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The hydrol ogi c analysi s i ndi cated a 5, 000 acre-foot reservoi r at the upper 
site would be required to regulate the stream and provide water to the lands 
within the district. The economic analyses, made using assumed geologic 
conditions and corresponding construction costs, indicated the sponsors 
could pay annual operation and maintenance costs in addition to an annual 
debt retirement of 25 percent of the construction costs. 

Scope of Current Effort 
The study activities underway during the final portion of Phase I include 
geotechni cal i nvesti gati ons at the upper dam and reservoi r si te, surveyi ng 
and mapping of the site, monitoring of water quality, conceptual design of a 
dam at the upper site (including design flood studies), development of cost 
estimates, and reanalysis of the economic conditions. 

The geotechnical investigations are at feasibility level and the dam design 
is of similar detail. The design is of sufficient detail to develop 
reliable cost estimates and to detennine the potential feasibility of the 
site. 

Geologic drilling at the site revealed the overburden to be greater than had 
been estimated for the Level II investigation. Since the upper site had 
been opposed by a local faction and since the available water supply at the 
site had been considera!Jly diminished because of the revised configuration 
of the district, it was decided to investigate the geologic conditions at an 
alternative site, the Lower Gooseberry. This investigation was of 
reconnaissance grade and was made so the two sites could be compared from a 
cursory level. It was also more efficient to engage the drilling contractor 
following completion of the geotechnical investigations at the upper site 
than to acquire a driller at a possible later date. 
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Gooseberry Creek has meandered back and forth across the vall ey, creati ng 

discontinuous zones of soil typ~s. 

Sand: 

Much of the near-sorface soil consists of sand. It is generally silty 

sand or poorly graded sand with silt. The sands are variable in 

consistency, ranging from loose to dense; but are predominantly medium 

dense. Penetration test N values range from 4 to 45, averaging about 

23. The loose zones are limited to 5 to 10-foot-thick zones in DH-84-1 

and 4. A total of 11 field permeability tests were perfonned in the 

sand soils. The average penneabi1ity for the silty sand was determined 

to be about 6xlO-6 cm/sec, while in the poorly graded sand with silt, 

it is about 3xlO-3 cm/sec; nearly 500 times greater. 

Si 1 t: 

Three borings (DH-84-2, 3, and 5) encountered a significant layer of 

silt. Its consistency is highly variable, ranging from soft to very 

hard. It is between 9 and 15 feet thick and penetration test N values 

are between 4 and 62 blows per foot. The difference in the N values is 

more pronounced between bori ngs than at vari ous depths wi thi n the same 

bori ng. It has moderate shear strength except in DH-84-5, where it is 

loose. Only three permeability tests were performed within the silt and 
-6 -3 these yielded results ranging from 5xlO to 4x10 cm/sec. 

Cl ay: 

Only DH-84-7 encountered a si gni fi cant cl ay 1 ayer at the damsi te. Thi s 

bori ng is located on the ri ght abutment. The c1 ay is about 14 feet 

thick, very stiff and will have a low penneabi1ity. 
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Gravel: 

The gravel was generally encountered below the sand, silt, or clay soils 

and extends to the bedrock, but some isolated near-surface deposits are 

al so present. It is typically medium dense to very dense. Penetration 

test N values average more than 50 blows per foot, indicating it has a 

high shear strength. The gradation is variable, ranging from silty 

gravel to poorly graded gravel with silt and sand, and some zones 

contain cobbles and boulders. The gravel is generally subrounded to 

rounded but contai ns a hi gh percentage of f1 at, elongated pi eces of 

sandstone and shale. A total of 20 permeability tests were performed in 
-6 -2 the gravels. Values ranged between 5xlO to 8x10 cm/sec. 

Bedrock: 

The rock encountered consi sts of sandstone and c1 aystone. These beds 

have been tilted and dip between about 7 to 10 degrees, generally in a 

southeasterly direction, which is about the same direction as the stream 

flow. Wi thi n about the top 20 to 35 feet, he rock is poor qual i ty ~ 

having numerous ttlin joints and fractures. These zones are identified 

on the logs by depth intervals having low RQD values. The fractured 

zone is moderately permeable; values obtained from packer tests were 

generally in the range of 10-4 cm/sec. Below the highly fractured 

zone, the permeability is reduced to ranges of 10-5 to 10-6 cm/sec. 

Reservoir Area 

A total of 10 borings and five test pits were made in the reservoir area for 

i denti fyi ng potenti al constructi on materi a1 s. On the benches above the 

stream channel, the profi 1 e consi sts of cl ay and si 1 t overlyi ng gravel. 

Near the stream channel the c1 ay and si 1 t are absent and the gravel is 
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exposed or covered with a thin sand layer. Because of the stream 

meandering, materials exhibit a high degree of variability and the layer 

thicknesses are unpredictable. 

Cl ay and S i 1 t: 

Generally about 6 to 8 feet of silt and/or clay were encountered on the 

benches. These soils are discussed tog~ther because visually 

distinguishing between them in the field will be difficult. The natural 

moisture content is typically 5 percent or more below optimum except 

where they are below the water level. A total of four laboratory 

permeabil ity tests were performed using specimens compacted to 95% of 

the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D698. These yielded 
-6 -6 -6 permeabilities of 3xlO to 5xlO cm/sec for the clay and 7xlO 

-5 to lxlO cm/sec for the silt. Results of remolded direct shear tests 

show these soils to have moderate shear strength. 

Sand: 

Only random, di sconti nuous zones of sand were encountered. These were 

in AH-8, 9,14,15, and 17. The sands range in gradation from silty 

sand to poorly graded sand with gravel. For construction purposes, the 

sand can be considered to be similar in engineering properties to the 

gravel. 

Gravel: 

Varying thicknesses of gravel were encountered in each boring and test 

pit, except AH-8 and 9. The gravel typically contains less than 12 

percent fines and is poorly graded. It is a subrounded alluvial 

gravel. Occasional cobbles ana 50ulders up to two feet in size were 

observed in the test pits. Much of the gravel is below the water level 

so exc;}vation will either be limited to deposits above the water level 

or a dewateri ng system mi ght be necessa ry. One 1 aboratory penneabi 1 i ty 

test was performed with the gravel compacted to 95% of the maximum dry 

density as determined by ASTIr1 0698; it yielded a value of 2xlO-4 

cm/sec. 
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Water Quality and Quantity 

Discharge measurements were made and water samples were collected and 

analyzed from Gooseberry Creek at eight locations between August 1984 and 

August 1985. Beginning in mid-1985, four additional sites were sampled. 

The additional sites were chosen at strategic locations \'Ihere additional 

data were desired. A list of the sites sampled along Gooseberry Creek is 

given below: 

Site No. 

lA 

2 

2A 

3 

4 

5 

5A 

6 

6A 

7 

8 

Description (downstream order) 

Upper Damslte 

Renner Ranch 

Dickie Gage 

Approx. Distance 

Below U. Damsite 

in Miles 

At Old Gaging Site liNear Grass Creek ll 

State Highway No. 120 Bridge 

2 

10 
1 3 

1 5 

19 County Road 3ridge 

State Highway No. 431 Bridge 

Hathews Ranch 

Feraud Ranch 

Above South Line Sunnyside Canal 

Larkin Lane 

Near Mouth 

26 

32 

43 
46 

54 
59 

A comprehensive list of water quality measurements obtained from sampling 

efforts is included in Appendix B. i1arked changes are evident in the water 

qual ity downstream from the creek headwaters. Based on water standards for 

agriculture from the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality(3), 

several standards were exceeded in water sampled from Gooseberry Creek. The 

sulfate standard of 200.0 mg/l was exceeded at all sampling stations for 
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occurrences of design floods. It was, therefore, necessary to synthesize 
the flood inflow hydrographs at dam sites using the characteristics of the 
drainage basins and derived precipitation events. 

Drainage Basin Characteristics The watershed above the Upper and LO\'/er 
Gooseberry dam sites is located in Hot Springs and Park Counties in 
northwestern Wyoming. A portion of the drainage basin common to both 
damsites is located in the high precipitation areas of the Absaroka Mountain 
Range. The greater part of the basin receives limited rainfall. The land 
use above both sites is predominantly forest, pasture, and range. 
Consideration of areal percentages of hydrologic soil groups and land use 
resulted in composite runoff curve numbers for the upper and lower dam sites 
of 65 and 78 respectively. (7) Other' basin characteristics were obtained 
from previous reports and verified using USGS topographic maps. Time of 
concentration was computed using the Kirpich fonnula, and for the upper 
site, adjusted according to USBR procedures for mountainous watersheds. The 
Upper and Lower Gooseberry Drainage Basin characteristics are summarized in 
Table 11-2. 

Table 11-2, Gooseberry Creek Drainage Basin Characteristics 

Upper Dam Si te Lower Dam Site 

Area (sq. t~i.) 53.0 228.8 

Watercourse Length (Mi. ) 16.0 34.3 
Elevation Difference (ft.) 4250 5585 
Basin Slope (%) 5.0 3. 1 
Time of concentration (hrs.) 4.1 5.6 
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experienced by currently irrigated lands without a reservoir. The results 

in Tables 11-16 and 11-17 indicate that the most beneficial use of storage 

from the lower Gooseberry site would be to supplement irrigation supplies on 

currently irrigated lands, and not bring new lands into production. 

Agricultural Ability-to-Pay 

A 4,000 acre-foot active storage reservoir at the Upper Gooseberry site lS 

estimated to cost approximately $5.3 million in 1985 dollars. To qualify as 

a project sponsor, the Gooseberry Irrigation District must show repayment 

capacity of 25 percent of that cost, plus O&t~ charges. Assuming a 50 year 

project 1 i fe and a 4 percent interest rate, an annual charge of $29.66 per 

acre woul d be requi red to sponsor the project. Thi s fi gure i ncl udes $24.83 

for 25 percent repayment of capital investment plus $4.83 for O&M, using a 

2484 acre land base. 

Whether the irrigation district would qualify as a sponsor for the upper 

site depends upon what assumptions are made. Comparing estimated net 

returns per acre with the upper site ($19.47) with baseline returns from the 

Level II study (-$ll.29) sho\'IS net returns to irrigators would increase an 

average of $30.76 per acre. Based upon this criterion the project 

qualified. On the other hand, it could be argued that with an annual 

assessment of $29.66 per acre, tfie project would provide litt1e ' residua] 

l5enefit to the irrigation district. In fact, t ne abi1ity-to-pay analysis 

dndicates that an annual residual benefit of only $1.10 per acre would 

a crue to irrigation district members, doing little to increase fann income 

in the area after allowing for repayment and O&M charges. It would, 

however, move the typical operator from an average annual loss situation to 

one of slight gain. This would be an average situation and range widely as 

indicated on Table 11-17 so the proceeds from good years would have to pay 

the project cost during the poor water years. 

Although the Lower Gooseberry Creek site would improve the water supply 

picture to project lands, this improvement would be more than offset by the 

increased costs of constructing a reservoir at that site. A dam at the 

LO\'Ier Gooseberry Creek site is estimated to cost $9,883,000 in 1985 
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dollars. To qualify as a project sponsor, the Gooseberry Irrigation 

Oi stri ct must show repayment capaci ty of 25 percent of that cost, p1 us O&M 

charges. Assuming a 50 year project life and a 4 percent interest rate, an 

annual charge of $51.13 would be required to sponsor a project at the lower 

si te. Thi s fi gure i nc1 udes $46.30 for 25 percent repayment of capi tal 

investment plus $4.83 for O&M, using a 2484 acre land base. 

The resu1 ts of the crop budget analysi s show that net returns per acre to 

project 1 ands wi th a reservoi r at the lower si te wou1 d be $29. 19 per acre. 

Thi s fi gure represents an increase of $40.48 per acre over basel i ne returns 

of -$11.29. Although the increase in returns per acre is substantial at the 

lower site, it would not be sufficient to cover 25 percent of construction 

costs p1 us O&M charges. The i rri gati on di stri ct IS abi 1 i ty-to-pay for the 

lower site would be even less if it were assumed the water were used over 

all 4203 water righted acres in the irrigation district. 

In summary, it appears that the Gooseberry Creek Irri gati on Oi stri ct cou1 d 

afford to sponsor a reservoi r at the Upper Goosebery Creek si te, bu wi t tl 

~ ittle residua l benefit to the members of the dis t rict. Unless additional 

sources of supplemental water can be found, or substantial cost reduction 

can be made in estimated constructi on costs, the project wou1 d yi e1 d no 

substantial benefits to its sponsors. 

Project Benefits and Costs 

The primary benefi ts attri butab1 e to the Gooseberry Project wou1 d be 

associated with increases in fann production. Although there may be some 

small benefits associated with flood control and recreation, they have not 

been quanti fied for purposes of thi s ana1ysi s. Based upon the crop budget 

analyses described in the previous section, a 4000 acre-foot active storage 

reservoi r at the Upper Gooseberry si te wou1 d generate $30. 76 per acre of 

di rect agri cu1 tura 1 benefi ts for the 2484 acres of project 1 ands currently 

under i rri gati on. Oi scoun.ted over a 50 year time hori zon at a 4 percent 

discount rate, this benefit has a net present value of approximately 

$1 ,641 ,000. 
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To compare this benefit estimate to costs, project costs must be discounted 
using the same discount rate and time horizon. Discounting O&M charges back 
to a net present value, and discounting construction costs over a two year 
time frame gives a total net present value of construction and O&M costs of 
$5,861,000. The ratio of direct agricultural benefits to project costs for 
the upper site is 0.28. 

A reservoir at the lower site would provide direct agricultural benefits of 
$40.48 per acre to the 2484 acres of currently i rri gated project 1 ands. 
Di scounted to a net present val ue usi ng a 4 percent di scount rate and 50 

year project life yields an estimated $2,160,000 of benefits. The net 
present value of construction costs and 0&~1 charges for the 10~/er site is 
approximately $10,692,000. These results yield an estimated ratio of direct 
agricultural benefits to costs of 0.20 for a 4000 acre-foot reservoir at the 
Lower Gooseberry Creek site. 
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III. COMPARISON OF RESULTS 

The analyses made at the two damsites provided data for comparisons 
rega ~ding the attributes and deficiencies of each. The potential for 
development has been investigated considering such characteristics as: 
geologic, hydrologic, design parameters, right-of-way, and overall cost. 
~1any of these comparisons have been discussed in the previous chapter. A 
summary of the results of these comparisons appears in the following 
sections. 

Geologic 

The geology at the upper site is characterized by sandstone outcrops and 

vertical cliffs of the r~esaverde Formation on one abutment and shale on the 
other. The shale is overlain by the harder sandstone and is not generally 
exposed. The valley floor at the dam axis is overlain by alluvium comprised 
of interbedded sand, si 1 t, and cl ay overlyi ng gravel and sandstone and/or 
claystone. This alluvium was around 4Q fee t thick in most hole locations 
drilled. 

The foundation was found to be stable for normal slope configurations of an 
earthfill dam. Ther permeability varied considerably with a mean value felt 

to be moderate and seepage losses are expected to be low. 

Riprap is not available at the site but should be available a few miles 

upstream. other construction materials are believed to be available in 
sufficient quantities to construct the embankment, based upon the limited 
auger holes drilled. Concrete aggregates will likely need to be brought 
into the site. 

Geology at the lower site is similar based upon the limited number of holes 
drilled. The reservoir basin is flatter and wider allowing more storage per 

foot of depth. The bedrock materials at this site are also sandstone and 
shale but of a younger, softer formation. The alluvium on the valley floor 
was found to be significantly shallower than that at the upper site, 
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Provision of facilities to handle a design flood with a magnitude of 0.5 PMF 

will significantly increase the cost of the dam at either site. The increase 

at the upper si te coul d be as much as a mi 11 i on doll ars over the cost of a 

structure to handle a flood having a low probability of occurrence. The 

di fferenti al in costs at the lower si te woul d be even greater because of the 

larger flood volumes. An estimate of the potential damage areas and the 

impact which passage of the design flood would have on these areas need to be 

detenni ned. 

The cost of a dam at the upper and lower si tes has been estimated from the 

data available and the analyses made as a part of this phase of the study. 

The impact of the design flood on these costs has been previously mentioned. 

Although the lower site would provide 50 percent more water than the upper 

si te, the estimated cost of a dam at the lower si te is nearly 90 percent 

greater than one at the upper site. The cost of storage per unit of yield is 

high at both sites. This is partly due to the variation in annual runoff and 

the need for a sizable volume of carryover storage. 

The economic analysis of the Gooseberry Dam and Reservoir Project indicates 

that it could provide significant benefits in tenns of increased agricultural 

production on project lands. Based upon the results of crop budget analyses, 

a storage reservoi r at the upper si te "lOul d produce over $30 per acre in 

benefits to 2484 acres of currently irrigated project lands while a reservoir 

at the lower site would provide over $40 per acre of benefits to these same 

project lands. Unfortunately, the estimated costs of dam construction at both 

sites are relatively large in comparison to these potential benefits~ The 

estimated cost of the lower site is so large the irrigation district would not 

qual i fy as a sponsor based on the abi 1 i ty-to-pay estimates. Costs of the 

upper site indicate the distri~t would qualify as a sponsor but little 

resldual benefit would be available to the district after repayment of project 

costs and O&M charges. 

Recommendations 

Based on the concl usi ons di scussed previ ously and the resul ts of the Phase I 

study, several recommendations can be made. 

IV -2 



1 . Si~ce water supply is 
District should explore 

a limiting factor, the Gooseberry Irrigation 
potential for increasing it. This could 

include: purchase of water from outside the basin, negotiation of an 
operating agreement with nonproject interests, consolidation of 
diversion points as recommended in the August 1984 SCS study, and 
c10udseeding to increase the snowpack. 

2. Since sedimentatiory has a significant impact on the size of reservoir at 
the lower site and bank erosion affects the operation of either site, 
the WWDC should consider establishing sediment measuring stations if the 
project is approved for final design. Several control sections should 
be established and monitored for bank erosion during high flow and 
sustained flow periods. 

3. The magnitude of the design flood has a significant impact on the cost 
of the dam. If the project is forwarded for final design, the WWDC 
should consider obtaining additional photography and surveyed 
cross-sections for reaches below each site. This will allow the 
inundated areas to be identified and incremental damages associated with 
the operation and possible failure of the structure to be estimated. 
The hazard level of the structure can then be determined and the 
appropriate design flood selected. 

4. If the lower site is selected for final design because of the 
operational advantages and additional water supply, consideration should 
be given to the procurement of additional geotechnical information. The 
areas needing additional exploration are the abutments and the emergency 
spillway location. Auger holes should also be drilled in the reservoir 
area to determine the kinds and amounts of construction materials 
available. 
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900 ACRE FEET X 12 = 10,800 inches divided by 2484 ACRES = 4.34 inches 

40 MILES DOWN STREAM 25% loss X 75% 

3.25 inches 

STATE ENGINEER, GEORGE CHRISTOPULOS, AT AG COMMITTEE HEARING 2/27/86, 

STATED THERE WOULD BE A 25% LOSS OF WATER BETWEEN DAM SITE AND DISTRICT 

LANDS, 40 MILES DOWN STREAM. 

THIS PROJECT WILL COST THE STATE $1,600 per ACRE 



Table 1II-4b. Summary of Simulation Study Results, Gooseberry Level III Interim Report. 

STUlt¥ NO. 101 PR 101< ITY MO[tEL OF THE GOOSE({ERR¥ CREE.{ IoJATERSHE[t. 
UPPER GOOSEBERRY RESERVOIR (5000 A-F TOTAL, 1000 A-F INACTIVE) 

TAE<LE 5. 

YEAR OCT NOV [tEe JAN FEE< MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP TOTAl. 

1 c)50 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 345.1 291 . 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 f,37 . 1 
19~1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 291.3 2 . 1 (1. 1:' 0. 0 0 . 0 293.4 
1952 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 b1.0 0 . 0 709.5 99b.9 Z98.5 20b.5.8 
1953 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 339.3 328.1 51.5 '::>'0 0 .0 720. J 
1954 0.0 0.0 .p. o 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 523.4 87.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 610.4 

1955 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.2 
195b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 192.1 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 192. 1 
1957 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43.0 0.0 0.0 553.0 132.2 728.2 
1958 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 870.0 b93.8 318.8 1882.6 
1959 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 353.0 534.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 893.0 

1960 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 135.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 135.6 
1961 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.7 
1962 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,.0 0.0 0.0 250.0 0.0 305.5 0.0 0 . 0 555.5 

w 1963 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0:.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1085.8 0.0 0.0 1085.8 
co 1964 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43 . 0 0.0 734.0 0.0 0.0 777.0 

1965 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 163.0 17.6 186.0 0.0 0.0 366.6 
1966 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 264.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 264.4 
1961 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 520.3 1168.3 420.3 2109.0 
1968 10.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 81.8 0.0 1460.8 282.8 0.0 1842.0 
1969 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 297.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 297.2 

1910 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 158.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 158 . 0 
1971 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.5 41.6 7b.4 0.0 0.0 15b.5 
1912 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 391.5 870.3 0.0 0.0 1261.8 
1913 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1225.3 1032.6 0 . 0 2258.0 
1914 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.6 1282.0 923.4 243.3 2490.2 

1975 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 160.2 0.0 430.7 83 6 .4 278.6 1705 . 9 
1976 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 115.0 2 07 . 3 1310.3 0.0 0,.0 1632 .6 
1917 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 304.5 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 310.2 
1918 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 b08.1 0.0 0.0 b08.1 

AVEf<AG£ 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 148.2 67 . 2 404.4 223.7 58.3 11" ~, 
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NEGATIVE AFFECTS OF GOOSEBERRY PROJECT 

Reservoir too high in watershed, for storage of early spring flows, historically this water 

does not flow until after May 15th, when water is needed by all!! Very little flood control, 

the major floods are below upper site. publi c benefits, 

ish report-1984. Nee 209Q aere fEet. 

Upper site was rejected by Bureau of Reclamation 1936-1978----------------(page 14) 
" " " " " SCS Interm report 1960----------------(page 4) 

Project would not qualify------------------------WWD report 1984----------(page 56) 
Project would yield no substantial benefit-------WWD report 1985~---------(page 11-60) 
No substantial benefits to sponsors--------------WWD report 1986----------(page ~I-61) 

********************************************************************************************** 
Administrator, Mike Purcell, of Wyoming Water Development Commission recommended project be 

terminated November 22, 1985-it was tentatively rejected by Commission by a 5 to 4 vote. Mike 

Purcell, again recommended on January 15, 1986, Gooseberry Project be terminated due to low 

water yields and cost per acre foot, but the Wyoming Water Development Commission moved by a 5 

to 4 vote to move it to level IV for funding. WHY?? The report hadn't changed, it was still 

infeasible. 

********************************************************************************************** 
1986 report average annual yield of 900 acre feet for 2484 acres of District land, some years 

none. 1/3 of an acre of water cost District $29.66 per acre, per year. Cost to state at 4% 

interest $64.01 per acre, per year. Average cost of water under Worland Canals, approximately 

$7.00 for approximately 5 acre feet or more per year. 

********************************************************************************************** 
'he loss f r. om the dead storage would be detrimenta 

~-----
t o the prior 

rights d such as Gooseberry. Page 11-12--1986 level III 

report--One year study made from 8/14/84 to 8/28/85--Barely enough water to maintain 

dead storage. 

****************.*******·n·***-r.-*****~~************-J~******-JE-**************************************** 

It would be a nightmare to regulate the 3000 acres of out of District, water rights of 2 CFS 

per 70 acres, before any storage could take place. 

********************************************************************************************** 
5 of the original District members, own less than 80 acres and according to the Washakie 

County Treasurer, are listed as suburban . homes. 

******************************************-J~*************************************************** 
Two m r. s of Di s r i c t nave not applied water to ben~£~eal use from Gooseberry for more than 

abandonment has been file d on 7Se-acres of their 

land. C439 acres were i n he IDistrict. It should never had been put in District. 

********************************************************************************************** 
If built, dTv±de t wo 0 d time r.anGBeS &n~ caus assment and hardship to them 

****~~*************************************~~*************************************************** 
The Gooseberry Defenders feel, eeK i s et er of way it i a until such time, as a 

.cooP Ieasitile plan i s to 
~~~~g~----~~-

The full time operators 

have managed to succeed on Gooseberry, by good management of their land, and are not involved 

in any get rich scheme promoted by aggressive real estate salepersons, at the TAXPAYERS EXPENSE. 



P8ge 

MIKE PURCELL's statement at the WWDC Public Hearing, Worland, Wyoming 

WWDC MINUTES---November 21 & 22, 1985 

STATEMENT FROM GAME AND FISH REPORT---1984---(page 32) 

*************************************************************************** 

HIGHLIGHTS FROM 

1986 GOOSEBERRY INTERIM REPORT 

11- 2 Vicinity Map 

11- 6 Sand 

11- 7 Rock is Poor Quality 

lI- S Gravel is Below Water Level 

II-I0 \va t e r Qua n tit Y 

11-60 Little Residual Benefits to District 

11-61 No Substantial Benefit to Sponsor 

111-1 Gravel and Sand Stone 

1V- 2 Little Residual Benefits 

V- 3 Water Supply Limiting Factor 

Page 38 Gooseberry In~erim Report----February 1985 

~;. -; ~- -);. -);.6)r,~-~;..;;.~;./lf?.;&.;;.~;.~(i;.~-(J~;.~;..;;;~(jJ..;~"t;..;;..;;..;«.;~~t;. .;;..;;.t:k;.~;.~~t-~;..;t::11~.;~.;;.~;.~;..;;. 
GOOSEBERRY PROJECT COST 

TOTAL COST 
DISTRICT COST 

STATE GRANT 

DISTRICT ACRES = 2484 

$5,300,000 
1,325,000 

$3,975,000 

~ __ ~~~~ __ ~tate Cost per Acre 
$3,975,000 

'NITHDRAWN. 



1 

2 

3 BEFORE THE WYOMING WATER DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

4 

5 

6 

7 IN THE MATTER OF A HEARING ON THE GOOSEBERRY CREEK 
PROJECT. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING PROCEEDINGS 

13 

14 

15 Transcript of Hearing Proceedings on the 
above-entitled matter before Nelson Wren, Hearing 

16 Officer, with Kathleen Sun, Bill Glanz and Willard 
Rhoads, Members of the commission in attendance. 

17 Also present were Mike Purcell, Commission 
Administrator; John Jackson and Evan Green, 

18 Commission Staff; Jeff Facett, Deputy State Engineer; 
and Craig Cooper, Superintendant, Water Division 3, 

19 commencing on the 7th of January, 1986 at the hour of 
7:20 p.m. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

CASPER 

234·7969 

SHERIOAN 

672.5804 

WYOMING REPORTING SERVICE, INC. 

P. O. BOX 165 

CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82003 

IN STATE (800) 442·2826 OR (307) :035 ... 424 

L.ANOER 

332·5252 

GILLETTE 

080.7682 



12 

1 Given the 

2 HEARING OFFICER WREN: This is Worland. 

3 You said Goshen. 

4 MR. PURCELL: given the level of the 

5 accuracy of the estimates, it is possible that there 

6 will be no net benefit to the Gooseberry Irrigation 

7 District. Given the cost of the project and the 

8 limited benefits, at its November meeting, the 

9 Commission generated the preliminary recommendation 

10 that the project should not be pursued any further in 

11 the water development program. 

12 However, I would point out that that 

13 dec i s ion is pre 1 i min a r y, it is' a t a c 10 s e v 0 t e, f i ve 

14 to four. Tonight we're here to get an idea of the 

15 public reaction to that preliminary recommendation. 

16 The Commission will be meeting again January 

17 15th in Cheyenne at the Herschler Building, Room 1699. 

18 The meeting will start at 8:00 a.m. The purpose of 

19 that meeting is to finalize all our preliminary 

20 recommendations that we have developed regarding our 

21 1986 legislative program. At that point -- at that 

22 particular meeting, we will be finalizing our 

23 recommendation on the Gooseberry Project. For those 

24 of you that would like to attend, you would be given 

25 the opportunity to express your views to the full 

CASPER 

234·7969 

SHERIDAN 

672.:5804 

WYOMING REPORTING SERVICE. INC. 

P. O. BOX' 65 

CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82003 

IN STATE (800) 442.2826 OR (307) 63:5.4424 

L.ANDER 

332·5252 

GILLETTE 

45845·7682 



Water Development Commission Minutes 
November 21 and 22, 1985 
Page 7 

B. West Fork 

Ralph Rollins of Rollins, Brown and Gunnell, Inc. and Gary \-latts 
of Western Research Corporation presented the Level III study 
results. The recommendation was to continue the Level III 
activities to generate additional information regarding environ
mental issues and proj ect budget and to postpone construction 
funding requests until these issues were addressed. Discussion 
followed. Wes Myers moved to commit Level IV construction 
funding of $10 million; seconded by Myron Goodson. The motion 
carried with Wes Myers abstaining from voting. 

Myron Goodson moved to reconsider the prior motion; seconded by 
Willard Rhoads. The motion carried. 

Myron Goodson moved to request construction funding of $10 
million for the project with a 75% grant/25% loan at an interest 
rate of 4% for 50 years and that the Level III costs not be 
included in the loan/ grant mix; seconded by Kathleen Sun. The 
motion carried with Wes Myers abstaining from voting. 

C. Gooseberry 

Ralph Waddington of Morrison-Knudsen Engineering, Paul Rechard of 
Western Water Consultants, and Gary Watts of Western Research 
Corporation presented the Level III Phase I study results. 
Discussion followed. 

The recommendation was to either place the project on hold for 
five years or cease all activities. Discussion followed. Free 
and Cheryl Feraud of the Gooseberry Irrigation District spoke in 
support of the project. John Rankine of the Gooseberry Defenders 
spoke against the project. Kathleen Sun moved to cease all 
action on the project; seconded by Willard Rhoads. The vote was 
as follows: 

Wren Aye Sun Aye 
Rissler No Rhoads Aye 
Pilch Aye Goodson No 
Myers No Glanz No 
Noble Aye 

The motion carried. 

A hearing will be held in January, 1986 on the project. 



GAME AND FISH REPORT 1984 

The Game and Fish report of 1984 states "reservoir would require a minimum 

pool of at least 2,100 acre feet at all times of year for fish~' This is 

not possible, therefore, no public benefit 
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