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1.0 

INTRODUCTION 

The Park Reservoir Company proposes to construct a replacement to 

Park Reservoir Dam, about twenty miles southwest of Sheridan, Wyoming. 

The proposed replacement dam would be located entirely within the 

Bighorn National Forest, which is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. 

Forest Service. The replacement proposal would therefore be consider

ed a federal action, and would be subject to the Forest Service 

guidelines for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) of 1969. These guidelines (Federal Register 1979) specify 

that a concise environmental assessment must be conducted for any 

federal action in order to determine the need for a detailed environ

mental impact statement. 

Consistent with Forest Service guidelines, the objective of this 

document is to provide sufficient information such that a determina

tion can be made by the U.S. Forest Service regarding replacement of 

Park Reservoir Dam. This determination would be either a finding of 

no significant impact, or a notice of intent to prepare an environ

mental impact statement. 

This section of the environmental assessment presents the need 

for the proposed action, describes the project in detail, and 

identifies the permits that would be required. 

1 
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1.1 NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION 

The Park Reservoir Dam was orginally constructed in 1909 on the 

East Fork of the Big Goose Creek, about 20 miles southwest of Sheri

dan, wyoming in the Bighorn Mountains. The original main dam was 

constructed to a height of about forty feet. Since that time, num

erous additions and modifications have been made to the main dam. A 

smaller dam was also constructed to form the east side of the reser

voir, and a service spillway was constructed on the west side. His

torically, the water withdrawn from the reservoir has been used for 

irrigation. The main dam, which is presently 84 feet high, has had 

a history of geotechnical problems. These include upstream and down

stream slope movements, crest subsidence, seepage, and numerous prob

lems related to the outlet works. It has been necessary to completely 

drain the reservoir periodically to inspect the dam and outlet works. 

These problems led to a decision to drain the reservoir during 

1979 and to breech the dam during September and October of 1980. The 

reservoir is now empty. The Park Reservoir Company, representing some 

83 shareholders, intends to construct a replacement dam which would 

provide the same storage capacity as the former dam. Water withdrawn 

from the reservoir would be used for irrigation. 

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Park Reservoir is formed by two separate dams. These are the 

high main dam, with a crest elevation of 8274 feet, and the much 

wider and lower east dam, with a crest elevation of 8270 feet. The 

east dam appears to be structually sound, and replacement or improve

ment would not be required. The proposed action would replace the 

main dam only. Geotechnical and hydrological studies, preliminary 

2 
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plans and costs have been developed* and provide additional details 

of the proposed action. 

Project Location 

Figure 1 shows the location of the proposed project. It also 

presents a site vicinity map, indicating the existing main and east 

dams, and the reservoir area. Two recreational areas are located 

just east of the upstream limits of the reservoir. These are the 

Spear-o-Wigwam Resort and the Cross Creek Campground. Several small 

"pot hole" lakes surround the reservoir and a natural swamp is located 

east of East Dam. An unpaved road provides access to the reservoir 

from the north. 

Design Characteristics 

The proposed replacement dam would be constructed to the present 

crest elevation of 8274 feet. The reservoir formed by the dam would 

thus innundate the same area as the former reservoir (see Figure 1). 

The reservoir would provide 10,200 acre feet (AF) of storage capacity. 

The replacement dam would be an earthen fill dam, made up of: 

• a central core, composed of impervious clays, silts, and 

clayey sands 

• a transition zone of silty sands 

• an outer zone composed of inorganic soils 

• riprap protection. 

Borrow materials for the dam would be obtained from the existing 

dam (or portion remaining), and material now stockpiled within the 

*Woodward-Clyde Consultants. 1980. Engineering Studies, Park Re
servoir Dam. Prepared for the wyoming Water Development Commission, 
October 31. 
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reservoir or just downstream. Riprap would be obtained from the ex

isting dam, from a moraine deposit downstream of the dam, and from a 

quarry to be established in a granite outcrop as shown in Figure 1. 

Construction of the proposed replacement dam could be completed dur

ing 1981. 

1.3 NECESSARY PERMITS 

Three permits would be required to complete the proposed action: 

• Use permit to be granted by the U.S. Forest Service, 

Sheridan District 

• Dredge and Fill (404) Permit, to be issued by the U.S. Army 

Corps. of Engineers, Omaha District 

• Dam safety approval, to be granted by the Wyoming State 

Engineer. 

5 
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2.1 GEOLOGY 

2.0 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Geological conditions at the project site are described in detail 

in the engineering studies (Woodward-Clyde Consultants 1980). 

2.2 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Park Reservoir is located on the East Fork of the Big Goose 

Creek. An upland watershed of about 20 square miles provides an 

average annual flow of 32.6 cubic feet per second (cfs), (23,620 acre 

feet per year); the highest and lowest recorded flows are 1230 cfs and 

1.0 cfs respectively (U.S. Geological Survey 1978). Before it was 

breeched, Park Reservoir stored 10,200 acre feet of water and released 

a minimum flow of 4.5 cfs. No minimum (conservation) pool was estab

lished. 

Big Goose Creek supplies a portion of the municipal drinking 

water for the City of Sheridan. Periodic water quality monitoring is 

conducted by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality. A 

recent (1980) sampling program on Big Goose Creek indicated that water 

was suitable for human consumption and that none of the National 

Primary Drinking Water Standards were exceeded (Stender 1980). 

6 
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During the breeching operation (September and October of 1980), 

a significant increase in turbidity occurred in Big Goose Creek, and 

temporarily affected the quality of water supplied to Sheridan. This 

turbidity increase was apparently the result of earthmoving operations 

in or adjacent to the streambed that took place when the dam was 

breeched. Until the reservoir is replaced, high spring runoff into 

the creek from the drained reservoir area may generate some additional 

downstream sediment loading. It is not expected however, that concen

trations would reach the peak levels that occurred during the 

breeching operation. 

2.3 VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 

The area surrounding the Park Reservoir is mapped by the U.S. 

Forest Service as Lodgepole Pine forest type, with a stand size of 0 

to 10.9 inches in diameter at breast height. Wildlife may that 

inhabit the area include moose, elk, mule deer, muskrat, mountain 

sheep, upland game birds, waterfowl, black bear, coyote, bald and gold 

eagles. Horse grazing also occurs in the project area. 

2.4 AQUATIC BIOLOGY 

The pre-existing Park Reservoir, and the East Fork of the Big 

Goose Creek downstream of the reservoir, supported a fish population 

that included brown, rainbow and brook trout, and graylings. Before 

breeching, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department stocked a small number 

of lake trout in the Park Reservoir. Stocking of rainbow trout also 

occurred farther downstream near the Big Goose and Beaver diversion 

ditch. 

7 
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2.5 LAND USE 

The Park Reservoir is located in the Bighorn National Forest, 

which is federally-owned land under the jurisdiction of the U.S. 

Forest Service (USFS). USFS is developing a Forest Land and Resource 

Management Plan for Bighorn National Forest; a draft plan will be com

pleted in March 1982. Until then, land use activities in the Bighorn 

National Forest are guided only by the general "Multiple Use Plan" 

which identifies and protects recreation opportunities throughout the 

forest. 

2.6 SOCIOECONOMICS 

Sheridan, located in Sheridan County, Wyoming, is located approx

imately 20 miles from the Park Reservoir. Estimated population for 

1979 was 15,230 for the city, and 26,520 for the county.* The county's 

annual average labor force for 1979 was close to 11,000, with the un

employment estimated at 2.7 percent.** 

Until the end of the 1979 irrigation season, the existing reser

voir provided water to 83 shareholders of the Park Reservoir Company. 

These include the City of Sheridan, the Veterans Administration 

Hospital, and private ranches. The cost of water over the last five 

years has been $1.41 per acre foot. 

2.7 RECREATION 

The pre-existing Park Reservoir has been used for fishing, 

boating (motorized and non-motorized) and camping. Recreational use 

in the project vicinity includes fishing, hiking, horseback riding, 

*Dept. of Economic Planning and Developent "Sheridan Wyoming: 1980 
Community Profile". 

**Dept. of Economic Planning and Development "Wyoming Housing 
Monitoring System". 
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backpacking, and hunting. Recreational use data specific to Park 

Reservoir is unavailable. 

2.8 VISUAL RESOURCES 

The Park Reservoir is directly visible from several access roads 

and hiking trails in the area. 

Under the USFS Visual Management System Guidelines, areas that 

could be affected by the proposed project (see Figure 1) are 

classified as follows: 

• Park Reservoir and access road: "Retention" 

• Quarry area: "Partial Retention" 

• Moraine deposit: part "Retention" and part "Partial 

Retention" 

Under the "Retention" designation, management activities must not 

be visually evident after construction is completed. Under the 

"Partial Retention" designation, management activities must remain 

visually subordinate to the characteristic landscape. 

2.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

An archaeological program undertaken by the office of the Wyoming 

State Archaeologist in the Bighorn National Forest in 1976 resulted 

in the discovery of one site in the Park Reservoir area. The find 

consists of scattered flakes and artifacts near an existing road. The 

archaeologist reported that the site had been picked over regularly by 

amateurs and judged it not worthy of further investigations unless 

road cuts were necessary. 

9 
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3.0 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

In order to evaluate the significance of potential environmental 

impacts, the following criteria were applied: 

• Geological impacts were considered insignificant if the 

on-site soils are capable of supporting a compacted earth 

material embankment at the design height, with low risk of 

foundation instability or excessive settlement. 

• Seismological impacts were considered insignificant if the 

risk of ground rupture, ground motions or reservoir-induced 

seismicity is low. 

• Hydrological impacts were considered insignificant if the 

flow in Big Goose Creek wouldn't be permanently reduced 

below pre-existing levels. 

• Water quality impacts were considered insignificant if all 

applicable regulatory and permit requirements would be met. 

• Vegetation and wildlife impacts were considered insignifi

cant if no unique, or threatened and endangered species or 

habitats would be destroyed or adversely affected. 

10 
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• Aquatic biological impacts were considered insignificant if 

fishing opportunities wouldn't be diminished from 

pre-existing levels. 

• Land use impacts were considered insignificant if the re

placement dam and reservoir would not be in conflict with 

existing land use regulations or planning and management 

programs. 

• Socioeconomic impacts were considered insignificant if none 

of the following changes would occur: permanent population 

change greater than 5 percent or temporary change greater 

than 15 percent; demand for community facilities and ser

vices that would strain existing supplies; employment 

demand greater than 15 percent of local labor force; change 

in local business receipts greater than 20 percent. 

• Recreation impacts were considered insignificant if the pro

ject would not disrupt existing recreation opportunities due 

to reduced access or altered physical conditions, and would 

not overload facilities due to use by project workers or 

greater numbers of future users. 

• Visual impacts were considered insignificant if the quality 

of recognized scenic or visually unique viewsheds in the 

project area would not be permanently altered or destroyed. 

• Cultural impacts were considered insignificant if project 

activities would not result in irreparable damage or loss of 

potentially significant archaeological or historical sites. 

11 
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4.1 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT AS PROPOSED 

4.0 

ALTERNATIVES 

The pre-existing Park Reservoir released a minimum flow of 4.5 

cfs into the East Fork of the Big Goose Creek. Due to the problems 

experienced with the main dam, the reservoir was periodically drained 

for inspection. Thus a minimum pool (conservation pool) couldn't 

be maintained in the reservoir. Several alternative combinations of 

minimum release and minimum pool size have been proposed for the 

replacement dam. These are summarized in Table 1. 

4.2 ALTERNATIVES THAT WERE ELIMINATED 

Reservoir Size Alternatives 

The proposed action is a replacement dam at the same elevation 

and corresponding reservoir capacity as the pre-existing dam. Two 

additional alternatives have been evaluated, which are described in 

detail in the engineering studies (Woodward-Clyde Consultants 1980). 

These alternatives are: 

• Replacement of the breeched main dam to a crest elevation 

five feet higher, a five foot raise of the East dam, and 

replacement of the service spillway with a 200-foot-wide 

spillway five feet higher than the existing spillway • 

• A five foot raise, as described above, at some future time. 

12 
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Table 1. ALTERNATIVE RESERVOIR ALLOCATIONS FOR MINIMUM POOL AND 
MINIMUM RELEASE 

Alternative A 

Shareholders Supply 
Minimum Pool 
Minimum Flow 

Total Capacity 

Alternative B 

Shareholders Supply 
Minimum Pool 
Minimum Flow (4.5 cfs) 

Total Capacity 

Alternative C 

Shareholders Supply 
Minimum Pool 
Minimum Flow (8 cfs) 

Total Capacity 

Alternative D 

Shareholders Supply 
Minimum Pool 
Minimum Flow (4.5 cfs) 

Total Capacity 

Alternative E 

Shareholders Supply 
Minimum Pool 
Minimum Flow (8 cfs or inflow with 

a minimum of 4.5 cfs) 
Flushing Flow 

Total Capacity 

Alternative F 

Shareholders Supply 
Minimum Pool 
Minimum Flow (8 cfs or inflow with 

a minimum of 4.5 cfs) 

Total Capacity 

13 

10,200 AF 
o 
o 

10,200 

10,010 AF 
100 

90 

10,200 

8,976 AF 
100 

1,124 

10,200 

9,522 AF 
588 

90 

10,200 

8,992 AF 
588 

90 

530 

10,200 

9,688 AF 
422 

90 

10,200 
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Replacement with a dam five feet higher would provide 12,040 AF 

of storage at a cost of about $3,798,000, or about $315 per AF, in 

1980 dollars. A future five-foot raise would provide an additional 

1840 AF storage and would cost about $1,756,000, or $955 per AF of 

additional storage. 

These costs do not compare favorably with the proposed action, 

which would provide 10,200 AF of storage at a cost of about $2,099,000 

or $205 per AF of storage. These alternatives were eliminated from 

furthur consideration because their cost would exceed the ability to 

pay of the Park Reservoir Company shareholders. 

Dam Design Alternatives 

Alternative dam designs, such as a concrete arch dam or a gravity 

dam, were eliminated from futher consideration because: 

• Suitable rock abutments do not exist at the site 

• Large amounts of aggregate and concrete would be required 

• Costs would be prohibitive. 

Construction Technique Alternatives 

The proposed action would involve earthmoving equipment, includ

ing bulldozers, scrapers, front end loaders, and trucks. Alternative 

construction techniques, such as wheel excavators and conveyor sys

tems, were eliminated because the project is not of sufficient size to 

warrant their use. 

4.3 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

If no action were taken to replace the breeched dam, the 

reservoir would remain empty as it is now. 

14 
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5.1 GEOLOGY/SEISMOLOGY 

5.0 

EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTATION 

Based upon detailed geotechnical investigations, which included 

test holes and soils analyses at the site, the replacement dam can be 

engineered to ensure that excessive settlement or foundation 

instability would not occur (Woodward-Clyde Consultants 1980). 

5.2 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Proposed Action 

At this time, a minimum pool size and minimum release have not 

been determined for the replacement reservoir. As presented in 

Section 4.1, several alternative pool/release scenarios have been 

proposed. Table 2 presents a summary of pertinent hydrological 

characteristics associated with each of these alternatives. 

During construction of the dam it may be necessary to temporarily 

divert the creek and to conduct earthmoving activities, which could 

potentially generate increased levels of suspended sediments (and 

corresponding turbidity) in Big Goose Creek. The proposed action 

would require a Dredge and Fill permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers. This permit would include review and certification by the 

State of Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality regarding 

potential water quality alteration. {A similiar permit was not 

15 
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Table 2. HYDROLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH SIX MINIMUM POOL/RELEASE 
ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative Minimum Percent of Minimum Surface Shoreline 
Release Average Annual Pool Pool Depth (Ft.) Area length 
(cfs) Streamflow (Acre-feet) Mean Maximum (acres) (ft.) 

A 0 0 0 0 0 0 

B 4.5 14 100 3.6 11 28 6900 

..... C 8.0 25 100 3.6 11 28 6900 
0" 

D 4.5 14 588 8.8 21 67 12,500 

E 8.0* 14-25 588 8.8 21 67 12,500 

F 8.0* 14-25 422 7.7 18 55 11,600 

* 8.0 cfs or inflow, whichever is less, with a minimum flow of 4.5 cfs. 
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required for the breeching operation.) Because permit approval would 

require non-degradation of the Big Goose Creek, significant water 

quality impacts are not expected during construction. Water quality 

would be monitored during operation to ensure compliance with Wyoming 

Water Quality Standards and National Primary Drinking Water 

Standards. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the dam and reservoir were not replaced, streamflows in the 

Big Goose Creek would adjust to new daily levels. During the irri

gation season, flow in the creek would likely be less than past 

historical flows due to the reduction in agricultural return flows, 

and the lack of minimum release flow. Streamflow during non

irrigation months would approach natural flow levels. 

5.3 VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 

Proposed Action Alternative 

No designated or candidate Threatened and Endangered Species are 

known to occur in this portion of the Bighorn National Forest. Two 

areas could be disturbed by proposed construction activities: the 

moraine deposit immediately downstream of the dam, and the quarry 

site, where riprap materials would be obtained. Field surveys have 

not yet been undertaken in these areas. Because the moraine deposit 

has been previously disturbed, and the quarry site is predominately a 

bedrock outcrop, unique vegetation communities are not expected to be 

damaged as a result of the proposed action. However, a field survey 

would be conducted, when weather permits, to verify this conclusion. 

No-Action Alternative. 

Under a no-action alternative, vegetation would become reestab

lished in the reservoir area, initially by meadow and grassland. Over 

17 
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time, the lodgepole pine community could become reestablished in the 

reservoir area and a riparian community would become established along 

Big Goose Creek. 

5.4 AQUATIC BIOLOGY 

Proposed Action Alternative 

Maintenance of a stable fish population within the reservoir and 

immediately downstream of the diversion could vary depending upon the 

minimum pool and minimum release alternative selected. Under 

alternative A (0 cfs release and 0 acre-feet pool), no permanent 

population could be maintained within the reservoir or downstream and 

significant impacts to the fishery would occur. Alternatives Band C 

would provide a minimum release of 4.5 and 8.0 cfs respectively, but 

the minimum pool (100 acre feet) would not be suitable to support a 

permanent fishery due to the average pool depth of 3.6 feet, and 

surface area of 28 acres. Under alternatives D, E or F, a permanent 

fishery could be maintained, based on average pool depth, surface area 

and shoreline length (as shown in Table 2). Alternative E is the 

recommended alternative of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Under alternative E, an average 

pool depth of about 9 feet could be maintained. The release of 8 cfs 

would constitute 25 percent of the average annual streamflow, which is 

the criteria used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to determine 

the minimum flow necessary to maintain a good fishery in this area. 

Alternative D would have a lower release than this level, and alterna

tive F would have a slightly lower pool size, minimum depth and 

shoreline length than alternative E. 

No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, no reservoir fishery, even on a 

temporary basis, would be established. Reduced downstream flows would 

also adversely affect the potential instream fishery. 

18 
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5.5 LAND USE 

Land use impacts associated with the proposed project are 

considered to be insignificant because they would not conflict with 

existing land use regulations or planning and management programs as 

described in Section 2.5. Since both the dam and reservoir have 

existed since 1909, these would not be new land use activities. The 

project would replace the pre-existing dam to the same height and 

inundate the same reservoir area. The only new activities associated 

with the project would be some road improvements, and quarrying; these 

would be minor and would not conflict with the "Multiple Use Plan" now 

used to guide land use activities in the Bighorn National Forest. 

5.6 SOCIOECONOMICS 

Proposed Action 

Socioeconomic impacts resulting from the project would be 

insignificant. The temporary construction workforce that would be 

required is estimated at approximately 50 workers. The presence of a 

temporary workforce of this size in Sheridan would not strain local 

facilities and services, and can be readily accommodated by the city's 

existing infrastructure. The project would not result in any perma

nent population changes in Sheridan. 

Park Reservoir shareholders have previously obtained irrigation 

water from the Reservoir at a cost of $1.41 per acre-foot. Costs 

of the proposed project depend upon the minimum pool/minimum flow 

alternative selected, but could range from $3 to $16 per acre-foot. 

No-Action Alternative 

Because the Park Reservoir remained empty during the 1980 irriga

tion season, some ranchers were unable to use water which they relied 

19 
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on in the past. According to USFS and WWDC officials in Sheridan, 

harvests have been adversely affected. Thus the no-action alterna

tive, which would leave the reservoir permanently drained, could 

result in a permanent loss of agricultural productivity unless accept

able replacement sources of irrigation water could be found. 

5.7 RECREATION 

Proposed Action 

Recreation impacts associated with the Park Reservoir project 

would not be significant. Access to recreation opportunities near the 

Reservoir would be improved slightly by the project, because of road 

upgrading. However, access presently exists to the reservoir. Main

tenance of a permanent pool after dam construction would also improve 

fishing opportunities at the Park Reservoir. While these measures 

might result in greater recreational use of the area in the future, it 

is not expected that demand for facilities and services in the area 

would exceed existing capacity. 

No-Action Alternative 

The no-action alternative could alter physical conditions by 

leaving the reservoir permanently empty, so that recreation opportuni

ties that are currently enjoyed would be permanently lost. The reser

voir has been used for fishing, camping, and boating. Unless the dam 

is rebuilt and the reservoir restored, these opportunities would be 

lost. 

5.8 VISUAL RESOURCES 

Proposed Action 

The rebuilding of the Park Reservoir dam would not alter the 

visual characteristics of the area in any significant way. The dam 

and reservoir are features that have existed in the area since 1909. 

20 
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Construction activities would comply with USFS Visual Management Sys

tem Guidelines, and would not remain apparent during project opera

tion. 

Operation of the dam would slightly improve the visual aesthetics 

of the stream by maintaining a relatively consistent flow throughout 

the year. 

No-Action Alternative 

The no-action alternative would have a significant impact on 

visual resources. The reservoir, which has been drained since the end 

of the 1979 irrigation season, is described by many local users as "an 

eyesore." The reservoir area is visible from roads and hiking trails 

in the area. In order to reduce the visual impacts of the no-action 

alternative, some mitigating measures would have to be taken, such as 

a reclamation program to restore the visual quality of the reservoir 

area. 

5.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

One prehistoric site was identified by the Office of the Wyoming 

State Archaeologist in 1976. This site is located approximately 2 

miles from the Park Reservoir. Although a minor site disturbed by 

amateurs, it warrants reinvestigation if road work in the area could 

disturb or destroy it. 

As soon as weather permits, a cultural resources inventory will 

be undertaken in order to locate any previously unrecorded sites in 

areas where new ground disturbances could occur, (i.e. the proposed 

quarry site, and along access roads that would be widened). Such an 

inventory would comply with requirements of Section 106 of the Nation

al Historic Preservation Act and Section 2(b) of Executive Order 11593 

21 



C630A.5 (I) 

and would ensure that there would be no significant impacts on known 

surface cultural resources that may be considered eligible for the 

National Register of Historic Places. 

In addition, the inventory could indicate potential areas of 

subsurface resources, which could require testing in order to deter

mine their extent and or avoidance during construction. 

22 
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6.0 

EVAULATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Table 3 presents a summary evaluation of the proposed action in

cluding six alternatives for minimum flow-pool, and the no-action 

alternative. 

23 
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Table 3. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Significant Impacts(X) 
Minimum Flow/ No-Action 

Pool Alternatives Alternative 
Subject Area ABC D E F 

Geology 

Hydrology x 

Water Quality 

Vegetation and Wildlife x 

Aquatic Biology x X X X 

Land Use X 

Socioeconomics X 

Recreation X 

Visual Resources X 

24 
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7.0 

IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTRNATIVE 

The environmentally preferable alternative is the proposed 

action, with a mimimum pool of 588 acre-feet, and a release of 8 

cubic feet per second, or the inflow whichever is lowest, with a 

minimum of 4.5 cfs, plus a flushing flow of 530 AF per year 

(Alternative E). 
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Lead and Cooperating Agencies 

8.0 

CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS 

During preparation of this document, the following agencies were 

contacted: 

• The U.S. Forest Service, Sheridan District (lead agency) 

• Wyoming Water Development Commission 

• u.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

• Wyoming Game and Fish Department 

• Wyoming State Engineers Office 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 

• City Engineer, City of Sheridan 

• Park Reservoir Company 

• Spear-o-Wigwam Resort 

• Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office 

Public Participation 

Two public meetings have been held in Sheridan, Wyoming, in 

conjunction with this project. The meetings were held on October 2 

and December 9, 1980. Both were advertised in advance through radio 

stations and local newspapers. Comment periods extended almost to the 

end of December, 1980. 
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Public reaction to the project has been generally favorable. 

Virtually no one opposed reconstruction of the dam, although some 

interests would like to see it enlarged. The no-action alternative 

is not supported by the public. 
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