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The historic data compiled for this project
is accessible to everyone. Located in the
Western Historical Collection at Norlin
Library on the University of Colorado's
Boulder campus, the collection contains
material used for this study, additional
sources on floods in Boulder County that
7L £l TeA .
wereain this report. The collection name
is the same as the title of this project.
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Floods in Boulder County have not usually disrupted the 1ifestyle in the
e 5 Crep

communities or caused a break with traditional values of the citizens®

true that the floods have temporarily interrupted the pace of 1iving, —%%%fifi\\
rd

Boulder, Lvons, Longmont, and other communities have been isolated for days at

a time during flood events in the last one hundred plus years. Smne<:£§;g;;%ff7\‘~_

individual Tlosses have been substantial enough to cause a change 1in occupancy
of the floodplain. Generally, however, the way of life has not changed
dramatically in most of Boulder County's towns. People have rebuilt their
homes and businesses in the floodplain and resumed their daily routines.
Within a few weeks after most of the flood occurrences, newspapar headlines
have returned to stories about baseball games or local politics.

A study of floods should attempt to reconstruct the social history of the
period of time surrounding each event. This helps answer the questions raised
in connection with short term and long term effects of floods on the c¢itizens
of the county. Short term concerns about the type of action people took, how
reconstruction was managed and financed, and any physical relocation floods
may have caused are as important as the scientific aspects of the floods. The
lTong term effects, however, can be even more significant. For instance, the
1894 flood helped stimulate the formation of the Boulder City Improvement
Association in 1903. That organization hired Frederick Law Olmsted in 1910
and Metcalf and Eddy in 1912 to study and propose improvements to Boulder's
floodplain and water system. MNevertheless, the puzziing long term probiem
wnich continues to remain ungolved is why, in the face of terrible loss,
people have rebuilt (for the most part) in the same locations and have

continued to encroach on the floodplain.
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INTRODUCTION

The principal waterway in Boulder is
Boulder Creek and its principal function,
from which there is no escaping is to

carry off the storm-water which runs into
it from the territory which it drains. If,
Tulled by the security of a few seasons of
small storms, the community permits the
channel to be encroached upon, it will
inevitably pay the price in destructive
floods. Again and again, this Tittle piece
of history has repeated itself on stream
after stream, in town after town.

Frederick Law Olmstead
Harvard Regional Planner in
The Improvement of Boulder,
Colorado, 1910
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People and Floods

To obtain a clear historical understanding of the relation of people to
the environment, it is important to consider political, economic and social
perspectives. It is important to know where settlements were established,
what they Tooked 1ike, and how éhey_used the land and other natural
resources. In the case of Boulder County, these factors certainly affected
the degree of damage from the natural flow of flood waters.

Boulder County's narrow, steep creek valleys were populated with:
townsites as early as the 1850's. Gold prospectors and their pioneer families
settied near the pleasant surroundings of the mountain creek basinsi‘ Homes
were built and soon mines and mills were established. The watervpﬁovided“
domestic and industrial needs. Out on the plains, homesteaders used the creek
and river areas in much the same way. Farmers settled near the creeks where
rich alluvium nurtured crops and water was close by for irrigation.
Regardless of flooding, once established settlements grew, the cost of
relocation became more and more prohibitive. Consequently, people seldom
moved out of the floodplains.

It was not only the settlement patterns in the floodplains which were
dangerous, but the use of the surrounding land which affected the ability of
the area to absorb storm water. The mountain hillsides which in pre-
settlement years had been covered by dense forest were often clearcut for
timbers to build homes and factories. They also provided fuel for heating
needs, cooking, or production. Mine shafts and tunnels were fashioned from
the trees as well. Although the impact on the plains was not as visible, the
sod base was altered. Overplowing and overgrazing caused erosion problems.
Uncontrolled irrigation ditches often caused flood waters to flow to areas

which were not natural floodplains.



The environment was affected in other ways as well. Bridges and trestles
were built across streams in the valleys and on the plains. These structures
became obstacles which gathered debris (some became debris as they were torn
loose) and altered the flow of flood waters. Such structures—may:contribute
to a backwater effect--that is, they ma}vﬁmbede,the flow of storm-water and

causesubstantial damage.

Purpose

The potential flood hazard which exists in Boulder County has been
examined in dozens of reports since the turn of the century./ Despite the
recommendations in those documents, the concern of citizens, the interest of
administrators, and the warnings from experts, the flood hazard for Boulder

County remains high.

Floodplain reports for Boulder County have generally-included some- - — oo

#

historical data.” The objective of this study Was to tie that data together
and discover additional primary historical material which would expand the
base of information about floods in Bqulder County.

Ej%£’#ﬂif?%;%910usly published hydrologic and engineering reports conducted for
Boulder County since the Olmstead report in 1910 were consulted; government
reports since the 1880's were checked as we11.'ﬁ;a

The information presented herein illustrates the meteorologic and
environmental factors such as the predominance of rainstorm caused floods or
the geography of the area. Also mentioned are the social conditions such as
humankind's encroachment on the floodplain which, in turn, causes the
floodplains to become larger. These factors have combined to cause severe

flood damage in Boulder County since settlements began to develop in the late

1850's.
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Drainage Basins

Boulder County's drainage is carried by seven major creek basins. The
largest creek in the county is the St. Vrain. Major tributaries to that creek
are North St. Vrain, South St. Vrain, Lefthand, Dry Creek No. 2, and Boulder

Creeks. Major tributaries to those creeks are:

Lefthand Creek - James Creek

Boulder Creek - Fourmile Creek
North Boulder Creek
Middle Boulder Creek
South Boulder Creek
Coal Creek

Rock Creek is a tributary to Coal Creek. The map below illustrates this creek

system in Boulder County.

Mountain towns, foothill settlements, and plains communities are affected
by the ability of those creeks to carry storm water and snow run-off
adequately. VYear after year the creek banks contain those waters, yet in some
seasons the combination of rapidly melting snow and constant heavy rains in

the spring, or severe local thunderstorms in the summer have wreaked havoc
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with humankind's desire to mine, farm, trade and live in the county.
Typically the storms intensities are such that the ground is unable to absorb
the great quantities of rainfall and flooding results. The floods, which have

occurred in nearly every town are listed in Chapter III and Appendix III.

Flood Frequency

Floods have commonly been categorized according to their recurrence
interval as 10, 50, 100, and 500-year floods. Each recurrence interval is
related to a probability factor, or percent chance, that a flood may occur in
any given year.

The terms describe the average time interval for the occurrence of a
flood of a certain magnitude. This may have caused some confusion. A
100-year flood, for instance, does not happen with predictable regularity
every 100 years. Although the median length of time between occurrences for a
flood of that magnitude is one hundred years, a 100-year flood has a 1% chance

of occurring randomly in any year. It may, given the right combination of

meteorologic conditions, happen in succeeding years. The state of Colorado's

1egis]ation,pnWnorma1,hazards”(H.R, 1041) requires that the 100-year

"

N
floodplain be used as a-quide for flood hazard land use regulation.
The recurrence interval is inversely related to the percent chance as

summarized in the chart below:

10-Year Flood A flood that has a recurrence interval of about ten years,
but has a 10% chance of occurring in any year.

50-Year Flood A flood that has a recurrence interval of about fifty years,
but has a 2% chance of occurring in any year.

100-Year Flood A flood that has a recurrence interval of about 100 years,
but has a 1% chance of occurring in any year.

500-Year Flood A flood that has a recurrence interval of about 500 years,
but has a .2% chance of occurring in any year.
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Flood Magnitude

The magnitude of a flood is measured as the peak discharge which is a
hydro]ogicéirterm for the maximum rate of flow of water from a specific
drainage S;;in. The rate of flow in the western United States is measured in
cubic feet per second (cfs). Usually the amount of the peak discharge is
related to the severity of a flood--a higher discharge means deeper and more
extensive floodwaters. Naturally, if the floodplains have been developed,the

flood damages will be greater in larger magnitude floods.

Flood Damages

Though this study has not unearthed all the historic data which may be
available in the-region, its information and findings help illustrate the need
for concern about the potential flood hazard in Boulder County.
~——Boulder County has been fortunate during pasﬁ floods. Though property
damage has been substantial during those events, remarkably few deaths of
residents or tourists have occurred as a result of the disasters. Yet with
the high density of population in the 1980's, and the increased population for
the county's communities projected in scenarios for the l990's}the factors may

/
I

change. Increased recreational use of the f]oodp]aiﬁs should also be
considered significant.

Citizens and local government should not assume that future floods will
be less disastrous. The increased use and development of the floodplains
belie that assumption. Appendix V lists an estimate of the number of people

currently residing in floodplains in Boulder County.
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Timbers were used inside the hundreds of miles
of mines for support of those tunnels.

A

Tv—Structures, such as bridges, may impede the flow

o —of flcodwaters cuasing a backwater effect. That problem
is exmrerbated by the debris that accumilate around those

structures. This 1921 photo of a bridge near Erie and

Iousiville illustrates that problem.

Highwater under this bridge near Valmont in 1947 shows
the danger caused by structures which are not designed

to accamodate increases in water volume. .
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Debris cause significant clean-up problems as—this
photogragh off Boulder Creeé;%m 1897 showsw
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This 1951 shot shows?debris on Boulder Creek.
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Modern bridges are 'affected as well by the rush of
floodwaters. . This bridge on Boulder Creck asar—a]"
Twenty-eight Street? was washed from its meessmgs- in
1969. L prer>



HISTORICAL METHOCOLOGY

“The climate historian's first duty is
to supply the natural scientists with
archival material. The reasons for such
a division of labor are obvious and
unsensational: by training the
professional historian ... has the key
to certain types of data hidden away in
bundles of illegible old documents."”

Emmanuel LeRoy Ladurie
The Territory of the Historian
1979
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Importance of Primary Sources

The use of primary source material is especially vital to a study such as

this, because "hearsay" evidence such as that found in newspaper reports or

undocumented studies needs verification in order to be sustained or M

dismissed. The types of primary material used for this study include
govermment and scientific records, diaries, manuscript collection material,
professional papers, meeting notes, city council minutes, oral history
interviews, and photographs.

Previously published secondary sources such as government agency reports
or consulting firm studies produced by hyd}o1ogists and engineers were first
scrutinized for this study. Then primary sources were exéﬁ%ned at libraries,
university special collections, museums, and ﬁistorical societies. Newspapers
and radio stations in Boulder County aided in appealing to citizens for
privately held written information and photographs, or personal experiences
that they might wish to share in an "oral history” interview. "Information
Wanted"” posters were placed in towns and on rural community bulletin boards

throughout the area.

Limitations of Source Material

The available historic record (written accounts) poses several problems
Uni ted States. This study has been affected by those consideratio;;: Thé
over;rfding problem has been the region's relatively short, written history
(which is confined to the late 19th and 20th centuries). Boulder County was
incorporated in 1862, but most of the towns were not settled until the early
1870's. Many did not incorporate until the 1880's. Although there were

explorers, surveyors, fur trappers, miners, and some homesteaders in the area
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prior to that time, the mobility of those peoples has contributed to an
incomplete historic record. Diaries and early govermment reports exist, but
they are the exception rather than the rule.

Though Indian tribes populated the area prior to white settlement, most
of their history has been passed down to subsequent generations by
storytelling. The oral tradition of the Arapahoe, the Ute, and other tribes
who resided in the county has not been adequately preserved. That valuable
source of historical information is therefore nearly non-existent.

In addition to a relatively short written account of the area prior to
settlement, another research problem is the absence of a consistent population
density after settlement. Vast sections of the county were virtually
uninhabitated, others only sparsely populated. 1In 1894 for instance, a large
percentage of Boulder County citizens lived in small mining camps, on farms,
or in semi-rural unincorporated areas. The 1890 census figures illustrate
that fact. Of the 14,082 total inhabjtants in the county, only 3,341 lived
outside established townsitesca Many areas of the county remained
predominantly rural until the late 1950's.

Besidéﬁ sparse population, some mining towns and farm communities boomed
and then declined, leaving no record after a particular date. Census figures
for the area of Boulder County (found in Appendix I) illustrate this
phenomenon.

The problem of consistent data stems not only from the lack of typical
written historical sources, but from an inconsistency in scientific sources as
well. For the periods prior to the technology build-up in the latter half of
the twentieth century, the lack of historic technical data is evident.
Scientific observations, or at least, scientifically compiled observations,

were hindered by the lack of a reporting agency or by the absence of
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hydrologic recording devices. Some hydrological information was contained in
the Hayden Survey reports as early as 1875.  However, the United States
Geological Survey was not organized until 1879. Though hydrological
information was contained in its annual reports, its first water supply paper
was not published until 1896. Biennial reports of the State Engineers of
Colorado only date from 1881. In Boulder County, stream gauges have operated
intermittently since 1887, but some have been installed only recently. These
situations have caused significant gaps in the base of historic scientific
data. (Appendix II 1ists all stream gauging stations and their dates of

operation in Boulder County.) ‘

The Problem of Missing Sources

In addition to the absence of documentation created by the lack of

“~consistent human occupation-or the-availability of scientific observations and -

instrumentation, an additional problem exists--the lack of surviving sources.
Although the absence of surviving sources affects most documentation,
non«scientific information is often affected to a greater extent. While
original field notes have not survived, most United States and State of
Colorado reports which make up the bulk of the scientific data do survive in
agency repositories or government document collections. Most documents on the
county and municipal level remain as well. Personal records such as diaries
are not as well represented. Fortunately, county and local historical
societies, museums, public and university libraries have collected and
preserved some material. In many cases these efforts have been too late to
preserve a complete record of the county's history. Collected issues of
newspapers, in many cases, have not survived. Of the fifteen newspapers

published in Boulder County in 1894, for example, issues of only four are left
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today in historical collections. The absence of the others, which were long
ago thrown out, burned, or simply mislaid, made the job of complete
examination impossible.

Nevertheless, early Denver, Jefferson, and Weld County papers (to name a
few) carried stories of Boulder County's plight during flood occurrences. The
lack of stream gauge data in the Boulder County area can be substituted by the

meteorological data located in the federal records.

Oral Accounts

Oral history interviews have also been used to supplement the data base
for this project. Admittedly, oral history has its limitations. Finding
surviving witnesses and assessing their reliability are always considerations
to be accounted for in using this research option. After careful examination,
this type of source has proved to be useful.

Finding survivors of the 1894 flood who were old enough to remember and
were still alive in 1982, has been difficult. There were, ﬁowever, several
people who have used this technique in the past, and the printed record of
those interiews survives. Forrest Crosseh, a Boulder writer of local

.
history, has interviewed several "old timers." Clifford Jenkins, a United

e

States Geological Survey hydrologist talked to a number of 1894 flood —

witnesses when he conducted his flodd studies for that agency in the early
1960's.

Other efforts at collecting oral histories have been conducted by the
University of Colorado and by Boulder County public school groups. For more
recent flood events, those who responded to the Fall 1981 appeal for
interviews by the county's radio stations and newspapers have been extremely
helpful. These sources supplied additional data for the historical floods in

7.
the county.
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Photographic Sources

Historic photographs were used to show the extent of the flood waters and
the damage they caused in towns in Boulder County from 1894 to 1969.

The photographic record proved valuable as another research tool.
Newspaper accounts, for instance, were verified by photogiaphs taken b _
professional studio photographers such as{Rocky Mountainy Joe Sturtevant, by
reporters from the county's daily and weekly newspapers, and by private

citizens.

Reasons for Evaluating the Historical Perspective of Sources

When assessing the information found in primary sources, a number of
subjective factors inherent in the documents had to be considered. This has
pertained to historic and scientific data alike.

When evaluating historic documents, social and envirommental factors- -—-
need to be analyzed. It is important to consider the unique nature of each
historic period in evaluating the data which were collected for this report.
Newspapers, which are secondary sources, for instance, reflect not only the
political aﬁd ethical views of the editors, but often mirror the social and
economic aspects of the towns they serve. Many of Boulder County's papers in
1894 were decidedly Populist in sympathy. In addition they detailed the

issues of the local communities and farms--the unrest among the miners, the
'—\———-———\.\_____\’

farmers and the merchants.
,/W

In 1894, the hardrock miners in-the county were affected by the
demonitization of silver and its resultant Tow price. The coal miners were
suffering from unsafe working conditions, long hours, and low pay. Railroad
workers complained about low wages as well. 1894 was the year of the Southern

Colorado coal field strikes, the Cripple Creek hardrock miners®' strike, and

-7
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the nationwide Pullman railroad strike. Some farmers who had endured low

ol o i L G0 — 2o6%
enerate 4grassroots

prices, higher freight charges, and hard timesfbe
support of the nationwide Coxey's Army march on Washington, D.C.q'The
businessmen and merchants were negatively impacted by the hecreased purchasing
power of the other groups.
The 1894 flood in Boulder County added to the hard times. The context of
hard times cannot be ignored, because dollar amounts and extent of property i:)

losses may have been exaggérated*for the benefit of the county assessor who

was attempting to fill the county's tax coffers with additional revenue at

-

about that same time period. Other flood reports, for instance that of 1938,
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may have been subject to similar economic pressures.

Reasons for Evaluating Scientific Data in the Same Manner

Knowledge of the scientific techniques of the time need to be considered
as well. Gauges were placed on various parts of creeks; the upstream
elevations often had different characteristics from downstream elevations.
The gauges were subject to isolated local flood events which might not be

representative of the actual area circumstances. Ditch or dam failure in one

area could increase stream flow at a certain gauge and give the impression v/ﬁi

that a more severe flood had occurred.

The change in the slope of the banks of a creek due to previous flood
damage, or an alteration of the bed confiquration because of increased
siltation, were factors which caused inconsistent data over time and resulted
in inconclusive comparison of certain floods in the past.

The changing use of the land itself affected other scientific
measurements as well. The structures which encroached upon the streams and

the floodplains affected the water flow. Those man-made structures caused an
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increase in the floodplain and affected the comparison of the computations of
water discharges. For example, though computations were correct for each time
period, the comparison of two floods, say the 1894 and 1921 floods in

Longmont, would be affected by the changes in the number of buildings

constructed in the intervening years. Therefore, water depth at a specific xyﬁ
Tocation has to be considered within the entire social and envirommental &Q,j(}iﬁﬂ\
scene. The facts cannot be considered in a vacuum. 0V'dff’k—@§ﬁ:§
In addition, the method of calculation used by hydrologists and engineers iig/”;;J
has not been consistent over time or from report to report. Discrepancies in 0“\/

the interpretation of discharge amounts, for instance, have occurred because g

of this factor. Though recent years have seen an improvement in this area,/

/

older records reflect this prob]em;l¢ &wa Q““ {7 5¢x{{¥
’ ‘)V% 47\7
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Methodology for Using Primary Sources

Several procedures have been used in assessing the sources used in this

study. HNewspaper reports of the floods have been used if they were

accompagjed py the specific by-line of the reporter or correspondent, or if

the (interviewee wa specifically named. Out-of-county newspapers have been

use:\25“§ﬁﬁgfggzggie local news stories. Other reports have been considered

to be "hearsay,"” and were not given credence for this report unless they could

be confirmed by other sources. )\Vﬁ, .
Diaries have been used to substantiate the newspaper accounts and the

scientific data as well. For example, consistent reports of heavy, steady

re povied~ fu plwsgupes
rai?é?%rior to the 1894 flood ‘'have been corroborated 4h—mewspaners

B
diaries, and from records of rain gauges in the area.” The mention of a wind

sb.y e e—

blowing from the east across the plains and up the mountain valleys prior to

the flood has also been confirmed.
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Photographs have also been used to substantiate damage to houses and .

property mentioned in newspapers. For example, Boulder was fortunate to have Xﬂw

a number of studio photographers who began taking pictures a day after the C:;z/Y'\(
flood waters rushed through the city in 1894. Though most of the photographs
were shot between June 1 and June 6, they create a graphic record of the
extent of the water and the details of destruction. A Longméft studio ‘4/}7?3 j:
photographer snapped some scenes of that area's inundation. ’ ’
The ofa] history interviews have been used in much the same manner. If .
the account was of a first-hand experience, it has been given credence. If 7Ei;;e§§&
the interview described the damage in general, an attempt has been made to
match the information with data of accounts in other sources.
Scientific records have been examined carefully as well. In attempting
to determine the flood of record for a specific creek the historical records
Ll er I 2t tA Lr T
have been interfaced with the scientific data. The recorded”flood of record
has not necessarily been considered to be the actual flood of record for a
specific basin. As an example, the September 3, 1938 flood on South Boulder
Creek was the recorded flood of record for that area. It remains uncertain if
that flood Qas the actual flood of record for that creek. Although historic
information is scarce for the 1894 flood at Eldorado Springs the supporting
data from surrounding areas such as Marshall, suggests it may have been a
similar or perhaps larger event.
Since the other floods which have occurred in Boulder County have not
been investigated to the extent that the 1894 event was in this report, the
examination of sources is not as extensive for each of those events.
Nevertheless, every attempt has been made to use substantiated primary source

material. Floods of record for the creeks and towns affected are discussed in

Chapter III.
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Use of Secondary Sources

Generally, secondary sources which include previously published works
have been used in this report in the following way. Previously published
histories and scientific studies have been surveyed to help define the dates
of previous floods. The local histories have not been cited generally unless
their material was original and referenced. For example, comments by old
timers have been used if they were interviews conducted by the author of the
particular historic work. Scientific and governmental studies have been used
for the technical information they compiled. The differences they suggest in

relation to the floods of record are discussed in Chapter III.
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Same of Boulder Co{mtyz's early citizens settled just lonc
encugh to reap it's mineral benefits before they moved

on to other areas. |
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Boulder County had vast unsettled areas even as the
twentieth century approached. The 1890 census listed
the county-wide population as 14,082.

Same towns boomed and "busted" almost overnight.
Caribou dwindled fram a ppoulation of 549 in-1880
to 44 in 1900. ”
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A dam failure often has disas us locglized implications.

These photographs show he=5+6 break ;in a dam owned by
the Lefthand Ditch Canpany, and—the-resuttant—tesses—im—

The White Raven Mine was severely damages by the ILefthand
Canyon dam failure in 1918.
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Legal records (Gale vs. The Lefthand Ditch Company -1905)

attest to the damage caused by the 1897 dam failure in
Lefthand Canyon.

,-.;..¢

By 1893, Boulder had a—sisesble-num structures in the

Boulder Creek flcodplain. The population was just over

3,300 people. ~ C(f/'fi{

("Lfcv;”\

"A view.one hundred years later shows part of the— city
now populated by over 76,600 c:LtJ.zens

This photograph recorded the destruction to the

Jacob Faus hare during the May 31 - June 2,1894
flood in Boulder.
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THE BOULDER COUNTY FLOOD G+ 1894 - A PRCFILE OF A 1% FLOOD

It rained. It poured.
And the floods came.

The 1ike of it was never
seen in Boulder...

Boulder County Herald
June 6, 1894

Its equal has never been on
exhibition since Longmont was
settled...

Longmont Ledger
June 1, 1894
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This chapter attempts to fill the gap left by the lack of scientific data
for the 1894 flood. Little hydrological work was done in Colorado in 1893 and
J2-
1894 which explains the lack of operative gauging stations on the creeks.
Therefore, an interpretation of the 1894 event must be created by

reconstructing human experiences and observations that relate to the magnitude

of the flood.

Weather

The 1894 event was a result of several meteorologic conditions wh ch
ro Lol af/&?‘/”\%‘
generally recognized to be fundamental to a disasterous flood occurrence
heavy and constant spring rain at fairly low elevations was held aga1nst the
mountain by an up-slope wind condition, contributing to added stream flows in
creeks already swollen by snowmelt run-off. The ground was saturated because
of days of previous rain. '

Al though there is some debate as to whether the snow melt run-off during
the séring of 1894 was normal or above normal, the meteorologic data carried
in government reports concerning the rains that frequented the vicinity in the
Tast few wecks of May were supported by diaries from ci;iiiij in Boulder

/

, ijwﬂ(&’
The snow pack was V?;k%{,

considered less than normal by the United States Weather Servicsg but heavy

Longmont, and Salina and from newspaper reports of the

rains accelerated the rate of melting. Though the amount of sno;\p&ck\hg§//’/—~\ (B
been controversial, agreement has been reached concerning the events 50
immediately preceding the flood. The area just east of the Continental Divide
above Boulder was pummeled by sixty hours of constant rain from a thunderstorm
held against the mountains by a wind blowing from the east. Precipitation

amounts recorded at rain gauges measured 5.00 to 8.54 inches during that

(‘\
period. The storm hovered near the upper portions of St. Vrain, Lef&:ﬁand,



Historic sites mentioned in this chapter may be
located on the accampanying map.



Boulder (and probably South Boulder) Creek basins, forcing those waterways and
their tributaries to reach flood stage during the night and early morning

hours of May 31, 1894.

/5
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ST. VRAIN CREEK BASIN DAMAGES

North, Middle and South St. Vrain Creeks were sparsely popuiated in 1894
and data for the areas upstream of Lyons is scarce as a result. The toll
roads from Lyons to Estes Park and from Lyons to Long Gulch were pronounced
disasters and, 1ike many roads in the county, it took over six weeks of repair

to make them passable.

Lyons

Lyons, at least the lower part at the confluence of Middle and North St.
-¥rain- Creeks,-was-covered by a lake some three mi]eséazgszhich stretcheﬁﬁ%?kl
far as Longmont, according to Sheriff Dyerf7 Nearly twenty houses and
businesses were destroyed by the rush of the flood waters and the town lost
its water works system, bridges, and picnic grounds at Meadow Park. Just as
north and §6uth Boulder were isolated from one another by the flood, so were
the north and south portions of Lyonsf Citizens were pulled across the creek

by ropes as the current was too swift to permit any other means of fording the

creek. An entire team and wagon was washed downstream at Meadow Park./7

Towns Downstream of Lyons: Montgomery, Pella and Hygiene

At Montgomery, just east of Lyons, about one and one half miles of B&N
Railroad track was washed out including valuable railroad switching
equipment.jbbridges, including the one at Pella (near present day Hygiene)

2
which was iron and less than three years old, were washed away. Many of
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Pella's residents, including the Issac Runyon family, sought higher, safer
ground in LongmontfizAt Hygiene, the St. Vrain was a half-mile wide on Main
Streef. The new iron bridge in that community, which was only a few months
old, @as taken out by the force of the waters. “7

Just west of Longmont along St. Vrain Creek the story of the damage was
about the éame. Some two thousand feet of Union Pacific Railroad track was

destroyed. -4

Longmont

A1thoughvthe main townsite of Longmont uphill from St. Vrain Creek was
free of flood waters, the area in the floodplain just south of the main
commercial core suffered substantial damage. Diaries and newspaper accounts
attest to the long, hard pre-flood rains, the east wind which carried the
storm westward to Lyons, and the onslaught of water which came roaring down
St. Vrain Creek (and Lefthand Creek) on May 3lstfk§South of town the entire
valley was flooded from g%%;égifiéggfizzgisf%e-higher elevations which
prohibited the spread of water and kept most of Longmont's residential areas

B% W‘-G/M /V)ofa‘% e
“Water stood at a depth of five inches inside the Farmers Mill which was

pe

27
located near the foot of the hill which Longmont was built upon. Southward

across the Union-Pacific tracks and beyond to the farm land near the junction

25
of St. Vrain and lLefthand Creeks the water was over a mile wide. Sixty feet

of the main bridge across the St. Vrain just south of town were destroyed,
much of the Dickens and Burbank ice house floated downstream, and the old
Burlington townsite bridge washed out as we1158?5t. Vrain and Lefthand Creeks
cut new channels through the rich soil that nourished Longmont's cropland and
those waters consequently forced farmers off their propert;?o Water was as

high as hip level at Burt Epperson's farm south of town near the Union Pacific



3|
tracks. Farmer Dickens, reportedly the richest man in the county, lost $6,000

worth of property. 3%

PSSR

~JIHE EFFECTS QOF THE-FLOOD—IN-THE LEFTHAND CREEK BASIN YAMAcTS

~ The mountain towns, mining camps, and upstream canyons of the area were
; perhaps the most severely affected by the 1894 flood. Most were virtually
wiped off the map. Though many were rebuilt, the damage was extensive.

Since transportation was devastated, news from the mountain towns was
slow to arrive at first. Downed telegraph and telephone lines, the Tack of
train service, and the total impassibility of the roads isolated that part of
the county. News began to trickle in as the rains ceased and folks were able
to walk down to Boulder and Longmont from their mountain homes--or from what

was left of them. ?2

Lefthand Canyon

Lefthand Canyon areas sustained heavy damages. All bridges were washed

out and roads obliterated. Sheriff Dyer stated that Lefthand Creek was over a

half mile wide in places and that the farms along that creek were piled knee-

' high with debris and sand. %LQ

PRRPTIRIeN

Talcott

Talcott, Colonel Wesley Brainerd's camp on Lefthand Creek, was damaged

severely. The road was completely washed out. 2

Ward

Harry Dix, who surveyed a great deal of the mountain camps after the

flood, stated that the Gale and Corning mill boarding houses were washed away
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roads were entirely destroyed. Nearly ten families lost houses and moved up
the canyon hillsides to temporary quarters in quickly-erected tents.f7 J.C.
Nial's business, the Golden Nugget, his residence, and his barn were

e

&1
destroyedf/ The HZSthey—Brothers lost several hundred feet of mining car
track. s &%ﬁ

Camp Ni-Wot and Altona

The two mining camps on Lefthand Creek just downstream of the confluence
of James Creek were affected by the flood waters from both Lefthand Creek and

its tributary James Creek.

Jamestown

Towns along James Creek suffered heavy damages as well. Jamestown was

Hq

completely washed out. “The Boulder Daily Camera correspondent, Irvine,

reported that every building on the north side of the stream was affected by
the flood waters?D Griff Evards hote1;w%1oyd and Company, and Faiver's store
all suffered great damage. The Golden Age Mill was destroyed and the Governor
Group Mill éevere1y damaged. Richardson's blacksmith shop washed away, the
only church was destroyed, and ten homes were completely swept away. After

the flood, the bed of James Creek (or Jim Creek as it was called by local

residents), stretched from canyon wall to canyon wall and townspeople

X . - % . y A A CEH
questioned where to rebuild. el (hropile. icece “Z%‘éf*”ﬁgx’fa e Rl

M/zzﬂ lat., 2

Springdale
First reports were that Springdale, just a few miles from Jamestown, was
7
virtually gone after the flood swept through that sett1emenf{ Though most

houses were washed into James Creek, including substantial portions of the
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at Ward because of the extremely heavy rains reported as some 8.54 inches from
7l
May 30 through June 1.] The greatest damage there, however, was to the mines

which ceased operation as they were filled with water. During the storm the

37

water level in the Humbolt shaft rose sixty-five feet in three hours. Mining

superintendent Langridge stated that just below Ward near the Boston Mill,
35
Lefthand Creek was a howling river. The Prussian mine was completely

destroyed, flumes were damaged, and as in nearly every other camp, the roads

were gone.

Rowena (Rockville)

Rowena {also known as Rockville) was all but washed out as well by
Lefthand Creek.Q#Reports stated that the steady, sixty hour rain and east wind
caused the stream to swell appreciab1yijBanks were cut at the rate of three
to four-feet per minute; some-cuts reached-fifteen feet in depth. Swollen
with trees, bridges and boulders, the creek tore down some cabins. The
collapsing banks caused other residences, including two reportedly sturdy
structures owned by Frank Reardon, to cave into the waters%Z,Mr. Cimmiati's
residence s&me seventy-five feet upstream fran the camp was undermined and
fell into the creek as we]i% The ground where it stood was destroyed by the
rush of flood waters. The creek near Rowena reached widths of 50 to 250 feet

at the height of the flood and washed away businesses including the Western

Melting Company office and the Blakeman and Wilson team barn. 4%

Glendale
Just downstream from Rowena at Glendale hardly a building was undamaged
on Lefthand Creek. The entire creek bed was a "seething mass of black water,

bowlders (sic), and crushed buildings.” Trees were torn up by the roots and
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Seltzer House hotel, the hot springs survived the ravages of the debris-strewn
waters. T et coscn Corpsiitile deadfvaget, ‘
E,_} VA l)(:/,- 7Z C }é 6‘&’/;‘(( ',?) ﬁsl F) DW_;—K \
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THE EFFECTS-BF THE-FEO0DIN-THE CITY QF BOULDER=IN-THE=BOULDERCREEK—DBASTH—

The city of Boulder sustained heavy losses from the 1894 flood and was
probably affected to a greater extent than towns such as Lyons or Longmont.

Historic records (both written and photographic) are more extensive for this

geographic area as well.'. -

In Boulder a "great flood came pouring down Boulder Creek." The Boulder

Daily Camera headlines claimed that “the windows of heaven had been opened and
=14
forgotten to be closed.”  The flood waters caused substantial damage. The
577

crest of water at Sixth Street reached twelve feet.” Nearly every bridge on

Boulder Creek was washed out, including the railroad bridge at Fourth Street,
the bridge at Sixth Street, the Ninth Street bridge, the iron bridge at
Twel fth Street, and the Seventeenth Street bridge. The Sternberg bridge at
Twenty-first Street was seriously damaged as was much of the railroad £rack in
the area from the mouth of Boulder Canyon to the city limits near
Twenty—Secohd Streefﬁg/Even in her later years, Ms. Elizabeth Ricketts
remembered the dramatic noise of the flood as it rushed past her Arapahoe
Avenue home.éﬁ

Water covered most of Boulder. It was some three to four feet deep at
the railroad depot at Fourteenth and Water Streets (present day Canyon
Bou]evard).C)Water and debris were reported to be as far north as Spruce and

{o\
as far south as the University Hi1l. The Boulder Daily Camera carried stories

of the eastern extent of the flood as citizens lamented over the damage to

yards and farms. Ms. Elizabeth Ball remembered that the greatest damage was
y@
on the north side of town as far east as Thirtieth Street. Ms Ruth Richards

25
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commented that the 1894 flood waters covered the floor of her parents' house

at 1711 Fifteenth Street (near Fifteenth Street and Arapahoe).éjhs Lulu

Neiheisel remarked that the water ran down Pearl Streetf; J.E. Hubbard

remarked that it was "lucky” that all of the residents of Culver Flats, or

Poverty Flats, (present day area between Canyon and Arapahoe and Seventeenth
05

and Twenty-Second Streets) had not been drowned.

A.A. Paddock, of the Boulder Daily Camera Paddock family, recalled that

the flood did "immense damage.” His later writings included graphic details

of the mud and sand deposited in basements and first floors of many houses in
residential districts along Boulder Creek. He remarked "the waters covered

almost the entire territory from Walnut Street to beyond Arapahoe, and from

Ninth Street to the city Timits" (near Twentieth and Twenty-Second Streets)f@

Even the newly built Highland School (near present day Arapahoe and Ninth

Streets) may have been affected. As Paddock mentiqped, the only dry ground in

the area was a section "east of Highland School." In addition to Paddock's

recollections, careful examination of the Boulder Daily Camera yielded a bid

announcement, following the flood, for landscaping and culvert work at the
Highland School property?a Any flood damage at that site was probably caused
by Gregory Creek which had affected many upstream locations. Flood debris had
to be cleared in July of 1894 from the area near Pearl Street and Spruce at
Fourteenth for the erection of the Masonic Temple, perhaps indicating that

4

flood waters may have reached as far north as Spruce Street.é
Fortunately, no lives were 1o;z? but the extent of the flood waters

caused significant property losses in residential areas as well as in the city

core. One neighborhood upstream, from about Fourth Street to Twelfth (present

day Broadway), and another downstream, in the Culver Flats area suffered heavy

losses. Wedged in between (from Twelfth to Seventeenth Streets) were
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additional houses and a few businesses. As mentioned, the flooding of Gregory
Creek affected many of the upstream homes, while the failure of the Beasley
Ditch Channel affected the areas east of Twelfth Street.Tz;

Teams of men spent the day saving people and possessions in the %1ood—
covered city in both upstream and downstream neighborhoods. University of
Colorado student Henry P. Gamble rode horseback and saved some victims in the
Culver Flats aré%? Merrill Brown, Jim Fullerton, and eight others took women
and children out of flooded homes, and remarked that the current in the houses
that they entered was so swift that they could hardly stang%ﬁ They added that
most everything in the first stories of the homes was destroyeg. Officer

Knapp rescued, among others, a Madame Marietta Kingsley. Though her residence

was near Water Street and Tenth Streets, her brothel (as the Boulder Daily

Camera stated "her bagnio") was located in Culver F]atéf; Others who lost
property in that area included Thomas Danford, a miner, whose residence at
Nineteenth and Goss was washed away, along with that of a teacher named David
A. Williams from the same neighborhood?b Marinus Smith, who lived on his farm
at Smith's Grove lost his home, as well as a number of outbuildings.
Eventually ihe shock of the flood caused him to be placed in the Colorado
State Hospital at Pueb]ofﬁgbﬁv?

Marinus Smith appears to have been the only citizen to suffer adverse
psychological damage, though many citizens lost their worldly possessions.
Many homes and lots in the upper residential area and the residential-business
area west of Culver Flats were washed away by the flood waters. The Jacob

S

Faus house on Twel fth between Water and Arapahoe was torn from it mééé}hés )
and washed some two hundred feet downstream from its original location.
Debris pummelled the house and slashed huge holes in the modest hoﬁg%;g}he

7
rush of flood waters reduced it to "kindling" and washed it away. Other



losses in the mid and upstream areas included: the half-completed Seventh Day
Baptist Church at Sixteenth and Spruce, inventor J.F. Mallinckrodt's factory
at Ninth and Arapahoe, blacksmith Ed Perren's barn at Twel fth and Walnut,
attorney Thomas C. Johnson's house at Water and Sixteenth, president of the
Boulder Brewing Company Frank Weisenhorn's barn on Arapahoe between Ninth and
Tenth Streets, miner Henry Jackson's house near Water and Ninth, John
Mulford's lab at Twelfth between Arapahoe and Marine; artist and photographer
Joe Sturtevant lost part of a barn near Ninth and Marine, and Union Pacific
repairman Norman Cable lost a workshop at Ninth and Nater.7f

Many Tost land as well. Dr. A.W. Allen's lot at Sixteenth and Water was
inundated with four feet of water, A. Wilson had a 20 foot lot remaining from
what was originally a 140 foot lot, Davis and Rachofsky lost land near Twel fth
and Water, Ed Perren lost 185 feet of his 1ot near Twelfth and Arapahoe.
Farmer A.G. Burke lost $1,200 worth of property in Section 3, Lieutenant
Governor David H. Nichols lost property on East Pearl Street, and Judge S.S.
Downer put his east Boulder farm property losses at over $4,000. The total
valued 1oss‘for the city, which included its mountain water pipe system, was
$100,000.52s It is important to note that Boulder at that time was a city
without sidewalks, paved streets, or a complete water or sewage works; in
addition, it was a city of slightly more than three thousand citizens.

The city of Boulder was not, however, the only area hit by the flood.
The sixty hours of heavy precipitation turned other Boulder county creeks into
raging torrents as well. The 1894 flood affected nearly every mining camp and

farming community in the county.
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OTHER BOULDER CREEK BASIN DAMAGES

Upstream from the city of Boulder damages were also severe on North and
Middle Boulder Creeks and on Fourmile Creek (tributaries to Boulder Creek).

Boulder's Mayor Cowie who had been in the canyons just west of Boulder
(Boulder and Fourmile) reported that the roads were destroyed beyond

%1 32

recognition.” A1l signs of the narrow gauge railroad were washed out as well.

Fourmile Creek Damages

Camp Sunnyside

Harry Dix reported that Sunnyside on Fourmile Creek was nearly washed out
>
of existence.(é That town experienced 5.83 inches of rain between May 30 and

4

June 1.

Sunset

The railroad grade along Fourmile Creek between Sunset and Boulder was
totally destroyed according to Mr. A.M. Todd. According to Walter Barrett
losses at Sunset included the Copper Glance Mill and the main blacksmith
shop?b John Cope described the demise of the Free Coinage house and offices,

the J.P. Coffey stable and store, and other cabins, houses, and barns.ﬁrf

Copper Rock
News from Copper Rock just downstream on Fourmile attested to the

complete destruction there. Boarding houses, cabins, and the railroad track

were gone.
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Eagle Rock

At Eagle Rock, just below the confluence of North and Middle Boulder
Creeks, a landslide swept away the property of a Mr. and Mrs. Merryman. A
witness, W.E. Calvert, stated that rocks weighing tons crushed the house and
barn, destroyed the livestock and family pets, but spared the couple and their

e

two children. °

Sugaviégéfand Magnolia

Though neither of these townsites were directly on Boulder Creek or its

tributaries, they received damage from the heavy rains. Sugarloaf received
a7
5.00 inches of rain in two days.

52%¢Q4¢Xaz/

79
those heavy rains and flash floods. The Mehollin mill was destroyed as were

ses’ and the Hossier boarding house were washed away because of

<}
the homes of Seymour Adams and Era More]].‘TMe1 Mehollin reported that the. — o

e
Sugarteaf mine was destroyed, that five other houses were completely gone, and
4
that all roads and the railroad track were out. Charles Cobb, the Salina ore

hauler, super1ntendent of roads (and later Boulder merchant), stated that the
water washed up to Mrs. Collie's house (near Sugar%ggé) which was considered
to be safely above the reaches of North Boulder Creek. o

While Magnolia escaped damage to homes and offices, the mine tunnels were

572
filled with water and roads were washed outf

EFFECTS OF THE FLOOD IN THE SOUTH BOULDER CREEK BASIN

The confluence of South Boulder Creek is east of the city of Boulder at
Valmont. Upstream from that point South Boulder Creek passes by the towns of

Eldorado Springs and Marshall.
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Eldorado Springs

No reliable reports for Eldorado Springs were located, yet by examining
the effect of the flood up and down the Front Range, it seems plausible that
Eldorado Springs would have been affected as well. Unfortunately rain gauges
were not deployed in 1894 at locations for South Boulder Creek, but newspaper
accounts and diaries of residents of towns in the region attest to significant
damage. It was reported that a rider and horse were swept away by the current

of South Boulder Creek during the flood. 103

Marshaill
At Marshall, downstream from Eldorado Springs, two bridges on South
Boulder Creek were washed out and two hundred feet of the Gulf railroad track

’ OJ

were damaged.
Valmont
At Valmont, just east of Boulder at the confluence of South Boulder and

Boulder Creeks, Mr. A. Durward reported that water was a mile wide and had
severely affected the early wheat and hay crops!O Mr. Burt Andrus, interviewed
by USGS hydrologist Clifford Jenkins for his 1961 study, reported that the
flood did not reach the Valmont Presbyterian Church but that the adjacent
house did have water.kﬁﬁn addition, Mr. Andrus stated that water covered
railroad tracks and that the depth reached four or five feet deep in a log

house at Vaimont. Mr. Andrus, who lived in the area since 1880, stated that

the 1894 event was the largest up to that time.lo"
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THE EFFECTS OF THE FLOOD IN THE COAL CREEK BASIN

Superior

Though no specific data were uncovered for the 1894 storm in Superior, it
is probable that the townsite was affected. The area was subjected to heavy
rain and the downstream towns appear to have been significantly impacted by

these floodwaters.

Louisviile and Lafayette

Although information about the flood's effects in Louisville and
Lafayette on Coal Creek is scant in the surviving issues of area newspapers,
it is likely that these communities were also affected by the flood. The
information concerning the loss of roads and railroads near Lafayette and
Louisville would indicate damage theré?i In addition, the depth of water at

Erie may lead to further suppositions about the effect of the 1894 storm on

the Louisville/Lafayette area.,

Erie

The town of Erie lies downstream from Louisville and Lafayette on Coal
Creek. That area reported floodwater depths of three to four feet in the
community proper. J.0.V. Wise, the superintendent of the Lower Boulder Ditch

Company, reported breaks in the ditch. The Erie Independent carried a story
A%

which stated that roads and bridges were out as well.

THE EFFECT OF THE FLOOD IN THE ROCK CREEK BASIN

Though no data were uncovered for effects of the 1894 flood in the Rock

Creek Basin, heavy regional flooding suggests the area was impacted as well.
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THE EFFECTS OF THE FLOOD ON THE COUNTY'S FARMING

County -wide farm losses were extensive. Along nearly every creek where

the farmers had carefully sown their crops, the floodwaters piled the land
ni
high with sand and other debris. Some plots were literally washed downstream

and farmers were busy after the flood recounting their acres before paying
"

taxes to theﬂcbunty assessor. Though the initial estimates of crop loss and
damage were later decreased, the overall losses may have been slightly higher
than forecast because many farmers began to suffer from shortages of
irrigation water after the flood due to ditch damage.!\;;r example, water was
not turned on in Beasley ditch in Boulder until some six weeks after the flood

d
occurred. !

THE EFFECTS OF THE FLOOD ON THE COUNTY'S TRANSPORTATION

““As mentioned in each town's story, road damage was one of the most'
serious consequences of the flood. Economically, 1894 was a difficult
period. The booms of the past decade seemed distant to people who were
dependent on national and world market trends that forced prices for silver
and crops 16wer. The Panic of 1893 had slowed the economy and had affected
the more affluent merchants in the city of Boulder as well as the mining cémps
and farming townsq{ The l1oss of nearly every road in the county effectively
cut off trade between the mountains, the foothills, and the p1ain§qk Farmers
walked into Boulder and Longmont from Marshall and Louisville to trade enough
goods for their needsfr7Minera1 transports, which had been hauled from
Jamestown at the rate of four thousand dollars of ore per day, were
impossible, eveg after the water was pumped from the mines and work there

]

started again. Coal from the plains towns of Louisville, Lafayette, and Erie

was sorely needed in Boulder and the mining camps. Pumps stopped and electric



lights were extinguished as the supply dwindled. Although men and women began
rebuilding and repairing the road as soon as the flood waters receded, it was
nearly six weeks:before travel and shipments of any quantity and regularity
could be resumed{7r%

Railroad damage added to the problem of moving people, products,
supplies, and food from place to place. Flood damaged railroad 1ines
prohibited the movement of coal, crops, livestock, mail, and citizens from
city to town to camp. Coal, mined from the United Coal Company mines at
Louisville and Lafayette, had no way to reach markets because trains could not
unload at those towns.W7The narrow gauge railroad maintained by the Union
Pacific Denver and Gulf System was never rebuilt. Most of its track in
Boulder Canyon and engines were destroyed or damaged by the f]o&g?) The Union
Pacific, 1ike the farmers of Niwot, Longmont, Valmont, and Hygiene, asked for

. .. . . (
an adjustment in its taxable property since the losses were so extensive. 2

Regional Flooding

The storm that caused Boulder County's flood wreaked havoc in Loveland on

the Big Thompson River where the Home Supply Dam was washed out. In Idaho
: 123
Springs and Golden, Clear Creek washed away homes and bridges. At Morrison,

(£
Bear Creek destroyed bridges, homes, railroad track and roads. In Denver,

Cherry Creek and the South Platte left five hundred people homeless, and every
bridge between Valverde and Larimer was swept away by water flowing at
thirteen thousand cubic feet per second)Q'And in northeastern Colorado, near
Brighton, Brush, Fort Morgan, the South Platte reportedly rose eight feg%%( At
Julesburg men who were off to join Coxey's Army attempted to float their

escape from Denver. Jennie Jones, a pioneer of Haxtun, Colorado wrote that

the South Platte which was usually one inch deep and a mile wide near
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Juleshurg was high enough to cover the beds of wagons on June 1, 1894.l She
saw Coxey's Army float down the river in boats that day./QQs. Jones who lived
in the northeastern Colorado area for over eighty years remarked it was the
only time she had seen boats on the South P1attef7«At Manitqy Springs,
Fountain Creek was swelled by heavy rains and melting snowj}OAt Florence,
subsequent landslides from heavy rains (4 inches in 24 hours) damaged the
Denver, Rio Grande, and Western Rai1roadfﬁ\The Arkansas River caused the Tloss
of six lives and $200,000,380 worth of property, in and around Salida, .Canon
City and Pueblo before flooding land at Las Animas and LamarfﬁL/

Although the 1894 flood does not currently stand as the flood of record
for all creek basins and towns in Boulder County, it may be the significant
event for those towns on St. Vrain, Lefthand, and Boulder Creeks and their
tributaries such as the North St. Vrain, James Creek, or Fourmile Creek. Due
to a scarcity of historic data for South Boulder Creek, Dry Creek No. 2, Coal
Creek, and Rock Creek, assumptions are uncertain, but it may be possible that
the 1894 flood was the flood of record at those points as well. It is
interesting to note that the 1894 flood is mentioned in nearly every local
history of the county.GSThe references weré not used as a rule in this report

due to the lack of a documented source. The consistent mention, however, was

assumed to be significant in defining that flood as the county's largest.

D(’?/

————



. The St. Vrain Creek near Lyons was swollen with
~floodwaters and remmsres~ef washed away cabins in 1894.

. The Union Pacific Railroad suffered sizeable losses
<" >near Longmont. -Seme two thousand feet of track were
{ { reportedly destroyed.

v

g These scenes just south of Longmont show the
effect of floodwaters on about June 1, 1894,

Farmer Dicken's reported lossed of $6,000 (
in 1980 dollars) to his farm south of the St.
Vrain zJ.n TLongmont.
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The mountain roads were vital lJ.l’l{Sk between eastern
supply towns, like Boulder, and the mountain commmnities.

Freight teams hauled coal, machinery, and foodstuffs to mi
in the county's foothills.

)\rk ' .
\(\ o "1}"
. J&D ‘)( ,
"L.' \

This bridge was located near Boulder Falls on Boulder Cree
The 1894 flood destroyed all such structures.

Ward was settled, as were many mountain towns,in a valley
surrounded by steep hillsides. Heavy rainstorms sent

torrents of water down the gulley's into Ward during the
1894 storm. :

~ \\L) .
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Rain water quickly filled the open mine pits which dotted
the hills west of Boulder.
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Springdale was severely damaged by floodwaters fram James
Creek in the Lefthand Creek basin.

The Selzer House was the main structure in Springdale. It
suffered damage during the 1894 flood. Thisshetograph—

Jnay-have-beerr ‘takan-durimg-the retonstruction o thac
~idddneg -

These shots, taken nearly twenty-four hours after
the flocd crested on Boulder Creek in Boulder,show the
destruction caused east and west of Twelfth Street.

~J

f the first
Fourth Street railroad bridge was one O
'I]Ezses as water, estimated to have flowed at a rate of
as much as 13,000cts, flooded the area.
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The Twlefth Street bridge at Brcadway succumbed to
the destructive force of the flood.

The area near Boulder Creek at Ninth Street was severely
damaged. This shot shows the v101.m.ty of present day
Ninth and Canyon Streets. 2 e iy ==

wer  Jdhough the water had already subsided, the high water «a<
veqsvied i (5 " parke—nesr the window sills are visible—in—rido--scaw
‘ of Boulder's railroad depot which was located near
Fourteenth and Water (Canyon) Streets.

Culver Flats, or Poverty Flats at it was also called,
suffered the brunt of the damage fram floodwaters :
fram both Boulder Creek and Beasley Ditch. i
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The velocity of the water which destroyed hames, businesses
ard ruined land in Poverty Flats,shews.clearly-i }
~seene. The University of Colorado's Old Main¥is in the
background. o 4w, fa- 4, Lucdey

Great quanities of mud were deposited in the nieghborhoods
near Boulder Creek. This view shows the conditions near
Fifteenth Street.

Though this temporary bridge had to be moved several times ¢
to shifts in the Boulder Creek chamnel, it served as the oni
means of linking north and south sections of Boulder until
bridges could be rekuilt.

These Qzlvez; Flats' residents survived the flooding
of their neighborhood. Miraculously, no immediate deaths v
caused by the flood.
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Debris were deposited in the yard of these residents near
Twentieth and Goss Streets.

Marinus Smith was one of Boulder's less fortunate victims of
the flood. His home and out buildings were severely damaged.

Smith reportedly suffered severe mental stress as a result of
the disaster.

The Jacob Faus house was washed several hundred feet from
it's original location near Twelfth and Boradway.

o
The area west of Twelfth Street along Bulder Creek was
clogged with debris.
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The Ninth Street bridge and railroad tracks were washed

away in the flocod.

Citizens surveyed the damage to railrcad tracks and one
of the narrow gague engines.

- Houses were precaricusly perched over washed-out creek--banks
along Boulder Creel.

.

. foan ) / . / /
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of Boulder were dameged by floodwater
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VII 11 The road and railroad were washed cut in Fourmile Canyon.

The topography of the hillsides near Wall Street,
Copper Rock, and Sunset along Fourmile Creek 1s
extremely narrow and steep.

VIII 14,28
& VI 34

Buildings in Salina, which suffered severe losses in the

1894 flocd, had encorached on the floodplain of Fourmile
Creek. :



These views of Crisman showed how closely people lived
to Fourmile Creek.

Nederalnd probably received heavy rain during the late May
1894 storm.

Eldorado Springs, called Camp Eldorado, was sparsely populated
in 1892} This factor contributed to the lack of damage report
for the area.

|




Travel by coaches was impossj_bl..e in the mountains
and on many of the eastern plains roads as well
after the flocod.

- WO
e .~,..Hu:
7ol I o
frp LY ;f:'
\

e e
e {&*3;%1‘??{,’ SRtk 1

Freight teams such-ms~ihese were temporarily put out
of camnission when floodwaters destroyed Boulder County
roads.

- Iouisville and

Coal fram i i uider
; i in Lafayette did not rgach BO

and other Hbinwiss becauseyof road and railroad damage.




Though rebuilding of roads started immediately after the
flood, it was nearly six weeks before travel returned
to normal.

Union Pacific narrow gague Engine 155 was partiall
submerged by floodwaters as track was undermined Y
and washed away : Y
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FLOODS OF RECORD FOR BOULDER COUNTY CREEKS AND TCWNS

It rains! Rapidly little rills are formed above,
and these soon grow into broocks, and the brooks grow
into creeks and tumble over the walls in innumerable
cascades, adding their wild music to the roar of the
river. When the rain ceases the rills, brooks, and
creeks run dry. The waters that fall during a rain on
these steep rocks are gathered at once into the river;
they cquld scarcely be poured in more suddenly if some
vast sgxggt ran from the clouds to the stream itself.
When a’‘storm bursts over the canyon a side guich is
dangerous, for a sudden flood may come, and the
inpouring waters will raise the river so as to hide the
rocks.

John Wesley Powell
Diary Notation
August 15, 1869
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Flood of Record

The Targest flood of record in a particular drainage basin is referred to
as the "flood of record.” This term applies to any flood for which there is
enough reljable data that technical analysis is possible. Usually the tem is
used to identify the “"maximum" flood for a specific stream. This is not to be

confused with the instrumental flood of record which is the maximum flood of

record measured by stream gauges. An instrumental flood of record may not be

4
the same as the historicg] flood of record.J

From the data that have been collected in previous reports and for this
study, it appears as if the 1894 flood was the historical flood of record for
most of the county.

A flood of record may be different for various parts of a specific
stream. The largest event on the upper portion of the St. Vrain Creek basin
occurred in 1941, while the flood of record on the lower portion of the basin
has been identified as 1894 or 1921. This is because of the impact of
localized storms. In addition, some townsites are affected by more than one
creek. Longmont and its vicinity, for instance, is threatened by flood waters
from St. Vrain and Lefthand Creeks.

By discussing the flood of record for the major towns in Boulder County,
the geographic area of the County is thoroughly represented. It should be
noted, however, that the flood of record may have occurred at a time previous
to those discussed in this study. The information presented represents a
summary of previously published reports and this project's original research.'aﬁ

But only a systematic search of all existing historic material (for instance

the careful examination of every Boulder County newspaper for the past century

el
1o -

or so), combined with data from emerging paleoflood hydrology techniques, can
/ AL ‘»"/:\‘\f,,/,’/f’:«/.. N V4
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more definitively answer the questions and put to rest the uncertainties
associated with current information about floods of record.

In order to more fully define the possible effect of flood waters on
Boulder County citizens and their property and possessions, this chapter will
discuss the floods of record as they stand now. When discrepancies occur, for
instance the 1894 and 1921 floods at Longmont, each will be discussed.

The incorporated towns which 1ie within the county's boundaries will be
discussed by stream basin. The basins will be examined from north to south.
Within each basin the discussion will progress downstream and will focus on
population centers since these are the areas which have the greatest damage

-

and fatality potential. These include Lyons, longmont, Nederiand, Boulder,
3

Ward, Jamestown, Lafayette, Louisville and Super1or Sect1ons of Er1e and
—

’—‘—\'——(“’j‘?‘/__.\ U — -

Broomfield (parts of wh1ch are in Bou]der County) are affected by Boulder
County creeks and are included as well. For a comprehensive list of
unincorporated towns, subdivisions and other communities in each creek basin

refer to Appendix IV.

ST. VRAIN CREEK BASIN

The primary drainage basin in Boulder County is that of St. Vrain Creek.
The incorporated towns along its banks include Lyons and Longmont. Many
historic townsites and new subdivisions lie within this basin.

Flood dates for the areas in the St. Vrain Basin vary in upstream to
downstream locations. The flood of record for Lyons is 1941, while that of
Longmont is 1921. This is caused by two factors: 1localized storms in one
area but not the other, and the additional stream water discharge of Lefthand

Creek at Longmont.
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Lyons
Located at the confluence of North and South St. Vrain Creeks, Lyons was

settled in the early 1860's, became an established townsite in 1882, and was
: ;Z'f

incorporated in 1891." A stream gauge was located about one half mile

downstream from the confluence of those two tributaries. It operated from

1887 to 1891 and from 1895 to the present.ﬁﬁ%he Longmont and Buttonrock
reservoirs lie upstream from the community on the North St. Vrain. They, like

Barker Reservoir in the Boulder Creek Basin or Gross Reservoir in the South
g )j,;’/l//é
Boulder Creek Basin do not have storm water detention capacities. That is,

1

they are not designed for flood control.’

Major floods in Lyons identified by previously published research

[

include:
1864 =-June- - - o0 10300 --Aug.-10 0 = 1951 - Aug. 3
1876 - May 1935 -~ May 27 1957 - May 9
1894 - May 31-dune 2 1941 - June 22 1961 - June 3
1919 - July 3 1946 - July 18 1967 - Aug. 30
1921 - June 7 1947 - June 17 1969 - May 7
1924 - June 14 1949 - June 4

0f these events, the 1894, 1919, and 1941 floods have been considered the
most severe occurrencesi”\The discharge measured or calibrated at Lyons for
those floods was 9,800, 9,400, and 10,500 cubic feet per second (cfs)
respective]y.uﬂfhe 1941 flood is often regarded as the largest of the three.
However, the estimated difference between the 1894 and 1941 floods was only
700 cfs.

As noted, the Lyons stream gauge was not in operation in 1894, when the
estimated peak discharge was 9,800 cfs. In addition, the comparison of slope

area measurements from one event to another is not exactly due to the changing

character of the stream and the different methods of calibration used. The
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gauge near the confluence of North and South St. Vrain Creeks was in operation
from 1895 until the present. The June 22, 1941 event with a discharge of
10,500 cfs, was the largest flow recorded at that gauge. Most reports
attribute the storm to an extremely Tocalized cloudburst which occurred over
the South St. VraianﬁThe 1894 event, however, was severe locally as well as
regionally.

The nistoric record may help to illustrate a difference which points to
greater inundation in 1894. Although copies of the Tocal Lyons newspapers

/
have not survived for-eiuxatﬁﬂiﬁégﬁe—datgs, news stories from the neighboring

Boulder Daily Camera (1894 and 1941), Longmont Ledger (1894), and the Longmont

Times-Call (1941) help illustrate the facts about the two ﬂoods.\f/§<7//ff&‘~m”(1{4&3&‘5§ﬁ%K

Meadow Park, a picnic and recreation center in Lyons on North St. Vrain
44

Creek, was affected by both events. The 1894 accounts graphically describe

the water as so swift that people had to be pulled across the area with

u5
ropes. A horse team and wagon were washed awayf‘ In the 1941 accounts it was
i

noted that movable objects such as picnic tables floated away. The 1894

- stories reported that the entire south part of Lyons was under water, and that
Iy abibscrte HABH, (loced, Hocsf Ftpmie L8
twenty homes had been washed away. In 1941 a—hatf dozen homes—were flooded
Mﬂw’tﬁ @z&i@/@rﬂwﬁmwu QWW%%/&« /4:‘4/'%&4/-5 Al 5
and one caan‘"that_Uf~Ke+%h4kﬂﬁe~*MQ~was—kr++ed~+n—£heAi1 od—was—destroyed.’
A=) mdné& W W Wﬂ?» LLL et w%&wzﬂqﬁf

In addition, the damage to roads, bridges, and railroad tracks was cited to be
o ) =49
more extensive in 1894 than in 1941.
In addition to these pieces of information, a news article in 1941 stated
that L.T. Burgess, Chief Hydrographer from the State of Colorado‘s Engineer’'s
i

O0ffice, calibrated the discharge for the June 22, 1941 flood as 8,900 cfs."’E
The United States Geological Survey Surface Water Supply Report stated the

ﬁdy ﬂ/% IJMM@ gl fthe, Heto o Coby,
10,500 cfs figure for the 1941 flood.¥ The dif asutJqg/tg/hnjqug§~/§ed24

* et
_yielded slightty—differentbase figurés. f@(
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Though it is clear that both events were severe, the available data may

— not be conclusive enough to suggest the 1941 flood as the most extensive

T

NI

event.

Longmont
Longmont is a unique example in Boulder County because the entire
settlement of nearby Buriington is generally thought to have been moved

because of a series of severe floods just south of the present day townsite of

4
Longmont.” The town of Burlington was located near the presenﬁmgiy)ﬂjKku,zzacauﬂﬂbo¢ca
‘. o S % Vtcteryt
intersection of Longmont’s Main Street and Colorado Highway 119. Settled in Zeertpgy,
(45 &C@M /

the Tlate 1850's, it was visited by floods in the 1860's and 1870's. The most
notable floods were probably those of 1864 and 1876. In fact, the 1876 flood
reportedly inundated the area for two daysj{{Although other factors were
involved, such as economic advantages, the severe flooding of the area may
have helped cause the abandonment of that site. Most of Burlington's citizens
joined the new settlers of the Chicago-Colorado Colony at the top of the hill
and formed the city of Longmont.\géett1ed in 1871, the town has been fairly
safe from f1oods because of its elevation above St. Vrain and Lefthand Creeks.
In June of 1921, however, the town was pummeled by four inches of rain in
jvqufbﬁﬁfﬁgﬂiiﬁﬁgfékA totil of 5.87 to 6.07 inches of rain was recorded as having
?Jﬁydwb?;11en from June 2-7,4&%he ditches near the town overflowed and filled the
main residential and commercial areas with water up to several feet deep in
p1aces.ﬁ3At Fifth and Main Streets, water was measured a foot deep in many
storesig Although no lives were lost, property damage was significant.yﬁv
While this flood has been called by some the greatest in Longmont, it is
1]

considered in other reports to be second in magnitude to the 1894 flood.

Information is scanty for both events, but there are some comparisons which



///

point to a greater extent of waters in 1894. The Farmers Mill, for instance,
whnich was located just south of the business area of Longmont, had four to

five inches of water on its floors in 1894."Y The train depot was also |
2 |
Lo In 1921, the flood waters were

©
reportedly "up to* the Farmers Mill and depot! In addition, newspaper reports

inundated, although exact depths are unknown.

of the day cite the flood waters as "fully a mile wide" in 1894, and
three-quarters of a mile wide in 1921.} Newspaper stories in 1921 reported
that flood as the largest since 1894JVP

The 1894 event may have been the largest for another reason. Lefthand
Creek was significantly impacted by heavy rains during 1894. The greatest
flood on that creek was probably during that time. The Longmont area was
therefore affected by discharge from that creek as well as the St. Vrain. In
contrast, the 1921 storm seems to have been more the result of local rainfall
in the plainslbetween Lyons and Longmont, which mainly affected St. Vrain
Cr'eek.(‘ff7

Floods at Longmont have generally been the result of heavy rains on the
plains and significant flooding on both Lefthand and St. Vrain Creeks.

Other major floods recorded in Longmont have occurred on the following

dates:
1844 1949 - June 4
1864 - June 9 1951 - Aug. 3
1876 - May 22 1957 - May 9-10
1894 - May 31-June 2 1958 - May
1914 - June 1 1963 - June 16
1919 - July 30-31 1967 - April 14
1921 - June 7 1969 - May 4-8
1938 - Aug. 31-Sept. 4 1972 - June 6
1941 - June 22 1973 - May 5
1946 - July 18 1974 - June 9

1947 - June 12
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LEFTHAND CREEK BASIN

Lefthand Creek is a major tributary to the St. Vrain. Ward and Jamestown
(located on James Creek, a tributary to Lefthand Creek) are major townsites in
the upper Lefthand Creek Basin. Longmont is affected in the downstream area.

The stream gauge history on Lefthand Creek has been sporadic since 1929.
These gauges were located toward the downstream portions of the creek (refer
to Appendix II)]bSF1oods in the lower area of Lefthand Creek Basin have
generally been cited in reports as occurring on the same dates as those on the

169

lTower St. Vrain. The assumptions for the upper Lefthand basin are not as

certain. Major floods in the basin u§B@jTy have occurred during:

1864
1876

1894
ﬁ{@b 1921 -June 2-6
~~ 1938-Sept. 3
1949 June

1951 Aug.
1969 May

Ward
Ward is located near the headwaters of Lefthand Creek. While information

on the 1894 flood was uncovered in this study, additional data have not been

O
collected for that townsite's flood events. 17 9 va‘}" oo
Jamestown j“,,gaﬁ
Jamesto | is located on James Creek/a’major tributary to Lef s Creek.

As Chapters 11 relates, the town was severely impacted in 1894.
flood caused the same type of devastation in Jamestown as shown by the

collection of photographs below. 7%, ék201A~( 62¢«l24~%qu/czqéaffflmxﬁa
Nt Levid 5’ /MM ffce/ JECT / ”Z"“‘M"f
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DRY CREEK BASIN

Dry Creek No. 2

Historically the area drained by Dry Creek No. 2 has been sparsely

populated. Though the creek flows by Niwot, and affects a number of new
VUGS

subdivisions of Boulder and Longmont, it(ﬁiansverses/hain1y through farmland
‘-—)‘—.—-’/

south of Longmont. Stream gauges have been non-existent as well.
Consequently, information about floods on Dry Creek No. 2 has been scarce.
Probable events have been identified by the Army Corps of Engineers, by other
indepen@snt studies, and this report by comparisons to floods on adjacent
creeks:‘ Those dates include:

1894 - May 31-June 2
1921 - June 2-6

1938 - Sept. 2

1951 - Aug. 3

1969 - May 7

1973 - May 5

A peak discharge of 5,700 cfs was estimated for Dry Creek No. 2 on August
3, 1951. It damaged crops, buildings, equipment, bridges, and railroad

track. That flood was reportedly one-quarter of a mile wide and caused the

PSS

evacuation of fifty peop]e.}//

BOULDER CREEK BASIN

Boulder Creek along with its major tributaries--North and Middle Boulder
Creeks, and Fourmile Creek--drains a vast seiyioq{ot/the mountainous territory
of the county. Many settlements are(;;?:Z¥;ﬂ{blii/;isatf1ows through Boulder,
the largest city in the county, before it reaches the plains and joins the

St. Vrain.
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Boulder

Located on the banks of Boulder Creek near the mouth of Boulder Canyon,

Boulder has had a number of destructive floods since its incorporation in

i

1871. Floods have been recorded by personal observation and by stream gauges

since the 1880°'s.

One gauge, located at a site about two and one-half miles

downstream from Orodell in Boulder Canyon, operated intermittently from 1888

to 1968.

Another at Orodell (about three miles upstream from downtown

Boulder) operated on a partial basis from 1887 to 1916. Since that time the

gauge has been in constant operation.

Major floods in Boulder have occurred in:

1844
1864
1876
1890
1892
1894
1895
1896
1897
1904
1906
1909
1914
1916
1918
1919
1921
1923

June

;//(‘/“‘LJ"‘ v /

May 21-23

Aug.

4

May 31-June 2

July 31
-Aug. 19

June 10, July 6-7
May 12

July

8

July 5, July 23, Aug. 18

June

Aug.
Aug.
June
June

2
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1929
1933
1935
1938
1939
1941
1942
1947
1949
1951
1952
1954
1957
1965
1966
1969
1973

July 23

July 8, Sept. 8
May 28, June 15
Sept. 23

June 22

April 25

June 21-23

June 4

Aug. 3, Aug. 31
June 7

July 15

June 29

June 24

May 7
May 5

V?Z



In response to the flood hazard in Boulder, over thirty studies have been
conducted for Boulder Creek since 1910. This number does not include the

theses and dissertations which have added valuable information on Boulder's

wf
! {

floods. Though the stream gauges were not in operation during the May 31,
1894 flood, it is generally agreed that that event was the flood of record for

the creek. The story of that flood has been detailed in Chapter II. In
I
addition, that flood has been estimated as the 1% or 100 year flood. It is

important to remember that a flood of that magnitude has a 1% probability of
occurring and being equalled or exceeded in any year.

The discharge estimates for that event were made by %he Boston
engineering consulting firm of Metcalf and Eddy in 1912.11A1th0ugh they made
their calculations some eighteen years after the flood, they used a portion of

the stream near Fourth Street which had remained stable after the 1894 flood.

The most reliable record of extreme flood level was that
obtained through the courtesy of the officials of the Denver,
Boulder & Western Railroad Company, upon one of its wooden
trestle bridges crossing Boulder Creek in the vicinity of 4th
Street. Here the river cross-section is fairly uniform in
character, for a considerable distance above and below the
trestle. The slope is approximately 1.1%. The reported depth
was about 10 feet, giving a cross-section of approximately 700
square feet at this flood level. (Later reports indicate an
area of about 800 square feet, and that this depth may have
been as much as 11 feet.)

We estimate the discharge corresponding to these elements, to
have been approximately 12,000 cubic feet per second (or 13,600
cubic feet per second corresponding to the 11 foot depth)...it
is possible, however, that the discharge may have been somewhat
less than this, perhaps between 9,000 and 10,000 cubic feet per
second...While this flood was of short duration much damage was
done. -

According to the United States Geological Survey (1960) and the Army

15

Corps of Engineers (1969) the Metcal f and Eddy report is reliable. JPrevious

to those reports, Junius Henderson's 1921 transmittal to the Boulder Planning



7

and Parks Commission concerning the channelization of Boulder Creek mentioned
o5l

the credibility of the study. Assisted by photographers and engineers he made
investigations of the 1894 flood for the city of Boulder. In 1921 he
responded to the Metcalf and Eddy report in the following way:

Metcalf and Eddy's estimate of from 12,000 to 13,500 feet

is conservative, and doubtless approximately correct.

Being particularly interested in erosion, 1 have studied

all the floods of Boulder Creek since 1892, except one, 1

believe, and so have personal knowledge of their relative

volumes. Pioneers who were interviewed in 1894 agreed

that the flood of 1864 was approximately equal to that of

1894, so there is no reason why we should not expect

future floods as great. . "

In addition he stated that the problems of planned channelization of
Boulder Creek were "too important to be passed over without careful
investigation.” '

The recollections of citizens interviewed by various individuals and
groups since Henderson's report also contain, almost without fail, details of
the 1894 flood. That event was the one they remembered or had heard about

from others. Generally, their opinions coincide with those of the experts--

the flood of record for Bouider occurred in 1894.

SOUTH BOULDER CREEK BASIN

South Boulder Creek, though a tributary to Boulder Creek (it joins
Boulder Creek at Valmont east of Boulder) drains a large basin in the southern
portion of the county. Though it is unincorporated, Eldorado Springs is the
largest town in the upstream portion of the basin. Marshall and Valmont as
well as numerous new developments 1ie in the downstream area.

Until very recently with thé growth of those new subdivisions, population

S
has been sparse in this area.
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Flood dates for South Boulder Creek including those mentioned in

previously published reports are:

1864 1923

1894 - May 31-dune 2 1938 - Sept. 2
1895 - June 3 1947 - June 21
1900 - May 9 1949 - June 6
1909 - June 20 1951 - June 18
1914 - May 24 1952 - June 4
1919 1957 - May 9, 10
1921 - June 6 o 1969 - May 7

Eldorado Springs

Though a gauging station has been maintained near Eldorado Springs since

1888, it has experignced lapses in operation}fi}t was not, for instance, in
operation in 1894f?\Agencies such as the United States Geological Survey have
suspected that a flood occurred then on South Boulder CreekleInformation
uncovered in this report substantiates that supposition, yet its magnitude

remains uncertain due to a lack of personal observations of the flood and the

/‘d.’
i

absence of gauge data.

The largest gauge recorded flood on South Boulder Creek took place on
September 2, 1938.lqihe total rainfall for that storm (September 2-3) was 4.42
1nches.q}The flow or discharge was calculated to be 8,540 cfsb.zd According to
an unpublished document by the E]dorago Springs Historical Society, the

N
rainfall was substantially greater.ﬂ The following illustrates the extent of

‘the flood in that area.

¢/
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A cloudburst centered below Gross Dam. 7.35 inches of
rain fell at Kneales in two hours. South Draw was a wall
of water. Five houses were swept away in the canyon.
Water undermined the dance hall; concessions, all bridges,
several cabins, restaurants, cars, personal belongings
disappeared lin the raging waters. Some residents took
shelter in homes outside the canyon on higher ground. The
roar of the water and moving boulders was a terrifying
sound reverberating off the walls of the canyon. It was a
loss from which the resort as it was never recovered. ;v =
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Marshall

At Marshall, data was scarce as well. This study, however, confirms the
occurrence of the 1894 flood at that area of South Boulder Creek (refer to
Chapter II). Other floods at Marshall include those of 1864, 1919, 1923,
1938, 1957, and 1969. -
Valmont

Since Valmont is located at the confluence of South Boulder Creek and
Boulder Creek it is probable that the town has been f1oodea more often than
the other South Boulder Creek Basin towns.

The 1894 flood has been identified as the flood of record at that site
although it was most likely severely impacted%iﬂiiggzwazégg, 1919, 1921, 1938,

é»/

1049, 1951, 1957, 1969, and 1973 due to its location. /et (o <¥ea i elZl

r’/r//',/'q%/
7

COAL CREEK BASIN

Coal Creek, also a tributary to Boulder Creek, flows through a basin
which includes the incorporated towns of Superior, Louisville, Lafayette and
47

f£rie. Though data is scarce, floods on Coal Creek include those which

occcurred during:



1 U

sy

) SO

1
h
.-

Laraveree -2 .
") ‘ ha
- - ]
A4
'
e ]
|
]
1
'
]
)
1
1
13
../'\ ‘
BROOMFAIELD }
13

|
1
1
1
)
t
1

R

rm..wuml

Cosl cfott  DRAINACE  IAT)N

B \ﬁ:.‘
: v b -
o
%

s



vy

1876 - May 22 1938 - Sept. 2
1891 1949 - June 9
1894 - May 31-June 2 1957 - May 9
1896 - June 1969 - May 7
1921 - June 3 1972 - June
1935 - May 26

Superior

This community began as a result of the growth of the coal industry
around the turn of the century. Since its population has never exceeded more
than a few hundred peop]é and because it has been surrounded by miles of open
land, the data on floods in the area are not as plentiful as the larger towns
in Coal Creek Basin. Major floods have been identified in previous reports as
those of 1876, 1891, 1896, 1921, 1935, 1949, 1957, and 1969f29?he dates
defai]ed above probably represent a more complete list of floods in Superior.

The 1896 event has been considered the largest flood for this town.

Louisville
Information on flooding in Louisville is scarce. Previous floodplain
reports concerning Coal Creek and Rock Creek have acknowledged the 1imited
i
data base.zDThere is one stream gauge on upper Coal Creek, though it has only
been in operation since 1959. Rock Creek does not have any stream flow
ng/
gauges.
In addition to the lack of scientific data, historical sources are

meager. Few copies of Louisville's newspapers survive. Copies of The

Louisville Miner (1887-1888), The Louisville-Lafayette Advance (1892-1897),

The Colorado Sun (1896-1901), The Black Diamond World (1901-1906), and others,

have not been saved. Many issues of The Louisville Times, which has been in

%
publication since 1913, have not survived. ¥
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Louisville was settled in the late 1850's by farmers and miners. The
town was platted in 1878 and incorporated in the early 1880's (1881 or 1882)?@4
While it has a history as long as many of Boulder County's towns, the
boom-bust nature of the community due to its dependence on the coal mining
industry, have contributed to a less than consistent population. Until the
very recent population boom, sparse settlement in the rural areas left very
few personal observations concerning floods.

According to previously published government agency or government

sponsored reports, the largest flood on Coal Creek near Louisville occurred in

209 . . .
June of 1896. No copies of local newspapers survive for that period. As vyy
77N X
mentioned in this study, the 1894 flood may have been as great.(” v —
Lafayette

Lafayette, just downstream from Louisville, is potentially impacted by
Coal Creek and Rock Creek too.ﬂoéections of its new residential, commercial,
and industrial areas lie in the floodplains of both creeks. The same problems
concerning lack af data that affect Louisville apply to Lafayette. Stream
gauge data has a short history and historic documents and sources are scarce.
The repfesentation of newspapers is considerably better than for Louisville,
but still does not present a consistent record. All papers prior to 1901 have
disappeared or been destroyed. 3

More data are needed for this area. Although the Fall 1981 countywide
appeal for privately held flood information (i.e., diaries, pictures, letters)
was carried by local Louisville and Lafayette newspapers, substantial new

material was not collected.
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Erie

Though only a small portion of Erie lies within the boundarie