens to dasars or
destroy the atiributes for which the ares Was preserved.

I remaln irrevocably oprosod to any concoseion thet would
allow gncroachuent urorn the wild secsuent of 4he Uuwindson aiver
by any of the tenative wailer resource developrent projecis.
riopefully, any rotential conflicte uill not cowe to Tass, and
thy canyor will be ireserved 1n 1is satwal state for comy
years to conw.

1- I nust exiress a bit of puivlenent, bosever, ac to how the

river envirompment could chanse so suidenly foom that of zultablility
for inclucion as 2 wild river ‘o complete non-zultebllity fov any
type of protectlon vhatscaver, I believe a reevaluatlon of the
Z=1ile lower ferment i: derirable. It would seea that 1t rurely
satinfies the requirencnts for recreational, or even coonic,
denizratics, 1 sincerely hore that tne rocsibllliy of o City of
Zelte murdeljal water srejeet did nol rceclude ipncluslion of the
G-rile secnent in tiw Lzatlonel Jild andé Leenic Jlvers Lystck.

Cineerely,

Mav{_‘ £ matg Y,

Mark Pearoon

v Jilderness stuly urour

1

RESPONSES

The river environment does change suddeniy and drastically
about 1 mile below the confiuence with the Smith Fork, with the
disappearance of the Precambrian rock beneath the surface of the
water. The river does nol qualify for designation, since it lacks
outstanding values,

If it did qualify, its classification would probably be scenic or rec-
reational, as you point out. The possibility of a water project con-
structed by Delta (which would invade a major portion of the
proposed wild river area), or by any other proponents, did not
influence the finding of ineligibility; the naturat qualities of the
area did. Also see response to Colorado Wilderness Network.
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AMERICAN WILDERNESS ALLIANCE
4268 Exst Evems Avenue * Denver, Colursdo » 80112
{03 7130-5000

Ray 30, 1979

Glen T, Bean, Pegional Director
National Park Service

655 Parfet Street

P.0O. Box 25287

Denver, Colorads 80225

Dear Mr, Bean,

The National Park Service and the Colorado Department of Natural
Resourtes are to be commended for the excellent work done on the
draft environmental statement for the Gunnison River. The
American Wilderness Alliance is pleased that both agencies have
proposed 26,2 miles of the Gunnison River for inclusion in the
Kational Wild and Scenic Rivers System as a "Wild® river.

Acecording to the draft report released by the Department of the
Interiopr, the entire 26,2 mile segment possesses “outstandingly
geologic, scenic, wildlife and recreation values?,

Currently, there are n¢ rivers in Colorado in the National Wild
and 5cenic Rivers SysTem, Inclusion of the Gunnison River inte
this system will preserve its existing scenie, wilderness, wild-
1ife and watershed values, in addition to preserving the associ.
ated historic and cultural values within this avrea,

1 The natural and ecological environment within the Gunnison basin
i extremely diverse, in part due to the wide ranfe of vegstative
cover. DNumsrous endangered, threatened or sensitive plants occur
in this region, including the Gunnison rock crese {Arabisg
gunnisoniana), an endangered plant listed in the Federal Regzister.

evaral plants endemic o Colorado and adjacent states are present
in the gorge and the monument along the Gunnison,

Wildlife found within the study corridor is also diverse and
relatively abundant, The Black Canyon area serves as critical
winter range for mule deer and elk, Bighorn sheep frequent the
rugged canyons, Golden eagles, prairie falcons, red-tailed hawks,
American kestrels and turkey vultures find a balanced hablitat
here, as well as numerous other wildlife species Including small
memmals, raptors, songbirds, reptiles and amphibians, and fish,
The canyon is a historic nesting area of the peregrine falcon,
an endangered species, Other endangered or threatened fish and
wildlife epecies that inhabit this area are the bald eagle, the
river otter, the Colorado squawfish, humpback sucker, greater
sandhill e¢rans, and white pelican, The monument section of the
Gunnison River iz high on the list of potential reintroduction
sites Tor the peregrine falcon. The Gunnison, with its abun-
dance of trout, has been recognized as an ideal reintroduction
site for the river otter, whie¢h is also on the Colorade Endan-
gered Speclies 1ist, Several successful "plantings™ have already
been made.

RESPONSES

See our responie o the Fish and Wildlife Service, Arabis
unnisoniana has been proposed for endangered status, but has not
yet been listed.
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Excellent cold water game fizh inhablt these waters, including
the rainbow, cutthroat, and brown trout, This river offers an
elcertional trout fishery, providing a unique and satistfying
angling experience. Surface waters ars of sxcellent quality.

The region ie also known for its abundance and diveraity of
recreationzl resourcey, Pishing, camping, hiking, and white-
water boating account for the highest number of activity days,
According to the Colorado State Comprshensive Outdosr Recreation
Plan (SCORP}, it is recopnized that Colorado rivers "should be
protected for scenic and environmental values, in additien to
moaking them available for recreational use,*

The entire reach of the Gunnison River sasily meets the State
of Colorado water quality control standards as well as criteria
required for eligibility as part of the Natlonal Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. .

From Precambrian to Cretacecus, the rock sequence spans 1 3/%
billion years. *The overall dominant character of the study
corridor is the swe inspiring and overwhelwing magnitude of
the river-carved canyon...S¢enic values found here are inextri-
ably interwoven with the geologic and physiographic features
of the area.* The area offers an outstanding panorama of
canyons and surrounding hills and valleys, The monument segment,
with its narrow, sheer, dark walls is breathtaking and unique.
The Painted Wall in the Upper Monument is the highest ¢liff in
Colorado, There are numerous cultural sites in the gorge. The
scenic value of the Black Canyon has been recognlized by civie
leaders and conservationists since 1900,

Prior to construction of the Curecanti dawm and reservoir up-
atream from the monument, the Gunnison River was one of the
truly great rivers of North America. The Curecanti project is
responsible for fluctuations in upstream water releases that do
not coincide with the natural flowas of the river, thereby dis-

2 rupting spawning habitat. Water temperaturcs have been lowered 2 See comment of and response to the Bureau of Reclamation, #B.
as a result of this project, driving the squawfish and humpback We have concluded that there is insufficient proof the sndangered
sucker downstream from their historical habitat, fish were foeund in the study reach prior to construction of the

Gunnison River dams.

Yet another ill-advised project has been pro?osed along the
Gunnison River. The U.5. Department of the Interior has stated
that the Smith Ferk project *,,.would likely have a direct and
adverse effect on the values for which the river might be de-
signated”, and ¥,..that even the study of this project might
Jeopardize the area*s unique values.” The project alse =, . has
the potential for causing serious adverse environmental impact
to the fish and wildlife resources of the Black Canyon area of
the Gunnison River,” an area that ~,..serves as critical winter
range for deer and elk and is a very important raptor area,”

Rone of the water project proposals for the Gunnison River have
proven economi¢ leasibility, All will have adverse environmental
effects, and will jJeopardize the critical habitat needed for
preservation of the numerous endangered and threatened plants



COMMENTS RESPONSES

and animals found here. The Gunnison Gorge is recognized as
posaessing outstandingly remarkable natural resource values that
may qualify for protection under the provisions of the Federal
Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA}, Provisions of the Endangered
Species Act could possibly be invoked to protect the outstanding
wildlife values.

There are no known mineral deposits or reserves of economic
importance in the gorge or monument that exist in concentrations
and quantities suitable to permit commercial extraction. There
are no known fossil fuels or geothermal resources within the
gtudy corridor. There is no known record to suggeat the possible
presence of uranium in the study area, The U.S, Bureau of Mines
states, “The area in and adjacent to the Gunnison Gorge is an
unlikely province for petroleum accumulation because the core

of the gorge is composed of igneous and metamorphic rocks.”

Increased human activity and disturbance will have a critical
#fTect for many species of flora and fauna, This is especially
true for the peregrine falcon and river otter, aa well as the
prey they de¥end upon for their survival., Thus far, the rugged-
ness and limited accessibility of the gorge has liadited mans use,
thereby preserving much of its wild character.

Any knowledgeable review of this area reveals that the natural
values far exceed the anticipated benefits that may be derived
from existing and proposed dams, diversions and related structures.

Designation of the Gunnison River as a Wild River will prohibit
water resourte develoFment projects that are proposed in the river
corridor that would diminish the outstanding values within the
elieible river segment. A Wild River designation will preserve
existing natural values, and will constitute a positive impact

to the native plants and wildlife found here,

Designation as a wild River, however, is not an irreversibile
tomnitment of our natural resources. Congress has the power
to reverse this decizion in the event of national need or
emeprenty,

Incluzion of 26,2 miles of the Gunnison River and its immediate
environment of 12,900 acres intoe the National Wild and Scenic
Rivera System will provide statutory protection to the gorpe

and effectively preserve the river's free-flowing condition and
exigting natural values. This protective status will preserve
the natural, historic, and cultural values of the Gunnison River
and its immediate environment,

Hational desipgnation of the CGunnison River in the gorge will
enhance its long~-term productivity for human enjoyment and eco-
logical and natural diversity. This will be ensured by the
preservation of a free-flowing river and its outstanding scenie,
geologic, recreational, watershed and wildlife valuea for future
generations,
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The American W¥ilderness Alliance actively supports and endorses
this worthwhile proposal to designate a portion of the Guwmiaon
River as a #ild River, and for inclusion of this segment into
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Plaase add our comments to the public record to be included in
the final environmental statement,

jlifjpectf ully Qbmittad »
R R

l{ » Likens
¥ildernezs Conaervation
Coordinator

RL:db

CCs Harris Sherman
Senator Gary Hart
Senator Bill Armstrong
Congressman Tim Jirth
Congressman Ray Kogovsek
Congressman Jim Johnaon
Congregsman Ken Kramer
Congresswoman Pat Schroeder
Governor Dick
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boms FLLE
ROUTL ¥
HOTENKISE, COLORADS Rrgtg

May 28, 2979

¥aticon) Park Service

Rocky Mountain Regional Office
Box 25287

Denvar, Golorado 80220

Gentlemen:

I bave read the Draft Environsental Statement for the Guoniscn
¥ild and Ecenic River Study with grast iatereat and have
following coomente:

the
1. Tais ie & good envirctmental stat t. Your staff deserves
comwendation. 7The ES appears, to me, thorough, well docw-
matited, and clearly written. I attended geveral of tha
public on the Study two or three ysars ago. The ES
copaolidaten the facts presented at that time and adds such
sore usaful infermation.

It does esem possible that the Gunnison ares may contals
even wors natural resowrces thap are listed. This spring,
for instence, after the wmsunlly wet winter, wy busbhand
ond I believe we are eseing in the Gunnison gorge tncommon
Plants that we do mot find momt years.

2+ The ared chosen for possible dwsignation as Wild asd Scenic
positively shounld be so protected, Our family has explored
this ares by jesp aud on foot for the last 2% years, finding
some Dev interest on every trip, It should be kept for the
enjoyment and sducation of others, too.

3. The area coversd by the £5 has s great deal of local historical

significance bui much of its history ie too randesly docu-
sented to be found in ordinary research. Tha Ute Trail, for
inntence, figures colorfully in the semories of mny of cur
old timers. I believe that, with a long ters plan for the
praservation of the erem by the Poark Service, historical
sociaties in Delta, Hotchkise/Crawford, and Paonia would
weleome an opportunity to belp serk the trail and document
its history--as has been done hers with the Escalsnmte Tratl.

With Sncreasing cosl and other developpent, rasidents of Delia County

inevitably are going to loew many of our fine natursl areas. I
arge that the Gunnison River gorge oot bs one of those lost.

Sincerely;-
) ~
- . ’

i f\’—qL {41" X
AT W
poris Ellls -7

2

RESPONSES

It you do locate any such uncommon plants we suggest you

forward information on their jocation to the Montrose office of the
BLM for evaluation. .

Such local involvement will be an important part of the

management planning for the river area, if it is designated.
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Box 251
Faonia, Coloxado 8428
Hay 18, 1979

Batinnal Fark Service

Eocky hountain Regional Office
P.0. Box 25237

Denver, Co, 80220

Deay Sirs:

I would like to congratulate you on the Draft Invircrmental Statement
for the Gunnison ¥ild and Scenic Riwver Study. T believe you have dope a
fine job docmenting the basis for your reconmendationsz. The portion
of the Gunnlsen Gorge below the Black Canyon Hational Honument §s a natursl
extension of the Konunent, and itx scenic and envimnmental qualities cer-
tainly merit protection wnder the Wild dAlver Act.

1 I can only sugieat a few improvements which night be made In the i5. 1 This correction has besn made. See Comment #2 from the
The study indicates that the post recent siting of peregrine faleons in Colorado Division of Witdlife.
the river stody area was in 1974, but local people xho fish or hike in
the area have glinpsed thea during the last tuo summers., I must say that
I myself have not had that good fortune during my expeditions, however.

2 As an anthropologist, I am concerned that the historic aml archeclogical 2 Copies of reports for cultural resaurce inventories have been
eltes identified in the area hove not been listed in the National Regliater forwarded to the State Histbric Preservation Officer.
of Ristorie rleces. Upen inguiry, I have discovered that the rcason for
this onisslon 1s that neither the North Fork Historicel Saciety nor the
Delta historical Soelety considexrs the arca to fall upder Ats jurl=dicticon.
I hope to remedy this sltnation, and see that qualified sites are appro-
priately destgnated,

I concur ¥ith your reconpendation that the gorge deslgnated as & wild
river in order to provide greater protection for it against development
pressures.  Adveroe impacts of the designation would be xirimal, as you
Indiecate: "The amwunt of potentlal getivity withln the canyon itcelf is
Jnited by the natural inaccessibility of the area and, therefore, is
expected to be compaiible with the carrying capacity of the rescurces, {II1-3).
Water development fwojects proposed for the area, on the othor hand, would
produce vast detyfinental impacts, amd should and could be located else-

shere,

3 Perheps there is an lmportant fact relating to access to the corpe 3 The BLM has recognized this access need in forrnulatinF
of vhich you gre not avere, kost jlorth Fork reziderts vho enter the ares management strategies for the Gorge and river corridor. This
do 3o by crossing, with or without permission, private land (espscially the situation will be addressed in final management planning.
hked Canyon mﬁ. In order to aveld future conflicts the Fark Service

should corsider providing access for the public fron this slde of the river.
3 ly yours,

/7

s
Lindssy d"“’
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AspEN w:wsxnsss M’JRKSHOPm,
by 9025 aspes. colorado Skl

Repional Director
National Park Service
655 Parfet Street

Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225

Dear Regional Direcror,

The Aspen Wilderness Workshop stronnly supports the Rational

Park Service and the Colorado Department of Natural Resources in the
propotal for national wild river status for 26 miles of the

Gunnison River.

One of the outstanding features of the Gunnison River is the

Black Canyen. The Black Canyon 1s beaurifully majestic and
magnificent and contains the hiphest cliff in Colorado, the

Painted Wall. The Black Canyon of the Gunnison River also

provides habicar for two endanrered species, the pererrine falcon
and river otter. It also is the home of many threatened species
such as birghorn sheep, polden eagles, bald eaples, prairie falcons,
red-tailed hawks and American Kestrels. The Black Canyon serves

as ecritlcal winter ranpe for mule deer and elk.

The Gunnison river also provides many recreational opportumirties
such as hiking, fishinp, whitewater floating.

Unless this river receives protective wild river status it is
certain to be developed with resulting loss for wildlife habitar,
trout fishing, recrcational opportunities. Several proposed water
projects would flood and destroy this wild river. Colorado has
not yet protected one wlld river in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers system., Lots protect the Gumnison before its too late,

Please include these comments in the record of the environmental
statement on this matter.

Sincerely,

Susan Lirht -/Zfordinator

cc/ Sen. Armstrony, Aspen Wilderness Workshop

Sen, Hart
Pep. Johnson : R:;ezozgo
Rep. Kopovsec : 81611

Rop. Kramer
Rep. Wirth
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May 1, 1979

Mr. Glen Bean, Regional Director
Rocky Mountain Regional Office
Rational Park Service

655 Parfet Street, P. 0. Box 25287
Dsnver, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr., Bean:

I support the proposal to escablish 26 miles of the Gunnison as
a Wild River.

Dams are being built at an alarming rate in the state of Colorado.
One can only wonder about how much forethought and planning have
gone Into their comstruction.

Since not a single mile of natural river in Colorado has re-
ceived wild and scenic river status to date, I feel we should
look into this program as a means of protecting portions of our
rivers from dams and other forms of develepment before they are
lost forever.

I ask that my comuents be included In the record of the environ-
mental statement on this wmatter.

Very cruly yours,

\) ) ".‘1 ,', gt -2
Virginia Fee

$76 Plainview Court
Grand Junction, CO 81501

cc:  Senator Gary Hart
Representative James P, Johnson
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BexllS) .1
farvea. Co 81420
A,uua o, (479

) a.e.f/ W\“&L
639 ﬁvﬁu‘ Shaef
Ber 26287
, Co 80225

Dear Sin:

Jlive o He Thedi Tk of F-A:,%u‘w.m
Purtn, aad haie éwmm CoThesnsficails,
$ic wealk bk male Ha Bunnisn a
da&ﬁt-oﬂd feld Eies e pporr b
Jroptral fo wobdbsd 26 wley of He
Kiwwnaaon as o Wi Foiin  fAase
wcdudt Hie 2itiy ue $e rresrd

s prantnmantl stefenond on s
puskiery . I

(St«k@hc%,,

/J'-dd«. tdlh.u
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The Colovado Mountain Club

GROUPS- A5PEM » BOULOER » DENVER » DENVER JUOWOR + DEMVER Wi, DERNE S5 RS = kL Pam O
ERCS WALLS = FORT COLLMY = LONGYS PEAK = PIRES FEAK » S50 Aokl + WESTERN SLOHE

TELEPHONE 2530 WEST ALAMEDA
f22-8315% DENVER, COLORADO 80218
OFFICE MOUIRE MONDAY AN TG, _TUESEAY MoC: THNSDAY EVEUSGE 1 10 P i

kegions} Director, Wational FPark Service
653 Parfet Street

Post OFfice Rox 25287

Deover, Colorade BO225 Hay 25, 197%

Dear 5ir:

The Colorade Mountein Club {{HC) requescs that these comments ba incorporsted into
the official record of the EES on the Wild River Froposal for the Cunnison River
tn Colocads,

The Colorado Wountaln Club strongly supports wild river scatusz for the entire 26.2
miles of the Gunnison River in central Colorsdo as proposed by the Nacional Park
Service and the Colorsdo Departaent of Hatural Resources, The upper porcion of
the river is basically protected because it is in the Black Canyon Negional Monu-
ment, Our great concern is the proteccion of the 13,5 niles of river immediately
below the National Monument border,

The consequences for mot protecting the lower section of the river in Che proposzal
could be disturbing and result in irreversiblse damage to the natural beauty sod
atiraction of the arex. In additfon to the three dams already (n existence above
the Mational Monumeni, thres nore dams and Yeservoirs are planned to ba constructed
ot this time. It 15 our opinion that the development of the river has reached or
even exceeded its capacity, and we therefore oppose any sore development of any
kind in the river canyon area. The best method o achieve this and te protect the
besuty of the river canyon is through che granting of wild river status,

Many of our members have had the privilege of hiking intc the lower canyon ares
from balow, It is one of the true paradises of Colorado. The inner canyon is awe-
some, Gigantic walls rise several hundred feet lomediately from the river's edge,
Side canyons have vaterfalls plumoeting into crystal ¢lear pools. To develop this
patt of the river 15 to make & mockery of what the Creator has given vz, There (s
no othee place like this in the world, and no screteh of river deserves wild river
status wore than this one,

Since Colorade smazingly does not have one mile of tiver designaced ay "Wild River™
ptatus, the CMC belleves that the Gunnison is a musc for such designacion. We alse

wizh to praise the National Park Service and the Colorado Depsriment of Nstural Re-
sources for coming up with suth an #xcellent proposal.

Sincerely yours,

frodt Ruchfonin

FREP RUCKHAUS
President

Fh:alp
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Sierra Club

Rocky Mountain Chapter

*. .. TO EXPLORE. ENXDY AND PRESEAYVE THE WATIONS
FORESTS, WATERS, WILDLIFE AND WILDEANESS..."

My 30, 1979
Regional Director
National Park Service
655 Parfet Street
P.0. Box 25287
Denver, Colorady 80225

Dear Sir:

The Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Club,
representing over 2800 members in Colorado, fully
supports the Nationa)l Park Service recommendation for
desfgmating a portion of the Gunnison River as "wild“,
The sceni¢, geologic, wildlife and recreation values
of the area studied are outstanding and deserve that
protection available as part of the Hational Wild and
Scenic River System,

The Sierra Club supports Wild River status for
the full 26.2 mile segment, including portions within
and downstream of Black Canyon of the Gunnison Hational
Monwment. The natural values outweigh any benefits
possibly available from proposed water development
projects in the lower portion of the area. MWe urge
that your final recommendation to Congress be that
Nild River status be granted that portion of the

- Gunnison River.

Respectfully,
| 2

Connally E. Mears

W1lderness Coordinator,

Rocky Mounteain Chapter
of the Sierra Club
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810 South Eleventh 5Streec
Monttrose, Colorado 81401
Hay 31, 1979

Regional Pirector
Mationsl Park Service
P. 0. Box 25287
Denver, Colorade 80225

R=a: Gunnison River
Pear Sirt

As u resident near the Black Canyon of the Guonison River, I wish co
axpress my support for designation as wild river stacos for twenty-

#ix miles of the river. The twenty-six mile proposal includes over
twelve milea which 1is in the Cunniscn National Monument, and this

tiver clearly complies with the Tequirements for designation ae a wild
river. Moreovar, the additional cthirteen or so miles below the monument
also fits the definitrion of a wild river.

The ioportant Curecanti rrojoct has established three dams across the
river, and 1t only ble that that portion of the river be-
ginning at che Black Canm of the Gunniscn Hational Mopument and extending
Just slightly belov the confluence with the Smith Fork be detarmined as

& wild river and given the protection allowed by law.

I would appreciate having wy comsents included in the record of the
Environmescal Statement on the question of the Guonieon River.

Yery truly yours,

L. ROSENTRATER
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Crested Butle, Colorado 81224
303-349-5432

S

Regional Director, Natioal Park Service
Po Box 25287,
Denver, Co 80225

Dear Sir,

1 fully support your proposal to declare the 26 miles
of the Gunnison River asﬁkild and Scenic®

Over the past 10 years I have used this river and the
ajoining country for conducting wilderness education programs
for students from throughout the country.

tThe section of river in guestion has outstanding
scenic qualities that would be irrevocably lost should
the proposed be constructed. The educational value of
this now unflooded region is superb. The geclogic history
from the pre cambrian to the c¢retaceous provides excellent
field studies opportunities. All this would be lost if
a dam were constructed. The recreation value of thia
area deserved to be retained for all the American people.

It ix imperative that we act now to preserve some
of our last free and flowing rivers, and I urge you to
be decisive in declaring the section of the Gunnison River
‘trom the Black Canron“of the Gunnison to the Smith Fork,as
Wild and Scenic River
Yours Sincerely

Roy Smith

Director, Challenge Discovery
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June 1, 1979

Bobble L. Ruth
£2 Enat 11th Avenue
Denver, Colorade 80203

Reglonal Director
Hational Park Service
655 Parfet Strect

P.O. Box 25287
Denver, Colorado 80225

Deayr Sir:
Please take nole that I strongly support any and all recom daticns to protect

the Guannisct River from the Black Canyon within the Natlonai Monument to the
oonfloence of the Smith Fork and to have it become designated ne & wild river,

It 12 Ixnportant to protect the 26 miles of fine trout fisbery which would also
provide pressrvation for the many birds of prey which live in the canyon and

surrounding area,

The deaft atatement prepared by your agency and the State of Colorado was
well done. Plense include my letter in the record hearing, Thank you.

Cordiatly,

- -

Bobbie L. Bwth
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Jarcy Mallett

8550 E, Davies PL,
. Englewood, CO
20110

June 1, 1979

Regional Director
Hational Park Service
655 Parfet 5t,

FO Box 25287
Deaver, CO 80225

Dears Sir:

1 has come to my attention that the Gunnison River from the
Black Canyon within the Nat{onal Monument to the confluence
of the Smith Fork is being considered for wild river designation.

1 am familiar with thie section of the river and strongly support
recommendations to protect this 2é milea of outstanding trout
fishery o the Wild and Scenic River System. The canyon and
surrounding area alsc serve as important winter range for
varies big game and year round habitat for many birds of prey.

As this river was once one of the nations finest trout streams,
it neems timely to protect the few miles that still remain free
flowing,

The draft statement prepared by your agency and the State of
Colorado was very well done and you should be pli tad,
Pleaze include this letter in the record hearing.

sinc'erely

 Jerty Mallett
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2640 Xohler Prive
Boulder, Colorade 80303

June 13, 1979

Mr. Glen T. Baan
Regicnal Director
Hational Park Service
655 Parfet Street

P.0. Box 25287

Denver, Coloradeo 80225

Dear Mr. Bean;

I strongly support the proposal of the National
Park Service and the Colorado Department of Ratural Reacurces
to recommend 26.2 miles of the Gunnison River for wild and
scenic status,

The proposal recognizes the outstanding geologie,
scenic, wildlife, and recreational valuves of this magni~
ficent river. Every eaffort should be made to see that thia
propoaal gets the most favorable attention of Congress,

The quality fish and wildlife habitats of the natural
stream must be protected, and I applaud the Park Service’s
proper rols in preserving the diversity of life here.

There are several developments that threaten the
small gtretches of river above and belew the Black Canyon
of the Gunnison National Monument. It is my firm beljef
that such development in this ares is not in the best inter-
ests of our national heritage. The choice to protect these
few miles is clearly mandated by the current absence of even
one single mile of any river in Colorade being included in
the Hational Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

1 ask that this satatement of suppeort be conasidered
in making your final recommendation to Congress and that it
ba included in the official I -the issue.

Thank you.

John Robertis

cc's: Representative Tim Wirth
Senator Gary Hart
Ssnator William Armstrong
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4748 South Washin-ton
Englewood, Coloredo 80110
key 31, 1579

Regionsl Director
Rational Pari: Service
655 Prufet Strsct

« 0., Box 25257

enver, Coloredo 50225

Dear Sir:

FPleage add this letter to the coxienis being received on the
Per: Service's draft ZI§ end proposal to designete 26.2 niles
of the Gunuisen Aiver in Colorado ea a Hationel Wild River,

I strongly support tais proposal snd urge its edoption in the

To dete, not 2 single mile of Colorcde's fcnmed rivers are
protectad by wild and scenic river status. It is tine that
soize are soon, before no netionally significant free-flowing
reach of river remains unhsrnessed in the sitate.

The Gunnison, to my own persongl xnowledze and exparience,

was onee one of the world's finest trout streans. However,
with most of it altered and developed, it ioat t..is digtinction.
Fortunately, 26.2 milea of the Gunnison in the Blzck Canyon

of the Gu.nnison Hational Iionmunment and in the Gunnison Gorge
below on Suregu of Lond ensgenent lands 5till flows free and
quelifiez for *wild" stetus.

This reach of river receives substential fishing, flcoating end
eawpin;; recreation use, It is in the pubiie's best interest
thet it be preserved in its netursl condition for these end
other apiropriate uses,

I am strongly opposed to tie proposed water developaent projects
on the Gunnisen in the Gorge.

Since.rely,
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Yay 1, 1979

fopal DPivector, Mational Fark Service
655 Farfet St,
P,0, Bax 25237
Denver, Colo. 80225

Ret W14 River Stxtus for the Ounnison River
Jear Sir:

The proposal by the Mational Park Service and the Colorado Dept. of Hatural
Resources for Wild River status for 26,2 miles of the Qunnison River is great!

The imwensity and rugged character of the Black Canyon segment, the 13 wmile
stratoh below, and the lands adjacent are certainly worthy of protecticm, It
is the most spectacular and unique river area in Colorade, and has exceptional
geologls, scenic, and recreational values, that compete with those of the Yel-
lowstone and the Grand Canyons.

It 43 imperative to preserve the very critical big game winter range that the
river area provides, as i1l game range is getilng scarosr with development.

M1d fiver designation is a"must® to prevent further water mrojects from.being
developed, or the Gunntson will become only a series of man-made nools instesd
of a grand, free~flowing river, great for fishing, hunting, ani recreation.

Ton years after thd Wild and Scenic Elwer Act was passed, Colorade still does not
have one designated riverl If any river meets the criteria, this 26 miles of the
Oumdgon should,

Fleass include this letter for Wild River status for the Cunnison in the record
of pablic comment on the draft proposal,

Sincersly yours,

Lol Lt e e
Mrs. Dorothy Gamssr
ot. Colorads Dept. of Hatural Besources, Marris Sherman
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Begional Director
Eationel Fark Service
§55 FParfet 54,
Denver, Coloradg 80225

Yay 9, 1975
To thw Fegzlonel Mrector:

The Natiomsl Ferk Service proposal to designate
26 miles of the Gunnlson Biver wee a Wild River
i n velvonme corfective to Colorado's presemt
lack of any protected wild river. I support
and applevd this move.

T would like thls letter entered in the hearing
record,

Sincerely,

DL R L 1
‘Bruee Berger
Box 482
Aspen, Colo B16]11
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SCOTT ELLIS
RAOUTE 2
HOTCHIISS, COLORADO 81418

Hay 29, 1979

National Park Service

Rocky Mountain Begional Office
Box 25287

Denver, Colorado 80220

Gentlewsn:

I am writing in response to your ¥ild and Scenic Rivers Study,
particularly the parts which iavolve the Qumnison River.

The braft Enviroemental Statement contains moch interesting and veeful
materlal, snd I feel your writers and compilers are to be copgratulatsd
on thelr sfforta,

I supposs any comment from the public comes from the very persosnl and
binsed vievpoint of each ipdividuan), Each situation involving public
lapds is apt to be considered ip the strongest and wost opinionated
way by those who are using or hope to exploit the mrea. I think the
above criteria applies to me. I fish the Gunnison ebove its confluence
with the Nerth Fork aod entertain a propristary attachaent for the
river. I hope that some way can bs found for its preservation.

The upper Gupnison, once & great fishiog etream, is pow Blus Hesa Lake--
great for lake fishing, and certainly it basm fer greater peopls carrying
capacity now than before. The Morrow Poiat Dam removed another section
of river from river fishing, snd the resulting lake is largely unmvallable
to sportsoen, The Crystal has removed yet another section, though perhaps
this has concerned fewsr people because of the general ioaccessibility of
this part of the canyon.

Tha wery reml threat of loas of the final stretch of the Gumnnison to m
dam, via munipalation of the people of Delta by Colorado Ute, is a shedow
which hangs over those of us who love the river as it is.

In conclusion, I approve of and give wy support to a Wild River designation
of the lower Guuniscn River, and I hops this srea can be developed as a
place for wildlife and sc & place vhers people can becose better scquainted
with the associstion of vnaltered lecd, its vepetative cover and life that
dwells therein.

Yory truly youres..
Foniin .
s el

Bcott Ellim

In addition to the letter from Mv_ Ellis, the sludy team received 12
other letters from residents of the area near the river; these have
not been reproduced here. All supported wild and scenic river
designation on the basis of familiarity with the area and its
outstanding wvalues. 1n one case, a correspondent alse supported
designalion of the ineligible reach from 1 mile below the Smith Fork
to the confluence with the North Fork. These were received from:

Dan Roberts Eckert, Colorade
Jim Lambert Cedaredge, CO
Don N. Ridgeway, M.D. Paonia, CO
Conway Lands Paonia, CO

Carl Brater, Paonia, CO

Holchkiss, €O
Hotchkiss, CO
Cedaredge, CO
Hotehkiss, CO

Thomas Lawley
Dick Monlrose
Chuck Worley
Edwina Eastman

Claire Moore Paonia, CO
Paul Murritl Paonia, CO
David Johnston and Rita A. Murphy Paonia, CO
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SEAL FURNITURE & SYSTEMS INC.

80 SOUTH SANTA FE DRIVE CENVER, COLORADO 80223  TELEPHONE (303) T77-30N

June 6, 1979

Regional Director
NATIOMAL PARK SERVICE-
655 Parfet Street

Box 25287

Denver CO 80225

Dear Sir:

| would tike to support your proposal for Mild and
Scenle River Status For the Gunnison River in Lolo-
rado.

| have known the Gunnison since the 50's, before the
dams were placed on it, and have watched with great
sadness the destruction of one of the West's flnest
trout streams. Your proposal at least would protect
one last stretch of that river, and it s clchly
deserving of that protection.

Thank you for your enlightenad proposal; ! am happy
to support It.

Sincerely, .-

Y

R. P.
Vice President
Harketing

RPV/ps

tt: The Honorable Patricla Schroeder
The Honorable Wiltlam L. Armstrong
The Honorsble Gary Hart
Hr. Harris Sherman
Hational Director, Trout Unllimited
Amearican League of Anglers

RESPONSES

in addition 10 the letter from Mr. Van Gytenbeek, 14 of comparable
letters and posicards were received from poeple not living in the
Immediate area of the Gunnpison River; these have not been
reproduced here. The other 14 letiers and cards also supporied
designation. These were received from:

Tudor Jr. and Pamela Marks

Virginia Steele

Lynn Grace

William M. Bunau

H. Thomas McGrath

Meri Droste

Gary Phillips

Randall Copeland

Clay Bridgeford

Ron Karron, on behalf of the United
Sportsman's Council of Colorado

TFodd M. Bacon, for the Public Lands
tnstitute

Morrough O'Brea

Terry Hershey

J. Mahlen Ozmun, for the Colorado
Council of Trout Unlimited

Colorado Springs, €O
Denver, CO

Colorado Springs, CO
Denver, CO

Denver, CO

Taos SKi Valley, NM
Winthrop, WA

Denver, CO

{na city of origin given) CO

Denver, €O
Denver, €O
Boulder, CO .
Houslon, TX

Arvada, CO



X. APPENDIXES



APPENDIX A

(Letter from Office of Secretary of the Interior Offering Views and
Comments on Application for a Preliminary Permit for Smith Fork
Project, Delta and Montrose Counties, Colorado)



United States Departiment of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

PEP ER-77/558

0cT 417

Honorable Kenneth F. Plumb
Secretary

Federal Power Commission
Washington, D.C. 204286

Dear Mr. Plumb:

Thank you for the letter of June 2, 1977, requesting our
views and comments on the Appllcatlon for Preliminary Permit
for Smith Fork Project (FPC No., 2792), Delta and lMontrose
Counties, Colorado. Our review indicates that the proposed
pro;ect lies within the segment of the Gunnison River that
is belng studied for possible inclusion into the Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. In addition, the proposed project
.lies within the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands, establlshed
and dedicated in 1872,

General Comments

hBackground and Discussion

Since the project lies entirely within the recommended wild .
river segment, the project would likely have a direct and
adverse effect on the values for which the river might be
desighated. It is the Department's opinion that even the
study of this project may jeopardize the area's unique
values. It is difficult to specifically assess how the
study might impact these natural resource values because
the application document is vague about the work intended
under the preliminary permit. Exhibit D of the document
states that sub-surface explorations and materials testing
are proposed, but it does not state where or how .these
would be done.

Should the river and its environs be incorporated into the
wild and scenic rivers systen then the proposed proiject
would be prohibited by the Act. It does not seem logical
or recasonable that we should support the study of a project
that could be prohibited by the Wild and Scenic River Act
and most 1mportantly, ‘a study which could alter the values
for which the river might be designated, uithout the
opportunity to revicw and approve - the study work plan.



When an applicant seeks a preliminary permit from the
Commission to investigate the power potential of a site on

or directly affecting a river designated by Congress for
potential inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers
system, separate responsibilities of the Commission and the
Department of the Interior must be reconciled. The Commission
under its regulations has established procedures by which a .
preliminary permit may be issued which grants the applicant

a preference to a site and provides for the conduct of
investigatory work. Under B 7(b) of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 1271, 1278(b) (1970), however, the
Secretary of the Interior is directed to determine whether
‘investigatory work "would have a direct and adverse effect

on values for which such river might be designated" for
inclusion in the system. This decision is a condition
precedent to the issuance of a preliminary permit by the
Comnission. As a matter vested within the exclusive
discretion of the Department of the Interior by the Congress it
is not subject to adjudication before the Commission.

Accordingly, before receiving a preliminary permit from the
Commission, an applicant must present to the Department of
the Interior a detailed description of the work to be under-
taken in the investigation -- the number, location and type
of roads; drill Sites; access points; the effect of the plan
on the ecology of the area; and other relevant information.
This Department must then determine whether or not the pro-
posed activities will have a direct and adverse effect on

the river. If we conclude in the negative, the Commission
may proceed with the issuance of the permit. If we conclude
~otherwise, the Commission does not have jurisdiction to -grant
the permit, and the applicant must revise his work plan for
the area or abandon the investigation until the river is
determined not eligible for inclusion in the system under the
provisions of § 7(b)(ii) of the Act.

This process should be followed with regard to all investiga-
tions which may have a direct, and adverse effect on any river
area designated for study in § 5(a) of the Act. To accomplish
this we suggest that the Commission may wish to amend the
proposed memorandum of agreement between the Commission and
-this Department to expressly reflect this requirement.
Alternatively, the Commission's regulations could be amended
to provide in all cases, regardless of the land ownership
Patterqs, that when an applicant secks to undertake an
anvestigation that may have an adverse effect on a designated
study river, the permit issuance shall be conditioned upon
the Secrctary of the Interior having reviewed and approved



the work proposed and having determined that the work will
not cause direct and adverse impacts on the river and its
environs. In any event, we urge your immediate adoption of
an interim procedure in order that applicants may be timely
advised on the scope and nature of the presentatlon which
must be made to this Depariment prior to Commls ion action.

Because this matter goes to the basic jurisdiction of the -
Comm1531on, it must be resolved expedltlously Otherwise,
the issue could become the subject of litigation.

Even if the Wild and Scenic River Study did not result in

a designation of this segment of the Gunnison, our Bureau

of Land Management has two additional obligations under the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. First, it
would have to review the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Lands
withdrawal for continuation of that land status. Second,

BLM would have to review the same area &s a potential wilder-
ness area if the recreation withdrawal were to be terminated,
because it is a roadless area of more than $,000 acres.

Recommendation

For the reasons stated above, we insist that a preliminary
permit not be issued for the project in question until such
time as the applicant has come forth with details of the
‘investigatory work and a request for a § 7(b) determination
from- the Secretary of the Interior. We further require that
all pote=ztial applicants for preliminary permits on 8§ 5(a)
-designated river areas be placed on notice by the Commission
as to the requirements of § 7(b) of the Wild and Scenlc
Rivers Act, as dlscussed herein.

Specific Comments

In the event this proposal ever proceeds, the following
suggestions and comments are offered for your consideration.

Reclamation Activities

We suggest that the name of the pr0posed project be changed.
An active Bureau of Reclamation project under the title of
the Smith Fork Project in the same general area is already
listed in the catalogue of Geographic Names maintained by
the U.S. Geolegical Survey.



Land Management

The status map should be corrected because the private land
has been acquired through exchange by our Bureau of Land
Management.

Geclogy and Water Resources

The proposed dam and reservoir apparently will be located

on Dakota Sandstone. Thus, the preliminary permit application
should be followed by a study of potential seepage losses via
both intergranular permeability and joints or fractures.
Effects of the proposed project on the guantity and quality

of ground water and on the hydrology and hydraulics of affected
aquifer{s) should be examined, as well as those of ground water
on the proposed structure and impoundment.

Sufficient data should also be obtained on surface water
resources to provide a basis for consideration of potential
adverse effects on water quality and streamflow characteristics
in the project area.

“Mineral Resources

Studies should include an examination .of the reservoir site
to determine the extent of any mineral resources that might
be lost, the effect of increased water supply and power on
the coal and uranium industries in the region, and sources of
aggregate for-dam construction. Any effects upon existing
transportation networks also should be examined.

A brief review of available information on the area did not
indicate any major conflicts with mineral resources or in-

- dustries; however, our Bureau of Mines would like the oppor-
tunity to conduct a mineral examination of the rescrvoir site
- &as was done for the Bureau of Reclamation Curecanti Unit
reservoirs upstream on the Gunnison.

Cultural Resources

Any future environmental analysis should address what the

. effect of the proposed power plant will be upon Black Canyon
of the Gunnison National Monument. The proposed developments
are extremely close to this area administered by our National
Park Service. The National Park Service will wish to see an
assessment of what the effect upon parklande will be, as well
as a determination of what would be the optimum distance
nccdcd for all project related features to ensure minimal
impact upon them. _



The environmental assessment should also state the steps that
will be taken to assure adequate consideration for cultural
resources.. We suggest that they include the following:

1. There is a need to advise the State Historic
Preservation Officer concerning the project in order to
determine if there are properties eligible for nomination
to the National Register of Historic Places.

2. Consultation of the most current listing of the
National Register of Historic Places and all monthly supple-
ments should be documented to ensure there are no such
properties listed within the project development area.

. 3. When new areas are to be disturbed, the terrain
affected by the project should be carefully surveyed for the
presence of unrecorded archeological remains.

If previously unknown cultural resources are encountered
during construction, work should be stopped and a qualified
archeologist consulted. The salvage of archeological remains
from a construction area is considered at best to be a last
resort after all possible mitigative action has been taken.

If historic or cultural sites of National, State, or local
'significance will ‘be affected by federally sponsored improve-
ment project, a determination must be made that there is no
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and
such a program includes all posgsible plannlng to minimize
harm to such cultural resources.

The identification of any cultural resources of significance
requires compliance with Section 106 of the National Historie
Preservation Act of 1966, Executive Order 11593, and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation "Procedures for the
Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties™ (36 CFR, Part
800). In the event archcologlcal resource sites will be
affected, a helpful aid in developing appropriate compliance
procedures will be proposed guidelines for "Research of
Se¢ientific, Prehistoric, Historic and Archeological Data:
gethogs; Standards, and Reporting Requlrements“ (36 CFR,-

art 66).

Fish and Wildlife Resources

The following comments are offered in accordance with the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended
16 U.S.C. 661 et., seq.).



The Smith Fork Project as proposed in the preliminary permit
application has the potential for causing serious adverse en-
vironmental impact to the fish and wildlife resources of the
Black Canyon area of the Gunnison River. The Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (P.L. 390-542, as amended) designated the Gunnison
River from the upstream (southern) boundary of the Black Canycn
of the Gunnison National Mounment to its confluence with the
North Fork for potential addition to the National Wild and -
Scenic Rivers System. The Fish and Wildlife Service is a
member of a study team which is examining this river segment
to determine its suitability for inclusion in the natiocnal
system. : :

It was the findings of this team that a 26-mile segment extending
from the southern boundary of the mounment to approximately

one mile below the Smith Fork met the criteria of the Act for

a wild river and it should be recommended for designation as

such because of its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational,
- geological and fish and wildlife values.

. The fish and wildlife values of the Black Canyon area are indeed
‘pemarkable and diverse. These values are enhanced by limited
access and the undisturbed character of the canyon. Prior to
the Colorado River Storage Project's Curecanti Unit, the
Gunnison River represented one of the truly great trout

rivers of North America. Good quality trout habitat still
remains and rainbow, cutthroat, and brown trout are common.
Limited accessibility in the canyon coupled with a quality
fishery provides a unique and satisfying angling experience.

" Historically, the lower Gunnison River below Delta, Colorado
supported viable populations of Colorado River squawfish and
razorback suckers. Today the Colorado squawfish is an en-
dangered species and the razorback sucker is proposed for
listing as a threatened species in accordance with the
Endangered Species Act of 1973. The last twelve miles of
the Gunnison River from Whitewater to Grand Junction is
proposed cirtical habitat for the Colorado squawfish and
should therefore be protected from adverse modification in
accordance with Section 7 of the Act. The study will need
to address possible downstream impacts of the project on
eritical habitat. :

The Black Canyon area of the Gunnison River also provides high
quality wildlife habitat. The area serves as cpritical winter
range for deer and elk and is a very important raptor area.
Golden eagles, bald eagles, red-tailed hawks, prairie falcons,
turkey vultures,. and American kestrels are residents of the
area. The canyon is a historic nesting area for the
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endangercd American peregrine falcon. The last known nesting
in the canyon by peregrines was in 1973 but sightings have

been recorded through 1976. The Canyon is ideally suited
habitat for the peregrine falcon and as such is a high priority
area for reintroduction of the birds. This is an important
part of the recovery plan for the species. The river otter,

an endangered species as listed by the State of Colorado,

also inhabits the Gunnison River in the Black Canyon area.

ihcer 3

To~ "%" -

_ Larry E. Meierotto
Dsputy Rusistam SECRETARY



APPENDIX B

(Order from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Issuing a
Preliminary Permit to City of Delta, Colorado for Proposed Smith
Fork Project)

X-10



UNITED STATES OQF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

PRELIMINARY PERMIT;
WILD AND SCENIC
RIVERS ACT

Before Commissioners: Charles B. Curtis, Chairman;
Don 8. Smith, and George R. Hall.

City of Delta, Colorado ) Project No. 2792

ORDER ISSUING PRELIMINARY PERMIT-
(Issued August 1, 1978)

. On Pebruary 22, 1977, the City of Delta, Colorado
(Applicant) 1 / filed an application for preliminary permit for
the proposed Smith Fork Project No. 2792, to be located on the
Gunnison River in Delta and Montrose Counties, Coleorado.

The proposed project falls within our authority because it
would occupy land of the United States under the sypervision
of .the Bureau of Land Management, Department of the Interior. 2 /

l / The City of Delta, Colorado, is a municipality as defined
by Section 3(7) of the Federal Power Act, 16 U.S5.C, §797(7).

2 / ©On October 1, 1977, pursuant to the provisions of the
Department of Energy Organization Act (DOE Act), Public Law 95-91,
91 stat. 565 (August 4, 1977) and Executive Order No. 12009, 42
Fed. Reg. 46267 (September 15, 1977), the Federal Power Commission
(FPC) ceased to exist and its functions and regulatory responsi-
bilities were transferred to the Secretary and the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC} which, as an independent commission
within the Department of Energy, was activated on October 1, 1877.

The "savings provisions" of Section 705(b) of the DOE Act
provide that proceedings pending before the FPC on the date the
DOE Act takes effect shall not be affected and that orders shall
be issued in such proceedings as if the DOE Act had not been
enacted. All such proceedings shall be continued and further actions
shall be taken by the appropriate component of DOE now responsible
for the function under the DOE Act and regulations promulgated
thereunder. The functions which are the subject of these proceedings
were specifically transferred to the FERC by Section 402(a){l) or
402(a) {(2) of the DOE Act.

Moreover, the joint regulation adopted on October 1, 1977, by
"the Secretary and the FERC entitled "Transfer of Proceedings to the
Secretary of Energy and the FERC," 10 CFR , provided that
this proceeding would be continued before the FERC. The FERC takes
action in this ovroceedina in accordance with the ahove mentioned
~authorities. The term "Commission" in this Order refers to the
' Federal Power Commission when used in the context of an action or
statemernt made hefore October 1. 1977: otherwise the reference is
to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. pC-A-11
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DESCRIPTION CF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

As described in the application, the proposed project
would consist of a dam, a reservoir, and a powerhouse--with total
installed capacity of 35.5 megawatts--located on the Gunnison
River approximately 13 air miles southeast of the City of Delta. 3 /
The dam and powerhouse would be about 3.5 miles upstream from ~
the confluence of the North Fork of the Gunnison and one mile
upstream of Smith Fork. The reservoir would extend 10.5 miles
upstream, to within 0.2 miles of the northern boundary of the
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument. It would have
a normal maximum water surface elevation of 5,425 feet m.s.l.
and a usable storage capacity of approximately 20,000 acre-feet.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND AGENCY COMMENTS

Public notice was given on May 25, 1977, with August 8, 1977,
as the last day for filing protests or petition to intervene.
On June 13, 1977, the Colorado Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) filed a notice of intervention, which made it an
intervenor. 4 / CPUC expressed no objection to the issuance
of the preliminary permit. On July 25, 1977, the Colorado-Ute
Electric Association, Inc. (Colorado-Ute) filed a petition to
intervene in the proceeding, which was granted by notice issued
August 16, 1977. S5 /

1/ The dam would be a concrete arch structure about 275 feet

high and would consist of an ungated, overflow spillway near the
center of the crest, and outlet works with control and guard gates
for emergency drawdown and stream releases when the powerplant is
not in operation. The powerhouse would contain two generating units,
The transformers would be located at the powerhouse, with a cable
tunnel extending to a switchyard on the north abutment canyon rim.

4 / See 18 CFR 1.8(a){1) (1977).

s / Colorado-Ute stated that it owns a conditional water right for
the proposed Tri-County Reservoir, to be located downstream of

the proposed project, and claimed that the Tri-County Reservoir may

be affected by the proposed project. Colorado-Ute also stated that
the project would be located in the service area of one of its members,
but offered no cobjection to the issuvance of the preliminary permit.
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By letters dated June 2, 1977, the Secretary of the
Commission circulated the application and requested federal,
state, and local agencies to comment on the application. The
Colorado Department of Health and the Delta County Board of
County Commisisoners responded, but offered no substantive
comments on the application and did not object to the issuance
of the preliminary permit. 6 / We turn now to a discussion of
the substantive comments by major topic.

NAVIGATION

The Corps of Engineers (Corps) by letter filed August 4, 1977,
reported that the proposed project would not conflict with any
existing or proposed flood control, navigation or other programs
within its jurisdiction. We are, however, including Article 11
. in the permit requiring the Applicant to coordinate its studies
with the Corps' District Engineer.

GEQLOGY, WATER RESOURCES, AND MINERAL RESQURCES

In a letter filed October 5, 1977, the Department of the
Interior (Interior) reported that the project may be located on
Dakota Sandstone. Interior recommended@ that the Applicant study
the potential seepage losses due to both intergranular permeability
and joints or fractures. Interior also recommended that the
Applicant study the possible effects of the project on hydrology,
hydraulics, ground-water, water quality, and mineral resources
in the area. The Applicant did not respond to these comments. We
are including Articles 1 and 7 in the permit to provide for the
studies suggested by Interior.

HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Interior stated that the project would be close to the
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument. Interior
recommended that an analysis be undertaken to assess any effects
on the National Monument. Interior also recommended: (1) that
the State Historic Preservation Officer be advised of the proposed
project, to aid in determining whether there are properties in
the area eligible for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places; (2} that the National Register of Historic
Places and its monthly supplements be consulted to insure that no
listed properties are within the project boundary; and (3) that
areas that are to be disturbed be surveyed for the presence of
unrecorded archeclogical remains,

6/ The Department of Health did voice its objection to the
issuance of a license for the project.
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By letter filed June 28, 1977, the State Historical Society
of Colorado recommended that a study be conducted prior to the
filing of a license application to identify and consider all
properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places.

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Advisory
Council) in a letter filed August 26, 1977, recommended that a
survey be conducted to determine if cultural properties are
located in the area to be affected by the project. The Advisory
Council also recommended that the Colorado State Historic
Preservation Officer be consulted about properties in the project
area that are included in or eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places. The Advisory Council
also set forth the type of information on cultural resources
that it believed should be contained in an environmental impact
statement. 7 /

We are including Article 7 in the permit which provides
for investigations and consultation with respect toc cultural
and historical sites.

POTENTIAL WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STATUS -

A number of agencies, including Interior, reported that
the portion of the Gunnison River within the proposed project
area is currently under study for inclusion in the National
Wild and Scenic RiversSystem. Citing subsection 7(b} of the Wild
and Scenic Riversact, 8 / Interior questioned whether a
preliminary permit could be issued before Congress had determined

-

7 / By letter dated August 26, 1977, Staff informed the Advisory
Council that an environmental impact statement is generally not
prepared for preliminary permits. Staff stated that articles that
provide for studies of historical and cultural resources are
usually included in permits.

8 / 16 U.S.C. §1278(b}. That subsection provides:

The Federal Power Commission shall not license the
construction of any dam, water conduit, reservoir, powerhouse,
transmission line, or other project works under the Federal Power
Act, as amended, on or directly affecting any river [designated for
potential addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System]
and no department or agency of the United States shall assist by
loan, grant, license, or otherwise in the construction of any water
resources project that would have a direct and adverse effect on
the values for which such river might be designated, as determined
by the Secretary responsible for its study or approval {until certain
times have lapsed or determinations have been made by thne '
Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture}l. . . .
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the status of the Gunnison River., Interior also maintained that,
before we may issue a preliminary permit,the applicant must
provide Interior with details of the studies it will conduct and
obtain Interior's approval of the studies. We disagree with
Interior's views on the effect of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

The first clause of subsection 7(b) prohibits this
commission from issuing a license for the construction of a
project on or directly affecting any river designated for
potential addition to the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Nothing
in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act or its legislative history,
however, indicates that the term "license” includes anything
other than a license issued pursuant to Section 4(e) of the
Federal Power Act. 16 U.S.C. §797(e}). The application under
consideration here, of course, seeks only a preliminary permit
under Section 4(f) of the Federal Power Act (the Act)--which
does not authorize construction of the project. See 16 U.5.C.
§§797 (£}, 798.

Nor does the second clause of subsection 7(b) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act buttress Interior's position. The
legislative history of this subsection clearly shows that the
second clause was directed, not toward this Commission, but
towards other Federal agencies and departments. 9 / In any
event, a preliminary permit does not "assist. . .iIn the
construction® of a potential hydroelectric project. A person
may file an application for a license for a project without a
preliminary permit. Or a person may obtain a permit and never
file an application for a license. Or, even if a permittee
does file an application for a license to construct a project,
the application may be denied. A preliminary permit merely
allows the permittee to maintain priority of applicatiocn for
a license, while it gathers and prepares necessary supporting
information. 10/

9 / The relevant language of Section 7 tracks that in Section 7
of the House bill, H.R. 18260, 90th Cong., 24 Sess. (1968). The
report on that bill distinguished the prohibition against FPC
licensing of a project from the prohibition against "other Federal
departments or agencies. . .making loans or grants for, and. . .
licensing, water resource projects. . . ." See H.R. Rep. No. 1623,
90th Cong., 2d Sess. (1968), reprinted in 1968 U.S. Code Cong.&
Admin. News 3801, 3811-12.

10/ See Sections 4(f), 5, and 9 of the Federal Power Act, 16
U.S5.C. §§797(f), 798, 802,
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Nowhere else in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is there
anything that shores up Interior's position. In fact--if issuing
a preliminary permit amounts to an "activity” which "may affect"”
a designated study river not yet included in the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System--subsection 7(c) of that Act clearly
recognizes that we may issue a preliminary permit for a project
on such a river. That subsection states:

The Federal Power Commission and all other Federal
agencies shall, promptly upon enactment of this [Act]
inform the Secretary of the Interior and, where national
forest lands are involved, the Secretary of Agriculture,
of any proceedings, studies, or other activities within
their jurisdiction, which are now in progress and which
affect or may affect any of the rivers {[designated for
potential addition to the national wild and scenic
rivers system]. They shall likewise inform him of any
such proceedings, studies, or other activities which are
hereafter commenced or resumed before they are commenced
or resumed. [16 U.S.C. §127B{c}).]

This subsection also refutes Interior's unsupported assertion
that it must review and approve the studies to be conducted,
before we may issue a preliminary permit. Subsection 7(c)
contemplates only that this Commission inform the Secretary of
the Interior of proceedings, studies,or other activities that may
affect designated study rivers. It in no way requires that any
proposed study or activity receive his approval before we act. 11/
For these reasons, we conclude that the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
neither prohibits issuance of this preliminary permit nor
requires that any studies to be conducted in compliance with this
permit be approved in advance by the Secretary of the Interior. 12/

11/ The Secretary of the Interior has, of course, been informed
of this proceeding and will be kept apprised of any studies or
other activities which may affect the portion of the Gunnison
River at issue here.

12/ Of course, the permittee is on notice that, if this river
should be included within the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System, we will be unable to lidense the proposed project.
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FISH AND WILDLIFE

We are not unmindful, however, of Interior's and EPA's
concerns over the potential impacts from aquatic and other
studies, drilling operations, access roads, and other field work
to be done in the vicinity of the proposed project during the
term of this permit. Interior has expressed particular concern
over the possible effects of the proposed project, and studies
for it, on downstream habitat that Interior claims is critical to
the survival of the endangered Colorado River squawfish and the
razorback sucker.

To meet those concerns, we are including Article 12 in the
permit. That article requires the permittee to consult and
cooperate with various agencies, including Interior's Fish and
Wildlife Service, in preparing a detailed plan for the aguatic
studies and other field work it will conduct, including measures
to protect any endangered species. The permittee must file
that plan with us before commencing any field work that may cause
disturbance to the land or water in the vicinity of the proposed
project. In addition, Article 1 of the permit requires the
Applicant to restore to original conditions any areas disturbed
as a result of the field work, to the satisfaction of the
Commission's authorized representative or the Federal agency
administering affected Federal Lands.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

The preliminary permit does not authorize the construction
of any project works. The purpose of a preliminary permit is
to maintain priority of application for license, while giving
the Applicant time to conduct the investigations and secure the
data necessary to determine the feasibility of the proposed
project and to prepare an acceptable application for license.
This permit does require the permittee to conduct certain studies,
but under conditions which will assure that those studies cause
no significant adverse environmental impact. For these reasons,
the issvance of this preliminary permit for Project No. 2792 does
not constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting
the quality of the human environment..
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The Commission orders:

(A) A preliminary permit is issued to the City of Delta,
Colorado, for the Smith Fork Hydroelectric Project No. 2792,
located on lands of the United States on the Gunnison River in
Delta and Montrose Counties, Coloradec, for a period of 36 months,
effective the first day of the month in which this permit is
issued. The permit is subject toc the terms and conditions of
the Act, which is incorporated by reference as part of this permit,
and subject to the rules and regulations the Commission issues
or prescribes under the provisions of the Act.

(B} This permit is also subject to the terms and conditions
set forth in Form P-1 (revised October, 1975) 13/ entitled
"Perms and Conditions of Preliminary Permit" {(designated as
Articles 1 through 6 and attached to this permit}, and subject
to -the following special conditions set forth as additional
articles: '

Article 7. Permitbtee, in the interest of protecting
and developing the natural resources and cother environmental
values of the project area, shall consult with the appropriate
Federal, State, and local agencies in their fields of responsi-
bility and expertise, shall conduct its project investigations
in a manner which protects the environmental integrity of the
area, and shall fully explore all feasible alternatives to
the project, and alternative project designs, which would avoid
damage or destruction of natural resources and other environmental
values. These resources and wvalues include, but are not
limited to, forests, land management and treatment, fish,
wildlife, recreation and public use, water and air guality

13/ References there to the Federal Power Commission shall
be deemed to be references to the Federal Energy Regulatory

* Commission.
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(including water supply, ground water studies, waste treatment
and disposal}; public health and safety; archeology; historical
and cultural sites; threatened or endangered flora and fauna;
and scenic and aesthetic values. The Permittee shall initiate
and conduct at its expense such studies as may be necessary to
determine the impact of the construction and operation of the
proposed project on these natural resources and values and any
measures needed to protect and develop them or to provide for
their mitigation or replacement, including alternative designs
and operational measures, and shall utilize the results of such
studies in the preparation of Exhibits H, R, §, V, and W to
accompany any application for a license to construct and operate
the project. 1In connection with studies pertaining to archeological
and historic and cultural sites, the Permittee shall consult
with the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer and .

the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service of the U.S.
Department of the Interior.

Article 8. The Permittee shall submit in triplicate

at the close of each three-month period from the effective date
of this permit, to the Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, with a copy to the FERC Regional Engineer Forth Worth,
Texas, or to such other officer as the Commission may designate,
accurate statements of the progress of all investigations,
consultations, and studies accomplished during the permit period
and of work contemplated under this permit for the ensuing pericd.

Article 9. The Permittee shall, for the purpose of
assuring the cooperation required by the terms of the permit,
designate a liaison officer to act for the Permittee in keeping
appropriate federal, state, and local agencies specified in this
permit currently informed about the progress of investigations
throughout the term of the permit, and the liaison officer shall
communicate with those agencies within 60 days from the date of
issuance of this permit.

Article 10. Permittee, by the end aof the first year of
this permit, shall (1) have consulted with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior, and the
Colorado Department of Natural Resources, Division of Wildlife,
and arranged for the preparation of a study of any effects which
the proposed project would have on fish and wildlife resources,
and of facilities or measures needed to conserve or develop
these resources and (2) file with the Commission an outline of
the proposed study, including an estimate of its cost, and letters
from each of the above agencies indicating the extent of
consultation. During the remaining two years of the permit,
Permittee shall fund or otherwise provide for that study. A
copy of the report on the study shall be filed as part of the
Exhibit S8 of any subseguent application for license.
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Article 11. Permittee shall coordinate the studies

for the proposed project authorized by this permit with the
Corps of Engineers, District Engineer, Sacramento, California.

Article 12. Before conducting any aquatic studies or
other field activities which may cause disturbance to the land,
water, or ecology in the vicinity of the proposed project site, -
the Permittee shall file with the Commission a detailed plan
of work for those studies and activities. The plan shall be
developed in consultation and cooperation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior, the
Colorado Department of Natural Resources, and other appropriate
state and local agencies concerned with the effects of such
investigations within the area of the Gunnison River under
consideration for designation as a Wild and Scenic River. The
plan shall include, but need not be limited to: the number,
location and type of roads; drill sites; access points; the
effect of investigations on downstream aquatic life and on
the ecology of the area; and measures to protect endangered or
threatened fish species, particularly the Colorado River sguawfish
and razorback sucker, and their habitat from any studies or
other field activities. The plan shall also include measures
that the Permittee intends to use to restore disturbed areas
to their natural state after completion of its investigations.

(C) This order shall become final 30 days from the date
of its issuance unless application for rehearing shall be filed
as provided in Section 313(a) of the Act, and failure to file
such an application shall constitute acceptance of this preliminary
permit. The acknowledgment of the acceptance of this preliminary
permit shall be signed by the Permittee and returned to the
Commission within 60 days from the date of issuance of this order.

By the Commission.-
(SEAL)

EKenneth F. Plumb,
Secretary.
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IN TESTIMONY of its acknowledgment of acceptance of
all of the terms and conditions of this Order, City of Delta,

Colroado, this day of ¢ 19,

has caused its name to be signed hereto by

¢ 1ts

Mayor, and its corporate seal to be affixed hereto and

attested by its

Secretary, pursuant to a resolution of its Board of Directors

duly adopted on the day of . 19 , a

B —

certified copy of the record of which is attached hereto.

By

Mayor

Attest:

Secretary

(Executed in quadruplicate)

Publication services were provided by the graphics staff of the Denver
Service Center. NPS 1384A



As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of
the Interior has basic responsibilities to protect and conserve our
fand and water, energy and minerals, fish and wildlife, parks and
recreation areas, and to ensure the wise use of all these resources.
The department also has major responsibility for American Indian
reservation communities and for people who live in island territories
under U.S. administration.



